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  	Introduction
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	DIANE RAVITCH
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	In organizing the Brookings conference on urban education, special acknowledgment must go to Howard Fuller, former superintendent of the Milwaukee public schools, who brought together several of his colleagues: Debra McGriff, former superintendent of the Detroit public schools; Walter Amprey, former superintendent of the Baltimore public schools; and Rod Paige, superintendent of the Houston public schools. Their presence, their insightful comments, and their wisdom born of long experience in the trenches of urban education enriched the entire proceedings. Thanks also to Kathleen Elliott Yinug of Brookings, whose administrative leadership and guidance made everything work smoothly for all participants.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	BY ANY MEASURE, student performance in U.S. urban schools is appallingly low. While almost every urban district has some exceptionally effective schools, outcomes for most students and most schools compare unfavorably with those in nonurban districts. School officials usually explain the dismal results by referring to the large concentrations of poor and non-English-speaking students in cities and to the high correlation between poverty and low academic achievement.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	In May 1998, the Brown Center on Education Policy of the Brookings Institution sponsored a two-day conference on the state of urban education in the United States, which brought together leading scholars, school superintendents, and policymakers. This volume presents reports of reforms under way in cities across the nation and descriptions of reform strategies that are currently being debated. While participants in the conference expressed divergent views about what needs to be done to reverse the dire statistics in urban areas, no one disagreed with the proposition that urban schools need a massive overhaul. No one claimed that the status quo was tolerable. Underlying all the reform proposals was a consensus that the academic failure of a huge proportion of poor children in the inner cities is unacceptable and cannot be regarded by policymakers and school officials as inevitable. To tolerate educational failure
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  	on the current scale among poor children in urban public schools is to consign a large segment of the rising generation to lives without hope.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Urban schools enroll 24 percent of all public school students in the United States, 35 percent of poor students, and 43 percent of minority students. In a massive survey of urban education, Education Week concluded that "most 4th graders who live in U.S. cities can't read and understand a simple children's book, and most 8th graders can't use arithmetic to solve a practical problem." Slightly more than half of big-city students are unable to graduate from high school in the customary four years, and many of those who do manage to graduate are ill-prepared for higher education or the workplace. Performance is worst in high-poverty schools, explain the editors of Education Week, yet poverty is not the only reason for low performance: "Somehow, simply being in an urban school seems to drag performance down. Students in urban schools where the majority of children are poor are more likely to do poorly on tests than their peers who attend high-poverty schools outside cities."
1 Equally disadvantaged students in urban Catholic schools, however, outperform their public school peers and are far less likely to drop out of school.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	On tests administered by the federally funded National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), students in high-poverty schools in cities fall far behind all others. Only 43 percent of fourth-grade students in urban schools reach the basic level in reading as compared with 63 percent in nonurban schools; in high-poverty urban schools, only 23 percent of fourth graders meet that minimal standard. Poor children in city schools are far less likely to meet the basic achievement level on NAEP tests than poor children who do not live in cities.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Urban education suffers from many problems, but worst among them is the spread of concentrated poverty, where multiple social ills converge. The correlates of povertypoor health, inadequate housing, high crime rates, single-parent families, substance abusecreate an environment in which heroic efforts are necessary to sustain hope and aspirations for the future. In some citiessuch as Atlanta; Camden, New Jersey; Cleveland; Dayton; Detroit; East St. Louis, Illinois; Hartford; Miami; and New Orleansmore than 40 percent of children live in poverty. Schools can provide health services, adult education, and a variety of other programs to assist children and their families, but in the end their primary responsibility is to provide a superior education to the children. If they do
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  	not do it, no other institution will. For children in poverty, effective schools are crucial; the schools are their last, best hope for a better life. Schools cannot create economic activity or jobs, but only they can teach children the knowledge and skills without which they cannot improve their life prospects.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Urban schools are not meeting this fundamental expectation. Not only is performance strikingly poor, but also, in many districts, school buildings are in disrepair, supplies are inadequate, and teachers' salaries are not competitive with neighboring suburbs. Because of what are often poor working conditions and noncompetitive salaries, urban districts have trouble attracting and retaining well-qualified teachers. Nationally, 39.5 percent of science teachers lack either an undergraduate major or minor in science and 34 percent of mathematics teachers lack either a major or minor in mathematics. The figures are even higher in urban districts. For example, in urban schools where half or more of the students are poor, 45 percent of the mathematics teachers have neither a major nor a minor in mathematics or mathematics education.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	The large bureaucracies that are responsible for urban schools seem incapable of effective management, even when they have the resources to repair their buildings and pay better salaries. Big-city school bureaucracies often seem to adopt self-serving strategies that protect administrative jobs rather than children. They have mastered the art of continual reform, loudly trumpeting the latest initiative, even though these heralded reforms seldom produce significant change in the educational outcomes for children. The track record of these school systems has given rise to suspicion that additional resources will be absorbed by one-shot programs and administrative spending, without any effect on what happens in the classroom.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Many school reformers doubt that the current governance system is capable of improving the achievement of inner-city students or creating the kind of schools that can successfully educate poor children. Urban schools continue to work on the assumption that one best way exists to manage every issue and that those who work in the central office know best. Regardless of who is superintendent or who are members of the school board, administrators in the central office control the budget, hire and assign staff, and issue directives to the schools. Important decisions are made at central headquarters, not at the school. Compliance with rules
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  	and regulations is prized more than performance. Those who are closest to the childrenthe principal and teachersare robbed of initiative by the nature of the system. Urban school systems, accustomed to managing by command and control, are uncomfortable with the principle of student or teacher choice of assignment. They prefer a system in which all schools are as nearly identical as possible, with teachers and students as interchangeable as widgets. These systems are characterized by their absence of clear standards, acceptance of social promotion, lack of accountability, and administrative bloat. The proliferation of federal and state programs, many designed to correct urban problems, have exacerbated the bureaucratic tendencies of big-city districts by adding new layers of reporting, regulation, and micromanagement.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	The bleak performance of urban school systems has prompted many state and local officials to shake up the status quo. Some states have taken control of failing school districts or transferred control to the mayor. Some districts have hired noneducators as superintendents. Others have shut down and reconstituted failing schools with a new staff.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Other promising strategies, such as charter schools and vouchers, rely on market-based principles of competition and choice. Thirty-four states and the District of Columbia had adopted charter legislation by mid-1998, and that fall, more than 250,000 students were enrolled in nearly twelve hundred charter schools (more than half in urban districts). Charter schools are public schools that operate outside the immediate control of any local school board. They are answerable to public authorities and must agree to meet state standards or risk losing their charter. The promise of charter schools is a straightforward exchange: autonomy from most regulations in exchange for accountability for results.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	At the time of the Brookings conference, virtually every big-city school district was engaged in school reform activities. Some cities concentrated on governance reform; others experimented with charter schools or vouchers; still others turned to professional development. No shortage existed of ideas and strategies. A major purpose of the Brookings conference was to sort through these ideas and strategies, to examine reforms that were under way, and to assess the prospects for lasting change.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Any consideration of a complex problem must begin with a historical overview, which Jeffrey Mirel of Emory University provides. A historian of education, Mirel traces the rise and fall of urban education in
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  	the twentieth century. He examines the confluence of social, political, and educational currents that undermined the effectiveness of big-city schools in mid-century.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Anthony S. Bryk of the University of Chicago describes the progress of school reform in Chicago, where the state legislature inaugurated the most far-reaching decentralization in the nation in 1988. The experience in Chicago is particularly interesting because a second wave of reform in 1995, also initiated by the state legislature, attempted to restore a measure of central direction. The process of school reform in Chicago provides fertile ground for debating the appropriate allocation of decisionmaking power between central and local authorities. As Bryk points out, this is an unfolding story, with large consequences for children in Chicago and other cities.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Donald R. McAdams, president of the board of the Houston Independent School District, recounts the story of school reform in Houston, a story that has received little attention in the national press. From his unique perspective, he describes the difficulty of creating a bipartisan alliance for school reform, as well as the frustrations and rewards of doing so.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Stanley S. Litow of the IBM Foundation, former deputy chancellor of the New York City public schools, describes the difficulties of managing a big-city public school system. He portrays the political minefield in which school officials must function, balancing the needs and demands of parents, students, teachers, unions, politicians, and public officials, while trying to make improvements in a vast, costly, and extraordinarily complicated service-delivery system.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Rosemary C. Salomone of St. John's University School of Law considers single-sex schooling as an option for urban eduation that may have been prematurely and unwisely discarded. Salomone reviews the law, policy, and research on this issue to understand why the nation's schools abandoned single-sex schools and to determine whether such programs should be reconsidered as a useful alternative strategy to address the educational problems of urban youth.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Abigail Thernstrom of the Manhattan Institute examines the impact of litigation on the schools and particularly the relationship between litigation and problems of discipline. She considers the impact of important court cases and legislation on school discipline and the perception by
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  	school officials that their actions and policies might provoke costly litigation.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	James P. Comer of Yale University assesses the possibility of school reform from the perspective of the developmental needs of children. Although he recognizes the dysfunctional character of many urban systems, Comer analyzes the value of redirecting individual school staffs to work with families and communities.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Paul E. Peterson of Harvard University reviews the case for school choice by answering the questions and criticisms that are usually asked about choice. He analyzes the evidence about the effect of choice on student achievement, as well as concerns about the inclusion of religious schools in a publicly funded voucher program.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Paul T. Hill of the University of Washington examines the political constraints that preserve ineffective systems of education and suggests strategies to create an adequate supply of good schools in big cities. He notes that certain attitudes and practices act as barriers to reform, such as the common practice of confusing reform with the addition of new programs and mandates. He proposes a reorganization of public education that would allow schools to be different from each other and would expect every school to be a focused, coherent organization.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	As a group, the conferees debated their differences but appeared to share the view that urban schools must change in fundamental ways if they are to be effective. If there was one point of agreement, it was that there are no easy answers, no panaceas or silver bullets waiting to be discovered. Like good schools everywhere, urban schools need good leadership and good teachers, adequate resources, a clear sense of mission, the authority to make decisions about how to manage their daily operations, freedom from bureaucratic interference, and a clear specification of standards of learning. Parents in urban areas need to know that the schools to which they send their children are ready and able to educate them. For this, they need reliable information and the power to make choices. Students in urban areas need to understand that their parents and teachers want them to succeed and that if they take advantage of their educational opportunities, if they work and study, they will build their future. On the surface, this is a set of requirements and expectations that are not terribly complicated and yet, in light of the experience of recent decades, by no means easy to accomplish.
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  	1. ''Quality Counts '98: The Urban Challenge," a special edition of Education Week, January 8, 1998, p. 10.
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  	NATHAN GLAZER BEGINS A 1997 article by asking, "Can anyone imagine a situation in which the schools were tightly run by local educational bureaucracies and everyone was happy with them?In which education really was beyond politics, in which there was no school choice and no one demanded it? In which schools were never being reorganized or reinvented or reconstituted because everyone thought they were just great the way they were?" As inconceivable as it may sound, Glazer argues, this situation existed in America's great urban school systems until about 1950. Urban public school systems such as the one in New York City were so good in the first half of the twentieth century that they "were a model for the world." Given the dismal condition of American urban education in the mid-1990s, the key question that he raises is: "What has gone wrong?"
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  	This characterization of urban schools before 1950 is not entirely accurate. Contrary to Glazer's claims, these systems were as likely to be a "battlefield of social change" as they were to be idyllic enclaves of intensive learning.2 Before the 1950s, urban schools suffered extremely high dropout rates; engaged in practices that were, at best, insensitive to racial and ethnic minorities (and, at worst, downright racist); were occasionally the focus of vehement and, at times, violent protests; were continuously caught up in politics; and faced demands for what today is called "school choice" since at least the 1840s.
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  	Nevertheless, the essence of Glazer's argument is correct. Compared with one-room schools that still operated in most of rural America and compared with the small but growing number of suburban schools, between the turn of the century and World War II, urban systems were the best in the United States and some of the schools in these systems were among the best in the world. In general, urban systems were the best funded, offered the highest salaries, attracted the best-trained teachers and administrators, and often touted the most innovative educational programs in the nation. Moreover, these schools maintained that status although substantial percentages (in many cases, the majority) of their students were poor, the children of immigrants, or both. Thus, even if the romanticism that colors Glazer's description of pre-World War II urban education is dismissed, his query about what went wrong with urban schools remains one of the most important questions facing educational historians. It is also one of the most important questions for educational policy analysts. Accurately identifying what went wrong with urban education in the twentieth century can suggest policies that might address the causes of urban school decline, policies that perhaps will restore some of the success and vanished glory to these systems.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	For the past three decades, educational historians and other scholars have debated a variety of explanations for what went wrong and, based on these analyses, have offered a number of solutions to urban educational problems. While the interpretations and policy recommendations are multifaceted and complex, generally the scholars who advocate them can be grouped into four broad categories. These categories are by no means firm and, depending on the issue, people placed in one group may fit better in another. Nevertheless, the categories capture many of the key differences in current approaches to educational history and policy.
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  	Members of the first group of historians link the deterioration of urban schools to the larger decline in the quality of urban life, which they argue is strongly related to racial and economic segregation. They trace the problems of urban schools to political and educational leaders who failed to respond adequately to the dramatic demographic changes that occurred in urban America after World War II. They assert that, as the racial and economic character of cities changed in those years, these leaders abandoned cities and their schools, leaving them isolated and impoverished when they needed greater integration and resources to address their growing
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  	problems. These scholars and social commentators see efforts to revitalize urban economies, to significantly increase funding to urban schools, and to end racial and social class segregation as essential steps toward improving urban education. As Jean Anyon argues, "What is needed to make educational reform possible in America's cities is economic reprioritization, and a resuscitation of the cities themselves."
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  	A second set of scholars, largely those who interpret educational history from a Marxist-oriented approach, see the problems of urban schools developing earlier and for different reasons. Specifically, they highlight a series of Progressive Era policies and practices (for example, at-large school board elections, centralized school organization, intelligence quotient (IQ) testing, curricular differentiation), which they claim made public schools into agents of corporate capitalism. They argue that these policies and practices (particularly vocational education, which Progressives introduced with much fanfare in the 1910s and 1920s) created institutions whose purpose was to ensure a steady stream of docile workers into various strata of the labor force and, as a result of racial, ethnic, and class biases, to reproduce social inequality. In short, they argue that the failure of urban education was essentially built into the process, part of a larger effort to shape and control American society by corporate and political elites. For long-term solutions to the problems of urban education, these scholars press for a major redistribution of wealth and power in American life. For immediate solutions, some have supported such reforms in urban systems as community control of schools, which they believe may break the hold of educational bureaucrats and their corporate allies over this important aspect of city dwellers' lives.5 
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	A third group of historians and social commentators eschew Marxist analysis but find many of the problems of urban schools rooted in the same institutional structures that left-leaning critics identify. However, instead of linking educational reforms begun in the Progressive Era to efforts at capitalist domination, these scholars trace the decline of urban schools to the rise of educational professionalism and particularly to the growth in power and importance of educational bureaucracies. The scholars condemn the growing power of "educrats" and other educational professionals (in recent years increasingly manifested by the political and educational influence of teachers unions) because these groups seem more committed to retaining their power and prerogatives than to improving
	

	

	















 

  	
  	
  	
  



	




	Page 12

	
  	
  	

	

	
  	the quality of urban schools. In response to these developments, this set of researchers and their political allies have pushed for school choice programs that allow families to send their children to whatever school (public or private) the families deem best. The hope is that these programs will break the power of educational professionals and the bureaucratic "public school monopoly."
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  	A fourth group of historians focuses more closely on specific policies and practices within schools and classrooms than on the political and structural context of urban public education. These historians connect many of the key problems of urban public schools to specific pedagogical policies and practices introduced by educational professionals, in this case primarily professors in schools and colleges of education. The scholars identify such initiatives as the dilution of the academic curriculum and efforts to steer most students away from rigorous academic courses into either the vocational or general track in high school. More recently, these historians have criticized such ethnically or racially based curricular initiatives as Afrocentric and bilingual programs. The common theme in this criticism is that all these policies and practices, whether begun in the Progressive Era or introduced in the 1960s or 1970s, thwart rather than expedite mastery of material necessary for full civic and economic participation in American life. These scholars strongly support such efforts as the establishment of national and state curriculum standards that would address the problem of diluted curricula by clearly identifying the knowledge and skills all students must learn at every grade level.7 
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	The four interpretations describe important elements contributing to the decline of urban schools, and many of the policy recommendations based on these analyses seem to offer plausible solutions to the crisis of urban education. However, highlighting just one or two factors as the key determinants of the problems of urban education tends to downplay the often intricate relationships between these factors, a situation that may lead, at best, to incomplete reform efforts and, at worst, to efforts that will exacerbate the problems urban schools already face. The decentralization efforts of the late 1960s and early 1970s in New York and Detroit provide excellent examples of reform initiatives based on a one-dimensional analysis of education problems. Attempting to break the hold of professional educators on local schools and return "power to the people," these community control efforts seriously damaged the relationship
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  	between teachers and parents, polarized the cities into antagonistic racial and ethnic blocs, produced no substantial changes in either funding or curriculum, and left both districts in worse shape than they had been before the reform.
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  	In this paper, I sketch out the broader relationship between various factors that contributed to urban school decline. I draw on elements from all four interpretive traditions in presenting an explanation for this development. Although I use the phrases "urban public education" and "urban school systems," I am mainly referring to those systems found in the great industrial cities of the Northeast and Midwest. Unquestionably, the Sun Belt school systems of Atlanta, Houston, and San Diego are as troubled and face similar problems as their Rust Belt counterparts, but their histories (particularly the cities of the Southeast) are so different, and the literature on them is so thin, that including them in this analysis would be misleading.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	In examining the history of public education in the Rust Belt cities, I use examples that mainly come from research I have been doing on the Detroit public schools. In many ways, Detroit is a representative Rust Belt school system. Its history closely tracked the urban school trajectory with a rapid rise to excellence in the first half of the twentieth century, followed by a dramatic decline. Detroit participated in (and in some cases led) virtually every important reform effort involving urban schools, including a remarkably successful period of change in the Progressive Era, concerted efforts to educate a huge population of poor and immigrant children between the 1910s and 1930s, a major political and curricular transformation in the 1930s and 1940s, a massive influx of African American students in the second half of the century, high-profile experiments in desegregation and decentralization in the 1960s and 1970s, and large-scale programmatic changes and school restructuring in the 1980s and 1990s.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	This analysis draws on the two major research projects that I have completed in the past five yearsa political history of the Detroit schools from 1907 to 1981 and a study coauthored with David L. Angus of high school curricular reform and student coursetaking in the United States that uses Detroit as a case study.9 In drawing on these research projects, I want to make two main points. First, the decline of public education in Detroit (and in other major Rust Belt cities) began earlier and for different
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  	reasons than most analysts have identified. The 1930s and early 1940s, not the 1950s or the 1960s (the periods most other historians identify as crucial), were the pivotal years for the future of urban schooling.
10 Thus, unlike other scholars who find racial issues in the 1960s and 1970s at the heart of urban school decline, I believe that the most serious damage to urban systems occurred well before northern cities experienced a dramatic shift in their racial composition and long before they were engulfed by the great battles over integration and black power. In Detroit, the Great Depression and the demands of World War II began the downward spiral of the school system by fracturing the political base of the system, devastating its finances, severely constraining its budgetary options, introducing new, powerful political forces, and contributing to the evisceration of academic standards within the high schools. In making this argument, I am not dismissing the importance of race in the modern history of urban education. Rather, I am arguing that racial conflict exacerbated problems that had been festering for years but did not cause these problems.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Second, one of the most persistent themes in the history of twentieth-century urban education concerns who should have the greatest power over public schoolselected lay leaders, parents, and community members or professional educators. Since the 1890s, the struggle between these two groups has been fought in political contests whose outcome determined not only who controlled the schools but also what went on (and, to a considerable extent, still goes on) within the schools. This paper examines the battles for control that were, for the most part, won by professional educators and their allies and explores the curricular policies and practices that these professionals put into place on the secondary level and the response by students to these initiatives.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Politics, Governance, and the Struggle over Resources
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	In his classic study of the history of urban education, The One Best System, David B. Tyack notes that, until roughly the 1890s, most urban school systems were essentially organized and controlled as if they were collections of rural or village school districts. Wards were the major political division of late nineteenth-century cities and, in terms of setting and
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  	implementing educational policy, each ward often operated as if it were a separate village. The most powerful educational officials were community leaders elected to represent the ward on the city school board. Like the school board members who oversaw village schools, ward board members essentially controlled public education within their fiefdoms, wielding considerable power over who was hired to teach or administrate, where new schools would be built, even over the textbooks selected for the schools within the ward. Under this system, professional administrators, including the big-city school superintendents, played a negligible role.
11 
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Like village school systems, the ward system ensured a considerable degree of community control over education and allowed for sensitivity to local educational concerns. However, the arrangement also fostered inefficiency and corruption, especially in the latter part of the nineteenth century, when major cities experienced spectacular growth under the stimulus of industrialization. The village system could not accommodate the demands presented by the unprecedented growth in area and population.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Typically, urban school boards reacted to the dramatic expansion of the cities by adding representatives from each new ward that was created. In 1893, the twenty-eight U.S. cities with populations of more than 100,000 averaged about twenty-two school board members and some of the larger cities had as many as one hundred ward-based board members. In this period, New York, for example, had a twenty-one-member central board of education that appointed five trustees from each of the twenty-four wards to run the ward schools. Three inspectors (per ward) who were also appointed by the central board in turn supervised the trustees. With more than two hundred individuals playing important roles in determining school policy and practice, the lines of authority were hopelessly snarled.12 
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	In some cities, the arrangements were even more tangled; in others, somewhat simpler. All combined, however, as cities grew and as providing public services became more complicated, the ward-based boards (like ward-based city councils) became unwieldy institutions alternating between petty squabbling, logrolling, and political paralysis. Dealing with millions of dollars of tax money, they also became nests of corruption involving construction contracts, textbook purchasing, and hiring staff. As tens of thousands of students were turned away from overcrowded
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  	schools or attended school in makeshift buildings or on halfday sessions, public pressure for effective leadership mounted.
13 
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	This pressure coincided with concerns about assimilating the rapidly growing numbers of central, eastern, and southern European immigrants. Lured by jobs in burgeoning industries, these immigrants poured into American cities in unprecedented numbers from the late nineteenth century until the mid-1920s. They settled in crowded, often crime-ridden slums, faced miserable conditions in their homes and workplaces, and, given the laissez-faire attitudes about the economy and politics that prevailed among many Americans in this period, received virtually no support from government agencies to better their lives. Largely as a result of political problems, public schools that served the children of immigrants were generally dismal institutions characterized by large, regimented classes, poorly trained teachers, and inadequate facilities. But as the flood of immigrants threatened to overwhelm major cities, educating and assimilating these children (and often their parents as well) became a powerful issue in urban politics. Consequently, many prominent city dwellers joined campaigns to reform urban schools, in large part because they saw the schools as a key institution in what Jacob Riis called "the battle against the slum."14 
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	These campaigns to transform urban schools were primarily led by native-born, upper-income do-gooders (often allied with powerful local business leaders) who quickly became a central part of the larger Progressive reforms that were sweeping the nation. These efforts sought to implement two major structural changes in urban schools: to create small, businesslike boards of education elected from the city at-large (which the reformers believed would bring about greater efficiency in policymaking, reduce opportunities for corruption, and have the additional benefit of diluting much of the political clout of immigrant communities) and to place professional educators in charge of restructured, highly bureaucratized school systems that would introduce the most up-to-date managerial and pedagogical principles to accommodate, educate, and assimilate the flood of new students. These reformers, whom David Tyack calls "administrative progressives," were almost universally successful in both efforts. The administrative progressives created school systems that were vastly different from the village schools of the nineteenth century, systems that became the model for the nation.15 
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  	Detroit provides a superb picture of this process. Throughout the 1890s and early 1900s, the Detroit public schools were run by a large board of education whose members were elected by ward. By 1910, twenty-one members came from a variety of ethnic and social class backgrounds, although the majority were American-born and middle class. The board ran the schools through a series of committees that made many key decisions about the day-to-day operation of the schools. During the 1890s, Progressive reformers targeted the board for its corrupt practices (and hauled a number of board members off to jail) but made no effort to alter its basic structure.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	A new group of concerned citizens entered the political arena in 1907 and, using new allegations of corruption and mounting evidence of the board's failure to prepare schools and teachers for the flood of students, began a campaign to transform the system. Led almost exclusively by upper-class activists with ties to such prominent local businessmen as Henry Ford and J. L. Hudson, this group sought to establish a small, businesslike board of education to set policy, leaving the day-to-day operation of the schools to professional educators. Between 1907 and 1916, conflict over the structure of the school board and the character of the board members raged in Detroit. The reformers derided the corruption and inefficiency of the ward system, while defenders lauded its sensitivity to local concerns. Finally, in 1916, the reformers convinced the state legislature to allow a referendum on reducing the school board to seven members elected from the city at-large. The referendum produced an overwhelming victory for the reformers, who, early in 1917 in the first election to the new board, captured all seven seats. Unlike the ward-based board, the composition of the new board was homogeneousall the members were wealthy, Protestant, and American-born. All seven were listed in the Detroit social register.
16 
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Upon gaining control of the board, the reformers set about to restructure the system. Abolishing the board committees that had wielded power under the old regime, the reformers bureaucratized the system and sought university-trained education professionals to run the increasing number of departments and programs. The board almost immediately undertook a massive building program to deal with what can only be described as an astonishing influx of students. The system's enrollment doubled between 1911 and 1920 (from about 50,000 to more than 115,000) and doubled
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  	again by 1930 to more than 232,000. To attract enough well-qualified teachers to staff the rapidly expanding system, the board also substantially increased salaries.
17 
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Amid the expansion, the board dramatically speeded up the implementation of a series of Progressive curricular and programmatic changes that the ward-based board had introduced on a limited basis. As a consequence, Detroit quickly became a national leader in offering such showcase Progressive innovations as the ''Gary plan," differentiated high school curricula, IQ testing, and exceptionally high-quality vocational programs. Perhaps the most surprising thing about this transformation was how broadly it was applauded by almost every major interest group in the city, including the local chamber of commerce, the Detroit Federation of Labor, and the Socialist party. By 1927, the system's reputation was so substantial that an article in the New Republic declared: "[Detroit's] own coordinated school system is one of the finest in the world." These sentiments were echoed in other articles in the national press and by educational professionals from across the country.18 
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Unlike Detroit, some cities such as Chicago and New York experienced great controversy in the process of implementing these changes; but regardless of the level of conflict, the outcomes were remarkably similar nationwide. By 1920, every large-city school system was run by a small board of education (as early as 1913, the average size of school boards in the twenty-eight largest U.S. cities had been cut to ten members) and was reorganized along bureaucratic lines.19 Almost without exception, these boards had shifted power over school operations from board committees to professionally trained administrators. One of the most striking changes the new boards introduced was their policy of hiring administrators (beginning with superintendents and moving down to principals) who held degrees in education from major universities. In addition, between 1900 and 1930, all these systems launched furious building programs, greatly expanded their teaching staffs, and introduced a panoply of Progressive-style reforms including age-graded classrooms, the use of standardized tests, and differentiated high school curricula.20 With these changes, the era of lay school boards with strong ties to local communities and intensive involvement in school operations was ended. The era of the professional educators had dawned.
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  	Developments in the 1930s and early 1940s had a profound impact on the history of urban education, substantially contributing to the decline of urban school systems. However, one thing did not change in this erathe degree to which professional educators controlled these systems. During the Great Depression and World War II, urban educational professionals faced challenges from two different groups of outsidersbankers and business leaders and New Deal political leaders. The battles with business leaders focused on their demands on the local level to cut school budgets and on the state level to hold down taxes. The conflicts with New Deal politicians took place on the federal level and centered on what educators saw as the threat to public education posed by the two New Deal youth programsthe Civilian Conservation Corps (CCC) and the National Youth Administration (NYA). Both of these struggles profoundly shaped the history of urban education. However, neither ultimately weakened educational professionals' control over school programs.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	The impact of the Great Depression did not hit urban schools until the 193132 school year, but then it struck with full fury. During the 1920s, many large-city school systems had initiated massive building programs and hired thousands of new teachers to accommodate the huge influx of students. Believing with the rest of the country that the key to the cornucopia had been found, urban school boards borrowed large sums to pay for this capital expansion and projected increasing amounts of tax revenue for salaries. However, as unemployment rose to unprecendented and unimagined levels, tax revenues plunged. Faced with budgets that were horribly out of balance, school boards reduced expenses in the two areas that consumed the lion's share of their spendingconstruction and salaries. As the editor of the Gary [Indiana] Post-Tribune put it in 1932, "We have had our big spree and now we must pay."
21 
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	In some cities, particularly those with high rates of tax delinquencies, massive public debt, or both (for example, Chicago, Detroit, and Gary), committees of local bankers and businessmen played major roles in determining these budget reductions. The committees used their control over loans that were vital to maintaining municipal services to force mayors and school board members into cutting expenses. Although city and school leaders often resisted these demands, they eventually acquiesced to them. This led to drastic cuts in school budgets, in many cases as much
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  	as 25 to 30 percent. Compounding the problem was that these cuts came amid dramatically increased demands for school services, particularly in the high schools. As the youth labor market collapsed, teen-agers who normally would have left school for full-time work now returned to school or stayed until graduation. Consequently, between 1930 and 1940, the percentage of fourteen to seventeen year olds in high school rose from 51.4 percent to 73.3 percent of the age group, the largest percentage increase and one of the largest increases in absolute numbers (more than 2.3 million) of any decade in American history. A large percentage (perhaps even a majority) of these new students were poor or working-class whites whom educators held in low esteem.
22 
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	All these factorsthe demands by business leaders for massive retrenchment, the cuts in expenses for buildings, the slashing of teachers' salaries, and the rise in high school enrollmentsplayed major roles in the decline and fall of urban education. Events in Detroit provide examples of the consequences of the "politics of money."23 
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Business leaders' call for substantial cuts in school budgets shattered the general consensus among interest groups that had enabled school leaders in Detroit to so smoothly introduce the great changes of the 1920s. As business leaders and their conservative allies called for retrenchment, organized labor and liberal organizations jumped to the defense of the public schools. This split between business and labor, conservatives and liberals, eventually paralleled the national New Deal realignmenta development that ensured the continuation of conflict well after the immediate issue of retrenchment disappeared. Some educational historians have argued that the political divisions of the early depression years disappeared when the economy began to improve. However, after the passage of the Wagner Act, as organized labor emerged as a political and economic force in major industrial cities such as Cleveland, Detroit, Gary, Minneapolis-St. Paul, and Pittsburgh, these battles intensified. Beginning in the last years of the 1930s and continuing into the early 1950s, educational politics in these cities and their respective states became another arena of conflict between these large political blocs, often (but not exclusively) centering on questions of raising state or local taxes to support public schools. The persistence of such conflict into the postwar years made it exceedingly difficult for school leaders to get the funds vital for repairing the physical and educational infrastructure
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  	of their systems that had been so severly damaged by the depression- and war-related retrenchment.
24 
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	In 1931, when Detroit school leaders, like others around the country, declared a moratorium on school construction and greatly reduced expenditures for building maintenance, they believed these would be, at best, temporary inconveniences. As it turned out, this moratorium was a major contributor to the decline of urban schools, because it continued for almost two decades and, in the 1950s, it forced these school systems to deal with two enormous infrastructure problems simultaneouslyrepairing the aging, poorly maintained system that had been constructed in the 1910s and 1920s coupled with rapidly building new schools to accommodate the baby boomers.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	These problems were not caused by the depression alone. They were equally caused by the shortages of men and building material associated with war. School leaders in big cities were as unable to build or substantially repair schools between 1941 and 1945 as they had been during the depression. Moreover, in the late 1940s, when they finally confronted the twin prospects of repairing their old schools and essentially building another new system for the baby boomers, they ran squarely into political problems. That is, whenever they sought to pass new tax levies or bond issues to pay for new schools, they encountered opposition from business leaders who feared (often correctly) that increasing taxes would seriously damage the urban economy.25 
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Compounding all of this was the emerging problem of race. The great battles over retrenchment took place in cities that were overwhelmingly white. The consequences of these battles, however, were felt in cities that were becoming increasingly black. Lured north during the 1940s by the promise of less pervasive racism, good-paying jobs, and better education for their children, the black population in America's great industrial cities grew dramatically. For example, between 1940 and 1950, the African American population of Chicago climbed from 278,000 to 492,000; in Detroit, from 149,000 to 303,000; and in Gary, from 20,000 to 39,000. As Douglas S. Massey and Nancy A. Denton point out, in all these cities, segregation hardened during this period.26 
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Because of segregation and poverty, blacks moved into the oldest and most crowded sections of the cities and sent their children to the oldest, most run-down schools. Black parents and community leaders saw these
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  	decaying schools as symbols of indifference on the part of school leaders, at best, or as examples of blatant racism, at worst. By the late 1940s, the issue of renovating deteriorating school buildings or replacing those schools with new facilities in black neighborhoods became a rallying point for civil rights groups in northern cities. These demands, however, clashed directly with those of whites who had left the old neighborhoods for outlying sections of the cities and who were equally insistent that their children needed new schools. Faced with a fractured political base and continued opposition to tax increases by business leaders and conservative politicians, school leaders in major cities confronted an infrastructure problem that touched on the most volatile issue in American politics and they lacked the resources to solve it with even the semblance of equal treatment. Given the racial prejudices of many school leaders and that blacks were the least politically powerful group in these cities, the infrastructure decisions made by urban school boards almost always favored whites, a situation that only deepened the suspicion and hostility blacks felt toward the educational establishment.
27 
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Renovating and building new schools was not the only financial challenge facing urban districts in the wake of the depression and war. The biggest reductions in school spending came from cuts in teachers' salaries, which was the single largest item in school budgets. During the depression, hundreds of thousands of teachers across the country either were fired outright or saw their salaries repeatedly slashed. For example, in July 1933, in one "twenty-minute meeting" the Chicago Board of Education dismissed fourteen hundred teachers to bring its budget into balance. In Detroit, where the board pledged to retain its teachers during the depression, salaries were reduced by almost 25 percent between 1931 and 1935. These cutbacks, which were often precipitated by demands from local business leaders, had several consequences. First, they stimulated a wave of union growth in industrial cities. Anger over salary reductions and other retrenchment measures helped make the 1930s a particularly good period for organizing new locals of the American Federation of Teachers (AFT). By the late 1940s, new or revitalized locals such as the Chicago Teachers Union, the Cleveland Teachers Union, the Detroit Federation of Teachers, and the Gary Teachers Union emerged as some of the largest and most influential locals within the AFT. Closely tied to organized labor, these unions played increasingly active roles in local and
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  	state educational politics (often in support of school leaders' efforts to increase taxes and expenditures), a development that further widened the split between school leaders and the business community.
28 
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Second, because teachers' salaries did not return to predepression levels until the mid-1940s and by then wartime inflation virtually eliminated the value of those salary adjustments, teachers in the 1940s became increasingly militant. Instead of passively accepting their worsening economic plight, teachers in a number of cities (most notably Buffalo, New York, and St. Paul, Minnesota) between 1946 and 1948 launched a series of strikes that affected more than 12,000 teachers and 350,000 students. Moreover, during those years, teachers in a number of major cities including Boston, Chicago, Detroit, Gary, New York, and St. Louis came within an eyelash of striking as well. In many of these cities, organized labor strongly supported the teachers, and when school boards gave in to the teachers and their allies in the labor movement, as they generally did, business leaders were furious.29 
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Third, because of these developments, urban school boards were increasingly faced with a series of legitimate and forceful demands from important interest groupsfrom teachers for higher salaries, from black parents in established neighborhoods for renovated schools, and from white parents in new neighborhoods for new schools. Without substantial amounts of new revenue, these demands were in essence mutually exclusive. Satisfying any one of them fully would have outraged those groups whose demands were ignored. But responding to all of them partially, as most school boards tried to do, satisfied no one and ensured the continuation of political conflict. Moreover, because demands from the weakest of these groupsthe black communityreceived the least attention from school boards, the relationship between African Americans and urban school leaders became increasingly strained. In the late 1940s, race began to surface as an issue in big-city school politics, but it remained on the periphery as school leaders addressed such issues as accommodating the tidal wave of baby boomers.30 
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	In many ways, this situation was analogous to the one that urban schools experienced at the turn of the century. Confronting a flood of new students (including many children of "immigrants," in this case African Americans), school leaders desperately sought funds to build and repair schools, hire teachers, and raise salaries. However, the differences
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  	between these two periods were equally as compelling. Unlike the 1910s and 1920s when elite members of society and their allies in the business community entered school politics with plans for improving urban education, in the 1940s and early 1950s these same groups either had decamped for exclusive suburbs (and thus lost much of their interest in urban affairs) or had become hostile to efforts by school leaders to revitalize their systems by raising taxes. This exodus of elite urbanites soon was followed by a far larger migration of middle-class whites to sprawling suburban towns and villages, a development that not only weakened political support for public schools within cities by reducing the number of families with school-aged children but also changed the racial character of educational politics on the metropolitan and state levels. By the 1960s, the pattern of white suburbs surrounding minority cities was well established, and the basis of state educational politics shifted from urban versus rural to one in which cities vied with rural and suburban interests.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	These demographic and political changes created a vastly different and considerably more difficult political environment than that of the 1910s and 1920s, a situation that unquestionably contributed to the deterioration of urban public education. But these changes were not the only important factors in that deterioration. Another major difference between this period and the Progressive Era was the approach urban educators took to teaching the new groups of children in their charge, in this case the rapidly increasing numbers of African Americans.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	By the mid-1940s, a bastardized form of educational progressivism had gained prominence in curriculum planning. The basic aspects of this philosophy included the beliefs that, as larger numbers of students entered high school, the average level of intelligence of students would drop; that the majority of high school students (regardless of race) could not handle rigorous academic or vocational programs; and that compelling these students to take such courses would force them to drop out. This viewpoint gained strength as educators battled with the supporters of CCC and NYA, who claimed these federal work and education programs could better meet the needs of young people than the high schools. In response, educators further eviscerated high school programs by revising curricula so that they would meet immediate and relevant needs of youth such as improved health and social relations. By claiming that the transformed (less academically oriented) high schools could serve all
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  	American youth, educators strengthened their case that the CCC and NYA were simply duplicating the efforts of high schools. These arguments helped persuade Congress to eliminate the New Deal youth programs during World War II. With this triumph over the CCC and NYA, educational professionals redoubled their commitment to make this bastardized form of progressivism the guiding force in curriculum development, particularly in urban schools.
31 
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	In the 1940s, this educational philosophy easily combined with the racist attitudes many educators held about black intellectual capabilities and reshaped the mission of urban schools. The most immediate consequence was the almost complete rejection of the goals and strategies that had guided earlier efforts to educate the children of immigrants. Such educational ideals as maintaining high standards (in both academic and vocational programs) and using schools to speed the assimilation and integration of new groups into American society were virtually abandoned. In short, the baleful legacy of the depression and war went far deeper than political and financial problems. Because professional educators had such strong control over educational policy and practice (a lasting consequence of the structural changes of the Progressive Era), the changes in curriculum and coursetaking that had the most destructive effect on educational quality in the 1930s and 1940s were precisely the areas that received the least criticism and became the most impervious to change.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Little of this was obvious at the time. Except in comparison with school districts in such elite suburbs as Shaker Heights or Winnetka, urban public school systems were still generally well regarded during the 1950s.32 They employed a core group of well-trained, experienced teachers and still offered some outstanding academic and vocational programs (particularly in such high-profile magnet schools as Bronx Science in New York, Cass Technical in Detroit, and Walnut Hills in Cincinnati). Yet like a magnificent, aged building whose structural supports have been severely damaged by an earthquake, the strength of urban schools in this period was more facade than foundation.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Adding to the appearance of strength in the post-World War II years was that urban schools benefited, to some degree, from the funding increases directed at the baby boomers. As the boomers swelled enrollments nationwide (from 25.1 million in 1949 to 46 million in 1971), political
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  	leaders and even the reluctant business community recognized that the country faced a massive problem, and they began supporting funds for new buildings, more teachers, and higher salaries.
33 Locally, the tidal wave of boomers made it much easier for school leaders to convince voters to approve property tax increases. State-level politicians, eager to be labeled as "pro-education," backed increases in sales and other taxes whose revenues were earmarked for school aid. However, because of long-standing problems with rural-dominated state legislatures and the growing political strength of the suburbs, many urban school systems did not gain as much from these funding increases as their size or their needs warranted. In Detroit, for example, as enrollments climbed from 210,000 in 1946 to just under 300,000 in 1966, school leaders got voters to approve school tax increases in 1949, 1953, 1959, and 1966increases that more than tripled funding from local sources (from $27 million in 194748 to $85 million in 196566). During the same period, however, state aid rose only from $25 million to $58 million.34 Although the state aid was less than urban districts needed, generally the increases in local and state funding helped ease the financial plight of these districts. Given these developments, it is easy to see why many commentators believed that urban schools were doing reasonably well in the postwar years. Yet the lack of adequate state support in the 1950s and 1960s boded ill for the future financial health of urban schools. As urban economies worsened in the 1960s and 1970s, urban systems could not raise enough money locally to operate their schools. State aid became an ever-increasing necessity for maintaining these systems at the very time that the power of cities on the state level was declining.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	A key factor that contributed to the loss of power at the state level was the demographic change taking place in metropolitan areas across the nation. By the 1960s, the pattern of largely minority cities surrounded by largely white suburbs was well established. Educational issues played an important role in these changes and, once more, the impact of unresolved problems of the 1930s and 1940s worsened in the 1950s and early 1960s. These problems included the unrelenting demands for new buildings, more teachers, higher salaries for teachers, the separate and unequal education provided to black students, the defection of the white middle class from urban public schools, and the growing strength of teachers unions. Each of these factors played an important part in the great educational
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  	changes of the late 1960s and 1970s, but by then the clashes over segregation and educational inequality based on race loomed largest. Regardless of the specific political contextwhether in machine-dominated Chicago or liberal and politically open Detroitone of the preeminent features of urban public school systems in the post-World War II years was their complicity in maintaining residential segregation in cities and their almost universal provision of inferior education to black students.
35 
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Massey and Denton point out that in "the postwar years  the percentage of blacks within northern cities shifted rapidly upward. Between 1950 and 1970, the percentage of blacks more than doubled in most large northern cities, going from 14% to 33% in Chicago, from 16% to 38% in Cleveland, from 16% to 44% in Detroit, and from 18% to 38% in Philadelphia."36 Despite the welcome absence of de jure segregation, it was obvious to the new arrivals that the northern cities generally and their school systems specifically were almost as segregated and as unequal as those they had left in the South. Black communities in northern cities had been protesting unequal educational facilities and opportunities since at least the 1920s, but as the size and political potential of these communities grew, their demands became more forceful and insistent.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	As the nation became embroiled in the struggle for civil and voting rights in the South, civil rights organizations in northern cities increasingly focused their energies on dismantling what they saw as the most visible manifestation of racial injustice: the segregated and unequal urban school systems in these cities. Changing the systems became a primary, if not the primary, goal of the civil rights movement. Alan B. Anderson and George W. Pickering note that Chicago provides one of the most telling examples of such efforts to use school desegregation as the catalyst for larger social change not only because the Rev. Dr. Martin Luther King, Jr., led the campaign in that city but also because it was probably the most dramatic and disheartening failure of his career.37 King was not alone in discovering the intractable nature of educational segregation and white resistance; the results of similar efforts in other northern cities were equally as dismal.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Whether the city was Chicago, Boston, Detroit, Gary, or Newark, the problems civil rights organizations addressed, the resistance they encountered, and the consequences of the struggle were remarkably similar.
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  	Many problems these organizations attacked in the 1950s and 1960s were, to a considerable extent, holdovers from previous erasdecaying and decrepit school buildings in black neighborhoods, serious overcrowding in these schools, too few black teachers and administrators (virtually all of whom were assigned to black schools), and black students being disproportionately tracked into low-level courses and programs. Some problems, such as building new schools or renovating old ones, were linked to the ongoing financial troubles of urban school systems. But even when new funds did become available, the way in which school officials allocated the money routinely added to the consternation of the black community. Overwhelmingly, new schools or additions to existing schools were built in areas that strengthened rather than challenged residential segregation. Increasingly black leaders and their white allies saw segregation as the cause of and integration as the cure for many of the ills of urban schooling. If, for example, black children could be bused to underutilized white schools, then at least some of the problems facing black studentsovercrowding, poor facilities, and racial isolationcould be solved in one stroke.
38 
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	The difficulty with seeing integration as the solution to these ills was that the more civil rights groups pushed integration, the more resistance they encountered. This resistance was manifested in several ways''white flight" either to new neighborhoods in outlying sections of cities or from the cities themselves, the withdrawal of white students from public schools and their enrollment in private or parochial schools, opposition to tax increases for public schools with growing minority enrollments, and, occasionally, violence. Each of these developments further weakened the political base for urban schools and created a seemingly unstoppable downward spiral in school finance. As middle-class whites removed their children from urban public schools (either by leaving the cities altogether or by placing their children in private or parochial schools), urban systems found raising revenues increasingly difficult. Raising funds was problematic on the state level because of competition from the increasingly powerful suburbs and on the local level because parents who sent their children to private or parochial schools routinely voted against local tax increases for public schools. Without the funds necessary for keeping pace with the suburbs (funds to provide new buildings and salaries high enough to hire or retain large numbers of well-trained teachers),
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  	urban public schools continued their downward slide. As city schools worsened, more middle-class whites left them for either suburban, private, or parochial schools, a process that continued and accelerated the cycle.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	A related development that had enormous implications for American politics writ large was the change in political attitudes and behaviors of white (generally working class) urban voters regarding school tax questions. When white students were a majority in urban school systems, white voters tended to strongly support tax increases for public schools. However, in the early to mid-1960s, when many urban school systems became majority-black, white voting behavior changed. Several factors contributed to that change. The sharp decline in the number of white middle-class families with school-aged children in cities certainly contributed to this change because they were people who generally would have supported school tax increases. In addition, a large number of whites who remained in cities were often older, retired people on fixed incomes who would have resisted tax increases under any circumstance.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	But at its most basic was the stark fact that many of the whites who remained in cities were unalterably opposed to tax increases for majority-black schools. Moreover, once threats of racial integration emerged (either on the part of liberal school boards as in Detroit or because of court-ordered desegregation plans as in most other northern cities), white voters lashed out in the most direct way they couldby voting against school tax increases. In Detroit, where whites maintained a voting majority for almost a decade after the school system became majority-black, the effects were devastating. Between 1963 and 1972, substantial white opposition was responsible for defeating eight of ten tax increase or tax renewal referenda, defeats that pushed the system toward bankruptcy in 197273.
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  	Changes in white voting patterns were part of a major shift in political alignments that was emerging across the nation. In a number of ways, the opposition of white working-class Detroiters to increased taxes for public schools that mainly served blacks, to racial integration, and to "elitist liberals" (who supported minority rights, higher taxes, and busing) gradually became subsumed in the attitudes and voting patterns of the Nixon and later Reagan Democrats. Seeing liberal policies as part of a larger scheme that threatened their hard-won security and status, these
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  	white, working-class voters rapidly moved into the conservative electoral camp, a development that would affect American politics until the present day. The relationship of this shift to political behavior in local school elections is strong. My analysis of the 1968 and 1972 presidential primaries and elections, which shared the ballot with tax increase referenda in Detroit, found significant, positive correlation (at the .8 level and above) between white voters' support for George C. Wallace or Richard Nixon and "no" votes on school tax referenda. By the late 1970s, many of these voters had moved to Detroit's suburbs (particularly in Macomb County), which only added to Detroit's financial woes by strengthening anti-urban interests on the state level. These voters also became an important and enthusiastic part of the Reagan coalition.
40 
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Related to white opposition to school integration and tax increases for public schools was the rise in visibility, if not influence, of black militants. Outraged by the vehemence and seeming intractability of white racism and decrying what they believed was the slow pace of change brought about by older, more accommodationist black leaders, the young militants often tried to broaden their power base by attacking the schools as agencies of white dominance and oppression. They generally targeted aspects of urban education that the Progressive school reformers had introduced earlier in the century, specifically at-large school board elections that enabled whites to maintain control of schools despite large black urban populations, professional control of educational policy decisions that led to black students being disproportionately assigned to second-rate programs and courses, and the white, middle-class curriculum with values and norms they saw as inimical to the educational progress of black children.41 In Detroit, militant black leaders also occasionally opposed tax increases for the schools, which added to the school system's financial woes. More important, during the late 1960s and early 1970s, militant black leaders further strained the already tenuous relations between educators and parents by their blanket condemnation of urban school systems as racist, colonial institutions. Given the history of these systems, many members of the black community were hard-pressed to reject the accusations.42 
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	In several cities, militant black leaders called for the decentralization of urban school systems, a process that would entail shifting power from central school boards to communities or neighborhoods. Rejecting calls
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  	for integration as the failed policies of the past, these leaders instead saw community control as the key to improved education for minority children. Their demands sought to recreate something like the ward system that had existed before the Progressive Era in which decisions about neighborhood school policy and practice would be in the hands of local leaders. They saw decentralization as returning power to the peoplepower they claimed that had been usurped by professional educators more than a half century earlier. With parents and community members controlling the schools, supporters of decentralization believed that the people with the greatest stake in their children's education would be able to determine what was best for them. Vowing to fire racist administrators and teachers, ban the educational experts who had contributed to the miseducation of black youth, and create curriculum and programs more in line with black culture and history, black militants came to dominate the debate about urban school reform in a number of cities in the late 1960s and early 1970s. Two major cities, Detroit and New York, followed this advice and decentralized their systems. Both of these efforts, however, turned out to be such complete educational and political disasters that they discredited decentralization as an option for reforming urban schools for almost two decades.
43 
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Part of the reason that decentralization failed in those cities was that the reform coincided and ultimately clashed with the growing power of teachers unions. The rise to prominence of urban teachers unions in the 1960s and 1970s was another dramatic change in urban districts in this period, a change that reshaped the entire landscape of educational politics in major cities. Most urban teachers unions had grown moribund in the 1950s, partially because some state legislatures had outlawed teacher strikes in response to the militancy of the late 1940s and because the improvement in working conditions and salaries in the 1950s removed the most important areas of grievance. But in 1960, the United Federation of Teachers (UFT) of New York City conducted a one-day, illegal strike demanding a collective bargaining election. The board permitted the election and in its aftermath agreed to negotiate with the UFT as the designated representative of the teachers. The impact of that strike and election was felt in urban systems across the country. By the late 1960s, teachers in most major cities followed their counterparts in New York, winning the right to union representation (usually by an affiliate of the American
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  	Federation of Teachers). As important, they also strongly supported the use of strikes (even in states where such strikes were illegal) to get school boards to agree to their demands.
44 
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	The rise to prominence of urban teachers unions had several important consequences. First, teachers now had a powerful voice in shaping school budgets and priorities. As difficult as school boards had found the process of determining where to spend their money in the past, the growing power of teachers unions made that process far more trying, especially as urban schools faced hard economic times. Over the next few decades, teachers unions in some large cities became the single most powerful interest group in local educational politics. Second, some urban teachers unions gradually came to have enormous influence over which reform initiatives would succeed and which would fail. The Detroit Federation of Teachers and the United Federation of Teachers set the stage for this development with their fierce opposition to decentralization in Detroit and New York, respectively. Both unions successfully defeated proposals by decentralizers that would have eliminated tenure and seniority, and they were equally successful in blocking efforts by militants to use racial and political criteria in choosing teachers in urban schools. Over the next three decades, defending these principles became key aspects of union policy in urban systems. Third, as urban schools became increasingly disordereda major consequence of the breakdown of black families, the growth of the drug culture, the increase in crime, and the delegitimization of schools by racial militantsteachers' commitment to the unions grew dramatically. Seeing their locals as their chief protector in a chaotic and occasionally violent environment, urban teachers embraced the organizations with a fierce loyalty. That development further complicated educational politics as teachers saw any challenge to union power as a direct assault on the one organization that they trusted.45 These developments combined to transform urban educational politics.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	The great clashes over desegregation, busing, decentralization, and union power left urban school systems politically shattered, financially weak, and, ironically, given the enormous time and energy expended on racial integration, generally still as segregated as they had been in the 1950s. These events occurred at the same time that the economies of cities were deteriorating and the cities were becoming increasingly areas of
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  	racial isolation and poverty. When African Americans finally assumed power over municipal governments and urban school systems in the 1970s and 1980s, they inherited institutions that had been failing for years and seemed to have little hope for improvement.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	During the 1970s and early 1980s, these school systems were consumed by crisescontroversy over busing in Cleveland, bankruptcy in Chicago, pervasive corruption in New Yorkas well as suffering periodic teacher strikes, extremely high dropout rates, and declining test scores. When, in 1987, Secretary of Education William J. Bennett bluntly declared that the Chicago public schools were the worst in the nation, he could have been describing any U.S. big-city school system. Although some positive developments were evident in some systems (for example, James P. Comer's work in New Haven), large-scale solutions to the problems of urban schools seemed remote.
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  	Nevertheless, the push for educational reform, particularly the so-called excellence movement that gathered steam after A Nation at Risk was published in 1983, did not leave urban school systems untouched. Those changes were only one part of a larger series of efforts to transform urban schools in the late 1980s and 1990s. In a number of cities, a broad spectrum of interest groups and activists began successful campaigns to restructure urban schools. Like the decentralization efforts in the late 1960s and early 1970s, these campaigns challenged such traditional aspects of urban public education as centralized, bureaucratic control of schools. They rested on essentially the same assumptions as those earlier efforts, namely that centralized, bureaucratic control of schools has been the main cause for urban school decline, that people closest to the local educational process should have the greatest say over local school policy and practice, and that shifting control from the central bureaucracies to local schools will improve educational outcomes for students.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Although the modern decentralizers shared these ideas with their predecessors in the 1960s and 1970s, a number of things had changed in urban schools that helped make these efforts more fruitful in the 1980s and 1990s. One key change was that decentralization was no longer perceived as a radical idea from the far left. Rather it was packaged as akin to the ongoing revolution in corporate restructuring in which giant companies eliminated layers of bureaucracy and adopted site-based management to provide more efficient and economical service to customers.
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  	Using the language of corporate restructuring, recent decentralization efforts often were able to bring together broader and more diverse groups including aging 1960s activists, union leaders, business people, and major philanthropies in support of their initiatives. In addition to having broader constituencies than in the 1960s and 1970s, these new efforts to restructure urban schools benefited from a number of important changes within urban systems themselves. For example, instead of being imposed on themin cases such as Hammond, Indiana; Miami, Florida; and Rochester, New Yorkunions led the campaign for school-based management. In addition, urban systems had dramatically increased the number of minority teachers and administrators thereby deracializing efforts to shift power from the central boards to local schools to a considerable extent. Decentralization was seen less as a policy with the potential for pitting white teachers against minority parents and community members (as in New York in the late 1960s) and more as a means for creating partnerships between the people with the greatest interest in children's education. As a consequence of these and other changes, recent decentralization initiatives have been implemented with a great deal of popular support and often with little controversy.
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  	Nowhere was this process more successful than in Chicago, which in 1988 embarked on the most dramatic form of school restructuring since the Progressive Era. School reform in Chicago received support from almost every educational interest group in the city, from liberals and conservatives, the business community, major foundations, and the media. Its goals were straightforward and simpleto slash the central bureaucracy and to give local schools councils (LSCs) control over a large amount of discretionary funds, policy, and practice in every school in the city. To strengthen the role of parents and community members (and lessen the power of educational professionals), the majority of LSC seats was designated for parents and community members. These goals were implemented quickly and, for the most part, effectively. In cities such as Miami and Rochester, where unions took the lead in creating local school councils, educators dominated these policymaking groups with parents playing a smaller role. But, as in Chicago, power shifted from the central administration to the schools.48 
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Decentralization, however, has been neither universally successful nor the only structural change that people have tried in their attempt to
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  	revitalize urban public schools. For example, in the late 1980s and early 1990s, the Detroit school board tried to create locally autonomous schools with the power to set policy and contract for services with a scaled-back central board or private contractors. Strongly opposed by the union, this effort failed and the system remains highly centralized. In New Jersey, the state took over several urban districts. The federal government took similar steps with the school system in Washington, D.C. Cleveland and Milwaukee have introduced modest experiments with publicly supported school choice. Privately funded school choice initiatives have been launched in many cities, including Dayton, New York, and San Antonio. And in 1995, the Illinois legislature partially "recentralized" the Chicago school system creating a small board appointed by the mayor, who delegated power to a strong chief educational officer with the power to override the LSCs and "reconstitute" schools that were performing poorly.
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  	As interesting and multifaceted as all these efforts are, they share one troubling trait: None has resulted in dramatic improvements in student achievement. In some cities and in some schools, these reforms have stimulated improvements, but the relationship between structural change and educational outcomes still remains unclear. In Chicago, for example, supporters of reform argue that achievement gains prove the success of the LSCs. In Detroit, however, where decentralization reform failed and, in 1993, the system returned to business as usual, state achievement tests also show increases in student performance. Part of the reason that structural change has not led to dramatic improvement can be traced to another historical legacy of the depression and war years, namely the deterioration of school programs and the curriculum, which have had a profoundly negative impact on student coursetaking. Addressing this area of urban school reform must be central to any efforts to revitalize these troubled systems.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Inside the Schools: Curriculum and Coursetaking, 190090
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Events in the 1930s and 1940s did not shatter just the political and financial foundations of urban public education. They had a profound and damaging effect on what went on in urban schools, particularly high
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  	schools. To understand how these institutions changed and the relationship between those changes and the decline in urban educational quality, the long-running debate between two different views of equality of educational opportunity must be considered. For more than a century, educators and educational policymakers have chosen sides in a debate between supporters of the Committee of Ten, whose 1893 report argued that all high school students should receive an academic education, and advocates of the Cardinal Principles of Secondary Education, which called for differentiated high school programs. Until recently, supporters of Cardinal Principles have won the debate and their ideas have shaped American high schools for most of the twentieth century. The consequences of that triumph have been dreadful for American education generally and an unmitigated disaster for urban schools.
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  	The essence of the Committee of Ten report was that curricular standards must be high and, most important, they must be the same for all students regardless of their class, ethnic, or racial background. Moreover, high school education should be the same whether students will drop out, graduate but not seek further education, or graduate and go on to college. As the committee stated, "Every subject which is taught at all in a secondary school should be taught in the same way and to the same extent to every pupil so long as he pursues it, no matter what the probable destination of the pupil may be, or at what point his education is to cease. Not that all the pupils should pursue every subject for the same number of years; but so long as they do pursue it, they should all be treated alike."51 From this perspective, schools fulfill the promise of equal educational opportunity by insisting that all students take essentially the same rigorous academic courses.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	From 1893 when the committee's report was issued to 1918 when Cardinal Principles appeared, educators and scholars debated the appropriateness of the Committee of Ten's recommendations for the rapidly growing high school population. Between 1890 and 1930, the number of fourteen to seventeen year olds attending high school soared from 359,949, less than 7 percent of the age group, to 4,804,255, more than 51 percent of the age group. In urban areas, many of these high school students were the children of eastern, central, and southern European immigrants.52 Most educational leaders believed that many of these new students were less academically talented than previous generations of pupils.
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  	Based on this belief, critics of the Committee of Tensuch as the eminent psychologist G. Stanley Hallargued that the new students had neither the ability, interest, nor need for the rigorous academic program proposed by the committee. As early as 1904, Hall labeled most of the new high school students a "great army of incapables  who should be in schools for the dullards or subnormal children." For this diverse and increasingly large group of students, Hall proposed a wide-ranging program of instruction that would not be dominated by academic courses.
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  	The critics of the Committee of Ten built their case on a number of assumptions that have become central to debates about standards and equality in the American high school. First, they maintained that holding all pupils to high academic standards favored the small number of students planning to go to college. Second, they presumed that the majority of young people entering high schools were inferior students. Third, they argued that a rigorous, uniform academic program caused students to drop out. Advocating curricular differentiation as the solution to these problems, critics of the committee maintained that a uniform academic course of study violated the principle of equal educational opportunity because it increased the dropout rate and stratified society more rigidly along the lines of high school graduates and dropouts.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Cardinal Principles of Secondary Education captured these critics' sentiments precisely by endorsing a new institution, the "compre-hen-sive high school," to implement its vision. Unlike the "traditional high school," the comprehensive high school would offer students choices among distinct courses of study. Cardinal Principles declared, ''The work of the senior high school should be organized into differentiated curriculums. The basis of differentiation should be, in the broad sense of the term, vocational, thus justifying the names commonly given, such as agricultural, business, clerical, industrial, fine-arts, and household-arts curriculums. Provision should be made also for those having distinctively academic needs and interests."54 
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Supporters of the comprehensive high school defined "equal educational opportunity" as equal access to different programs for different students. In this definition, equality was assured because school officialsguided by the emerging educational science of IQ testing, guidance, and counselingcould either rigidly track or strongly encourage young people into an array of courses supposedly suited to their individual needs,
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  	abilities, and interests. Proponents of the comprehensive high school argued that these curricular options would encourage increasing numbers of students to stay in school and ultimately graduate. However, this view of equal educational opportunity referred primarily to the diploma that students received upon graduation, not to the education they would receive. All graduates would receive the same ultimate credential despite having taken different courses and having met different standards.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Urban public school systems led the way in implementing the Cardinal Principles. In addition to such widely heralded changes in the structure of urban systems as small, businesslike school boards and the professionalization of educational personnel, another highly touted Progressive Era reform was the introduction of differentiated curricula in American urban high schools. By 1920, big-city high schools across the country were offering a variety of curricular options. In addition to traditional, academic programs (such as the ones promoted by the Committee of Ten), high schools provided programs of study in such vocational areas as business, industrial arts, home economics, as well as programs in art and music.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	The curricular structure adopted by Detroit was similar to that in most large urban systems. It featured four trackscollege preparatory, commercial, vocational (industrial arts and home economics), and generaland was promoted as the embodiment of equal educational opportunity.
55 Despite such declarations by educational leaders, high school students in Detroit and across the country in the 1920s continued to follow the advice of the Committee of Ten instead of that of Cardinal Principles. Most took college preparatory courses even though few had either the aspirations or the financial ability to go to college. In 1928, for example, more than two-thirds of the classes taken by high school students across the country were in the traditional academic areas of English, foreign languages, math, science, and social studies. Industrial arts and home economics, the showcase vocational courses that educational leaders had claimed would revolutionize the high school, accounted for less than 9 percent of student coursetaking. In Detroit, the situation was even more dramatic. More than three quarters of student coursetaking was in the academic categoryindustrial arts and home economics accounted for a little more than 8 percent of the courses taken.56 In essence, high schools in this period appeared to have adopted a mixed approach to the Committee of Ten versus Cardinal Principles debate. Most schools maintained strong academic
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  	programs, but they also offered students an increasing number and variety of vocational and elective courses to meet more practical needs.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	These snapshots of coursetaking patterns of the late 1920s provide evidence for claims that urban public schools of this period were the best in the nation. They offered solid academic programs that most high school students followed and, for those students who chose one of the vocational options, they offered excellent school-based vocational training. These high-quality programs were being provided to student populations that included large percentages of young people from poor or immigrant families. In other words, regardless of background, if young people continued their education into high school (admittedly a large "if" given that only 51 percent of fourteen to seventeen year olds were in high school in 1930), they received the best academic or vocational education then available in public schools. At this time, children from some of the most disadvantaged groups in the nation had access to the best social services.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	As with the political and financial condition of urban schools, this situation changed drastically in the 1930s. During the depression decade, the national economic collapse sent a huge wave of new students into high schools. By 1940, 7,123,009 students between the ages of fourteen and seventeen were in high school, more than 73 percent of the age group.
57 This unprecedented flood of new pupils reinforced two key assumptions about high school students. First, educational leaders believed that most students were even less academically talented (and therefore less worthy of a strong academic program) than previous generations of students. As a 1934 National Education Association report stated, "A very considerable portion of the new enrollment is comprised of pupils of a different sortboys and girls who are almost mature physically, who are normal mentally, in the sense that they are capable of holding their own with the ordinary adult, but who are unable or unwilling to deal successfully with continued study under the type of program which the secondary school is accustomed to provide [that is, the traditional academic or vocational programs]." Writing in 1934, the chair of the curriculum reform committee in Detroit that was seeking ways to accommodate these new pupils declared, "One of the most important problems of the secondary schools in the next decade will be to formulate curriculums and reorganize the subject matter for those pupils who have not the ability to master subjects
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  	in the college preparatory and the commercial curriculums. The chief reason for this immediate problem is the economic situation which has forced into the secondary schools thousands of people who formerly left school at the age of sixteen or seventeen to go to work."
58 
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Second, education leaders feared that a regimen of tough academic or vocational courses would force many new students to drop out, an appalling prospect in the 1930s given the massive problem of unemployment. Thus, educators introduced a subtle but profoundly important shift in the nature and function of high schools. Instead of using schools to prepare for the adult world through either strong academic or vocational education, the main purpose of high schools became one of keeping students out of the adult world (that is, out of the labor market). In the 1930s, high schools added a new and ultimately very important function to their mission. They still prepared some students in academic and vocational pursuits, but the main function of high schools became custodial.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	As a consequence, educators channeled increasing numbers of students into undemanding, nonacademic courses. In addition, in keeping with their definition of "equal educational opportunity" (holding students in school long enough to obtain a diploma), educational leaders diluted content and lowered standards in the remaining academic courses that these students were required to take. While these curricular decisions sought to promote equal educational opportunity, in reality they had a grossly unequal impact on the white working-class young people who made up a large percentage of the new students in the 1930s. Similarly, these decisions would have a profoundly negative impact on the experiences of black high school students when they started to enter northern high schools in large numbers during the 1940s. In general, these students were disproportionately assigned to nonacademic tracks and courses and to academic classes that had lower standards and less rigorous content.59 
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	The curricular policy changes were quickly reflected in modifications in student coursetaking. As early as 1934, the percentage of academic coursetaking had dropped from two-thirds to slightly more than 62 percent. The most telling aspect of that shift was that the biggest coursetaking gains were in the category of health and physical education courses, from 4.9 to 11.5 percent. No subject area more fully captures the new spirit of custodialism than health and physical education. Relevant, entertaining,
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  	easy, requiring little or no studying, and able to accommodate large numbers of students with a small number of teachers, physical education symbolized all these new developments perfectly. It was also the fastest growing segment of coursetakingby 1973 accounting for 17.5 percent of high school coursetaking nationwide, second only to English.
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  	The depression-era developments received an additional boost in the battle between education professionals and the New Deal youth programs, the CCC and NYA. Such relevant and immediate useful courses as health and physical education became central features of the curriculum reforms designed to prove that high schools were better institutions to deal with the problems and needs of youth than the federal programs. Once Congress eliminated the CCC and NYA (after intense lobbying by education professionals to do so), relations between educators and the U.S. Office of Education improved greatly. Nothing indicates the strength of that relationship more than the creation of the life adjustment movement, a federally sponsored curricular reform effort begun soon after World War II that both justified and encouraged these anti-academic trends in American high schools. According to Charles Prosser, the "father" of life adjustment, only 20 percent of American young people could master academic content, 20 percent were capable of doing vocational subjects, and the remaining 60 percent needed courses in "personal development" such as health and physical education, the uses of leisure time, drivers training, and knowledge of such problems of American democracy as buying on credit and renting apartments.61 
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Given added impetus by the life adjustment movement, the dilution of the high school curriculum continued apace and had a profound impact on the coursetaking patterns of students for the rest of the century. During the 1940s and 1950s, the percentage of academic courses taken by U.S. high school students continued to fall from a little more than 59 percent in 1949 to 57 percent in 1961. The growth of the nonacademic share of the curriculum can be gauged by one startling fact: In 1910, the share of high school work devoted to each of the five basic academic subjects English, foreign language, mathematics, science, and historyenrolled more students than all of the nonacademic courses combined. Moreover, these data do not reveal the more subtle changes within academic subjects in which English courses were reorganized to relate "literature and life,"
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  	and history and government courses were transformed into the social studies.
62 
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	The changes in Detroit, which was a national leader in these trends, were equally as troubling. By 1944, the share of academic courses taken by high school students in the Motor City had fallen more than 10 percentage points from 1928, to 65.4 percent. In addition, curriculum leaders revised course content within the academic areas to enable students to meet graduation requirements without taking difficult courses. The best example of this process can be seen in the sciences, where school leaders created "descriptive" science courses that substituted relevant topics (such as science and household appliances) for scientific theory and lab work. Most of these changes were introduced in the general track of Detroit's high schools because that curricular path offered the largest possibility for electives and, unlike the college preparatory track, it demanded few difficult courses for graduation.63 
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Pointing to growing high school enrollments and graduation rates as evidence of the success of the new curricula, education leaders applauded these reforms as evidence of equal educational opportunity. Unfortunately, these reforms often had profoundly unequal consequences, which by the late 1940s some critics were beginning to identify. Two major sociological studiesWho Shall Be Educated? by W. Lloyd Warner, Robert Havighurst, and Martin Loeb, and Elmstown's Youth by A. B. Hollingshedfound a strong relationship between track placement and social class with students from well-to-do families heavily overrepresented in college prep classes and students from poor families disproportionately following the general track. A 1947 study in Detroit that looked at track placement by race produced similar findings with black students overrepresented in the general track by more than 50 percent and substantially underrepresented in college prep and vocational tracks. A decade later, Patricia Cayo Sexton found that students from the poorest families in Detroit were eight times more likely to be in the general track than children from upper-income families.64 
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	The changes that occurred in American high schools during the depression and war marked a profound transformation of the institution. Serving larger and larger numbers and percentages of fourteen to seventeen year olds, high schools became vast warehouses for youth. Schools increasingly focused on providing students with what one Detroit administrator
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  	called "interesting, attractive, and constructive courses" whose main purpose was "to keep the dropout rate low and keep youngsters in school as long as possible" while they waited to enter the labor market. This philosophy guided high school policy and practice well into the 1970s.
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  	The decline in the percentage of academic coursetaking and the rise in less demanding personal service courses by American high school students should have given many Americans serious cause for concern, especially as the country became more involved in global politics and economics. Some critics, most notably Arthur Bestor in 1953, did denounce the expanding "educational wastelands."66 But many, if not most, Americanseven those deeply concerned about the future of the academic subjectsignored the problem. The simplest explanation for this apathy lies in the rising number of high school students. Between 194950 and 196970, the number of students in grades nine through twelve more than doubled from 6,397,000 to 14,322,000.67 Growing high school enrollments masked the steady decline in the percentage of academic coursetaking because the absolute number of students in various academic courses steadily increased. Between 1928 and 1973, for example, while the share of the total courses devoted to foreign language fell from 9.5 percent to 3.9 percent, the enrollment in such classes rose from 1,377,000 to 3,659,000. Defenders of the educational status quo routinely pointed to those trends to mute criticism by Bestor and others, declaring that more students were taking academic courses than ever before. However, what these educational leaders failed to mention was that at the same time more students than ever before were enrolling in less rigorous, nonacademic, personal service courses.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Following the Russian launch of Sputnik in October 1957, criticism of American high schools suddenly became front-page news. In 1958, the Detroit Free Press, for example, ran an exposé entitled "What Is a High School Diploma Worth?" and concluded that its value had been greatly diminished. One story in the series reported that students in the college preparatory track in 1958 took fewer academic courses than did students in the general track in 1933. In other words, in the late 1950s, students in both the college preparatory and noncollege tracks received a less rigorous education than did the non-college-bound students of the 1930s. Similar stories appeared in newspapers and magazines throughout the country, but, ultimately, the uproar following Sputnik amounted to just
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  	sound and fury. Educational leaders effectively defended their policies and practices, declaring time and again that demanding greater academic rigor for all students would lead to massive numbers of dropouts and greater educational inequality. In a widely cited 1959 study, James B. Conant declared that American high schools were generally in fine shape; he effectively ended the debate about high school quality and things quickly returned to normal. As a consequence, little changed in high school coursetaking following Sputnik. Even the National Defense Education Act (NDEA), which was designed to stimulate math, science, and foreign language coursetaking, had little impact. Nationally, between 1961 and 1973, the percentages of foreign language and math coursetaking actually fell.
68 
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Detroit experienced all these trends and followed the national pattern. Almost six months before Sputnik, the school board president denounced Detroit's high school program as a "sort of educational cafeteria" and called for a return to fundamentals. Throughout this period, black parents also were regularly protesting the second-rate courses and programs into which their children were routinely assigned. During these years, Detroit newspapers ran articles decrying the poor quality of the high schools. Yet, like education leaders across the country, educators in Detroit were able to blunt this criticism with claims that their practices promoted educational equality and generally were able to protect the status quo. Appearing one year before the Conant report, a study conducted by several education consultants for the school system's Citizens Advisory Committee also reinforced the Detroit system's commitment to the Progressive philosophy that had guided high school tracking and curricular policies in Detroit since the 1920s. The consultants declared that the system was doing a good job providing "relevant courses" for young people and urged even greater offering of "personal services" courses such as "home and family living, health, physical education, hygiene" and so forth. Their report concluded with a reaffirmation of the guiding principle of Progressive educational faith, namely that "Identical education does not provide equal educational opportunity. It denies it.''69 As in the rest of the nation, the great debate about high school programs in the late 1950s stirred passion but changed little.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	As surprising as the lack of educational impact from Sputnik and the NDEA was that the great social movements of the 1960s and 1970s had
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  	a negligible effect on high school coursetaking both in the country generally and in Detroit. Despite the demands by civil rights and women's organizations for greater educational equality, the academic coursetaking patterns of high school students moved upward by only about 2 percentage points nationally between 1961 and 1973. This lack of change resulted primarily from the strategies that education leaders employed to co-opt the demands of the major protest groups. Holding fast to their belief that students were best served by having many curricular options, educational leaders adopted policy changes in the 1960s and 1970s that seemed to address the counterculture demands for greater student freedom, the removal of adult constraints (such as dress codes and course requirements), and, within the traditional framework of curricular differentiation, equal educational opportunity. They did this by increasing the range of curricular choices available even further (in essence expanding on the ideas of Cardinal Principles through greater course and program options).
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	The first of these policy changes involved a subtle but important shift in the way some academic courses were delivered to students. In 1961, 93 percent of students enrolled in English courses took these courses in a two-semester sequence. Twelve years later, the proportion dropped to only 63 percent. Social studies followed a similar path. By the early 1970s, schools were increasingly offering English and social studies courses in a one-semester instead of a two-semester format. Students still had to take two courses to get a year's credit, but the courses that they took to get that credit did not necessarily have to relate to one another. The one-semester format fit nicely into educational programs that placed a high priority on meeting students' needs, interests, and scheduling demands. However, it reduced the opportunity for students to explore complex topics in a continuous and in-depth manner for an entire year. Moreover, many of these new, one-semester courses were designed to be highly relevant to students and thus differed widely in quality and content ranging from substantive courses in such areas as African American literature to such trendy offerings as "Rock Poetry."
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  	Second, school leaders granted academic credit to activities previously labeled as extracurricular. In some alternative high schools established during this period, these credit-worthy options included even nonschool activities such as backpacking or foreign travel during vacations. The
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  	most common examples of this trend included giving English credit for working on school newspapers and yearbooks, actions that further diminished the role of academic courses in high school education.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Third, educators began giving credit for such courses as Consumer Math and Refresher Math, largely nonacademic courses that many districts used to fulfill graduation requirements. In a similar vein, some systemsfor example, Detroitreclassified some vocational courses such as Shop Math as academic courses and allowed students to use them to meet their graduation requirements for math.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Fourth, during the 1960s and 1970s, educators gradually shifted the onus of course and program selection away from guidance counselors to students and their parents. Thus, perhaps the most important change of the 1960s and 1970s was the nominal demise of the tracking systems that existed in high schools from the 1920s through the 1950s. However, if by tracking one means discrete courses of study that distinct groups of students follow, then the practice did not disappear; it became less apparent and more insidious as students and their parents instead of education professionals became its chief initiators. Mortimer Adler noted that the practice of allowing students to pick electives enables "a certain number of students to voluntarily downgrade their own education." The revisions to high school programs that were introduced in this period rested squarely on the idea of expanding student choice and the consequences of that policy provided evidence of the accuracy of Adler's insight. Many students opted for easier courses and less demanding programs. Moreover, by making choice the driving force behind high school programs, the schools, as Arthur Powell, Eleanor Farrar, and David K. Cohen said, began to resemble educational shopping malls with students meandering from program to program looking for the relevant on entertaining courses at bargain prices (that is, meeting graduation requirements with the least amount of work).
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  	If increasing student choice was all that occurred in Detroit's high schools during the 1960s and 1970s, then things may not have improved but they probably would not have gotten much worse. Unfortunately, that was not the case. Although some events seemed to indicate that a movement was afoot to challenge the poor quality of the city's high schools (such as the widely applauded 1966 boycott of Northern High School in which black students walked out to demand more honors and
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  	other college preparatory courses), by 1980 the situation in almost everyhigh school in the city was worse than ever. The situation deterioratedbecause battles over desegregation and decentralization often werefought within or around the high schools with racial militants from bothsides of the color line using students as foot soldiers. Amid these racialand political struggles, discipline and order within the schools collapsedand violent incidents occurred with tragic regularity. Eventually thepolitical causes motivating the violence disappeared, but the disorderpersisted, making the schools increasingly unstable institutions. Despiteintense efforts by school officials and the federal judge who was monitoringthe system's desegregation plan, safety and security within manyof the high schools remained an elusive goal for most of the 1970s and1980s.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	The majority of students attending Detroit's high schools were neither violent nor disruptive; they were just teen-agers seeking a decent education. Unfortunately, the general climate of disorder combined with the history of watered-down academic programs and low expectations made the task of getting a good education exceedingly difficult. During these years, the patterns of student coursetaking and the weakening of academic standards within courses barely changed from those set in the previous decades. Between 1956 and 1983, coursetaking trends among Detroit students showed almost no variation except that math enrollments rose because of the labeling shift noted earlier. In all, most Detroit high school students still followed programs of study that poorly prepared them for the civic and economic responsibilities they would face when they left school.
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  	In some ways, the 1970s mark the low point of high school development in the United States. A small percentage of students got a reasonably good education, but most drifted through their high school years taking few challenging courses and generally avoiding difficult courses altogether. Yet sometime in the late 1970s, things began to change. Shaken out of their complacency by the slowdown of the economy, skeptical of experts' assurances that all was well with the country, and increasingly fearful about the future, some Americans began quietly demanding more of their schools and of their children's education. By 1980, coursetaking patterns in the United States were beginning to show an increase in the academic share of student coursetaking.73 
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  	The Reagan administration's 1983 manifesto A Nation at Risk gave voice to these concerns and stimulated an educational reform movement whose impact is still being felt. In a number of ways, A Nation at Risk reintroduced several key ideas from the report of the Committee of Ten into discussions of secondary education. Like the members of the Committee of Ten, the authors of A Nation at Risk assumed that academic courses were more important than other courses and that all students should be enrolled primarily in academic courses. In addition, A Nation at Risk decried the "cafeteria style curriculum" of American high schools, in essence rejecting the underlying idea of Cardinal Principles and consequently providing the first real challenge to the comprehensive high school since the 1920s.
74 
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	A Nation at Risk was one of the most widely read and discussed educational documents in American history. More important, it caused state legislatures and school boards across the country to introduce some genuinely impressive changes in American high schoolswhat became known as the "excellence" reforms. By 1986, forty-five states and the District of Columbia had raised high school graduation requirements, forty-two increased math requirements, and thirty-four boosted science requirements. These changes substantially reduced the choices that students could make in their course selections and thus marked a dramatic shift away from the policies of the 1970s. They also produced the first major changes in student coursetaking since the 1930s. In 1982, for example, only 31.5 percent of all high school graduates took four years of English, three years of social studies, and two years each of math and science. Twelve years later, the percentage of graduates who followed that regimen of courses had shot up to 74.6 percent. Even more impressive was that the percentages for African American (76.7) and Latino (77.5) graduates were greater than for whites (75.5). Also dramatic was the shift among graduates who opted for even more rigorous programsfour years of English, three of social studies, three of math, three of science, two of a foreign language, and half a year of computers. In 1982, only 2.0 percent of all graduates completed this program compared with 25.3 percent in 1994. Here also the coursetaking patterns of blacks and Latinos were similar to (although somewhat lower than) those of whites.75 At least in terms of coursetaking, these changes brought more students closer to curricular equality than ever before in American educational history.
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  	However, as recent studies such as the Third International Mathematics and Science Study (TIMSS) have shown, these changes have not produced dramatic improvements in student achievement in the United States.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Part of the reason for this may be how education professionals and school systems have responded to the demands of the excellence reforms. Once again events in Detroit can illuminate at least some of the strategies that some education leaders have used to meet and, unfortunately, to partially circumvent the demands for tougher graduation and coursetaking requirements. As the nation began to raise graduation requirements in the late 1970s, Detroit followed suit, increasing the total credit hours for graduation from 160 to 200 and increasing the number of academic courses needed to graduate (for example, the math requirement rose from one to two years). At the same time, however, school leaders doubled the credit hours granted for a host of nonacademic courses, which effectively neutralized the impact of the increases in academic subjects. Moreover, the system created a number of new academic courses that focused mainly on basic skills and knowledge. For example, Detroit high school students could take a four-year math sequenceFreshman Math, Junior Math, and Math Competency 1 and 2which amounted to four years of general math.
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  	Despite the efforts to water down the excellence reforms in Detroit, the tougher graduation requirements and a back-to-basics approach on the elementary school level appear to have had a positive impact on student achievement. In the early 1990s, the scores of Detroit students on the Michigan Assessment of Educational Progress (MAEP) tests began to rise. For example, in 1991 only 13.8 percent of Detroit's fourth graders scored in the satisfactory level of the MAEP math tests. In 1995, these percentages had climbed steadily to 40.5. Fourth-grade satisfactory reading scores also increased from 13.0 percent to 36.3 percent during the same period. Similar increases could be found in those two subject areas among seventh graders. In almost every grade tested, scores rose, although the increases on the high school level were small compared with those in the lower grades. While the percentages of Detroit students scoring at the satisfactory level remain far below what they should be, these trends are in the direction. The test scores seem to indicate that even modest curricular change can influence achievement.77 
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  	The century-long battle for the soul of the American high school that has pitted supporters of the Committee of Ten against advocates of Cardinal Principles continues to rage. For most of the twentieth century, the proponents of Cardinal Principles, mainly education professionals and their allies, have carried the day and have left their mark on high schools in innumerable ways. Since the Great Depression, the advocates of Cardinal Principles have argued that their curricular reformsdesigned to meet different student needs, abilities, and interestshave attracted and kept increasing numbers of young people in school. They have touted these enrollment increases as proof that their ideas were truly advancing American democracy and equal educational opportunity.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Their opponents, however, have questioned the accuracy of these claims (noting that the collapse of the youth labor market had a greater impact on enrollments than any curricular reforms) and have pointed repeatedly to the inequalities that curricular differentiation has produced. In the last two decades, the argument that tracking and curricular differentiation reproduces class, gender, and racial stratification, an argument initially propounded by left-wing scholars, has been seen even by former critics (myself included) as fundamentally sound. Certainly no groups have been more damaged by the general track, watered-down courses, and low teacher expectations than students in city schoolsstudents who since midcentury have included larger and larger numbers of the poor, minorities, and the working class.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	The excellence reforms of the 1980s and 1990s represent the first successful attack on Cardinal Principles. Whether this attack goes on to further success in which education leaders become truly committed to providing high-quality education to all students, including those in troubled urgan schools, remains to be seen. But certainly the developments in this area since the late 1980s have generally been the most positive educational news in a long while.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Conclusion
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	I began by presenting four historical interpretations for the decline of urban education. None of these interpretations provides a full picture of how and why these once great school systems deteriorated so badly in the
	

	

	















 

  	
  	
  	
  



	




	Page 51

	
  	
  	

	

	
  	last half century. Each of these schools of thought has accurately described some of the factors that have played a role in the decline and fall of urban public education. There is, for example, much to commend in the research tradition which argues that weakened urban economies, growing class and racial isolation of city dwellers, and inadequate educational resources have had a substantial negative impact on urban schools. Left-leaning historians are also correct in declaring that such Progressive Era innovations as centralized, professional control of schools, IQ testing, tracking, and curricular differentiation have had seriously harmful consequences for the education of generations of urban students. Scholars who have targeted impervious educational bureaucracies and often self-serving teachers unions have advanced understanding of the problems of urban education. Similarly, historians who have highlighted the abandonment of high educational standards as major contributing features in urban school decline have pointed to important factors in urban school decline. Yet when viewed from within a specific historical context, each of these insights demands a greater degree of complexity and nuance.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Unquestionably, the revitalization of urban economies and the disappearance of class and racial segregation would be welcome developments. Both could significantly improve the conditions for urban families and schools. But neither appears imminent, and, as Jackie Jordan Irvine has argued, before the revolution comes, important things can and must be done to improve urban education. Money is not a bad place to start. The history of a school system such as Detroit's cannot be examined without concluding that the uneven flow of resources particularly at key times (for example, the late 1940s and early 1950s) greatly contributed to the deterioration and decline. In 1942, as Detroit celebrated its first century of public education, the president of the school board declared, "During the entire 100 years of our public school system, the Board has never experienced a time when its schools had sufficient seats for all who sought its service."
78 And, unbeknownst to him, within less than a decade, that situation would get much worse. In many ways, the modern history of urban education is the story of how these systems have struggled, often unsuccessfully, with the simultaneous problems of providing decent buildings, enough teachers, and good salaries for their teachers amid vastly changing economic and political environments. Finding stable
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  	and predictable sources of revenue that can meet changing needs has been one of the most elusive but important aspects of urban education. Equally as important is ensuring that school leaders manage those funds well, a situation that in many urban systems has been almost as difficult to bring about as adequate funding.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Even if such stability and predictability in funding were realized, and even if those funds were carefully and efficiently managed, dramatic improvement in the achievement levels of urban schools would by no means be guaranteed. If urban schools got substantially more money but continued operating as they have since the 1930s, the likelihood for better student performance would be nil. While a historical analysis of urban education reveals that many structural problems of these systems are related to money, such analysis also demonstrates that many of the educational problems are not. Here the work of left-leaning historians and historians who have targeted the role of education professionals in the deterioration of urban education is particularly useful.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Clearly, the near total dominance of education professionals over urban school policy and practice especially since the 1930s has ill-served large numbers of urban students for generations. Moreover, the wall of professionalism that they constructed to protect themselves from political influence has also often deafened them to the voices of the people they are supposed to serve. Parents and students did not demand greater access to the general track, the introduction of life adjustment education, or the watering down of academic standards and courses. These developments grew out of a set of ideas and assumptions about subject matter and student ability that professional educators, particularly in schools and colleges of education, shared amongst themselves and foisted upon U.S. schools.
79 Since the 1970s, almost every major effort to change school structurecommunity control, the creation of local school councils, school-based management, and school choicehas tried to curb excessive professional control over schools. While some of these experiments have been successful, to some degree, in weakening central bureaucracies and in shifting power from them to more responsive agents, as with funding improvements, the relationship between these efforts and enhanced student achievement remains uncertain.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	The problem with historians focusing mainly on questions of educational politics, funding, governance, and organization is that all these
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  	issues relate more to the context of education than to what goes on in classrooms. The issues of curriculum and coursetaking that lie at the heart of the educational enterprise have unfortunately received far less historical attention than these other topics. The research on curriculum change and student coursetaking described above, however, indicates that changes in policy and practice in this area have played a significant role in the decline of urban education. The actions of education leaders since the 1930s provides telling evidence of the failure to bring about equal educational opportunity, despite claims by education leaders that attracting and keeping large numbers of students in schools was proof enough that such opportunity was being realized. In addition, this research suggests that the single most successful recent reformstrengthening high school graduation and coursetaking requirementshas produced impressive changes in student behavior.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	The problem with simply demanding that students take more academic courses, however, is that these measures alone will not ensure that students will truly master rich and challenging content. For example, no assurances exist that the teachers who must teach the classes are themselves knowledgeable in these subject areasinstead, considerable evidence is available to the contrary. Moreover, strong graduation and coursetaking requirements can still be circumvented if school leaders create courses with academic titles but low-level subject matter. These problems point to content and performance standards as key elements for any successful reform effort in urban schools.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	In arguing for curriculum-based reform as the centerpiece of urban school revitalization, I am not saying that the material and organizational problems that have so dominated the modern history of urban schools should be avoided. All these factors must come into play in fixing urban schools. But, by placing curriculum reform first, reform will begin where it most matters with teachers, students, and what happens in classrooms.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	A character in a recent play by the British playwright David Hare nicely captures the belief that urban schools must balance a decent school environment with strong classroom content. Having left a comfortable job to teach in a tough urban school, the character attempts to explain to her former employer and lover what her new job entails:
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  	Education has to be a mixture of haven and challenge. Reassurance, of course. Stability. But also incentive. [T]hese kids are from very tough
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  	backgrounds. At the very least you offer them support. You care for them. You offer them security. You give them an environment where they feel they can grow. But also you make bloody sure you challenge them.
80 
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Comment by William Galston
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Jeffrey Mirel begins with the question: What went wrong with urban education? Mirel's focus is not on all urban schools, but on what he calls the Rust Belt schoolsschools in the cities of the Northeast and the Midwest, with special attention given to Detroit. He argues that the growing cities of the Sun Belt present different sorts of problems and have a different history. I think he is right about that.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Mirel's central historical point is that many of the problems that most historians attribute to the late 1950s, 1960s, and 1970s in urban education have their roots significantly earlier than that. He traces that thesis through two major areas of discussion: first, resources and, second, curricula. I would want to focus my remarks on the question of how the case is made for that earlier date in those two areas and how compelling that case is.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	In Mirel's presentation, Detroit is a perfect example of David B. Tyack's well-known thesis about the triumph of the administrative progressives in urban education. In Detroit as elsewhere, this triumph was accomplished with the full support of and, frequently, with the direct participation of local business leaders. In the early phase at least, administrative progressivism had significant accomplishments not only in accommodating but also in dealing with an enormous influx of new students into the educational system, particularly at the high school level.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	During the Great Depression and World War II, in Mirel's history, some new developments tended to work against the well-being of urban education. The depression created enormous pressure on urban budgets, and business leaders who had been at the forefront of educational expansion during the earlier part of the twentieth century turned around and led the drive for fiscal retrenchment. This put particular pressure on salaries and maintenance. It sparked unionization and teacher militancy. It created a problem of deferred maintenance that was not easily dealt with in the context of the other demands on the system. Unfortunately, it
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  	coincided with the additional pressure created by vast increases in the numbers of high school students, an increase from 1930 to 1940 of about 2.3 million students on a base of 4.8 milliona huge increase in just one decade.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	These problems were exacerbated, as Mirel tells the story, by the shortages of men and materials created by World War II. In the immediate postwar epoch, business leaders continued to resist tax increases in the fear, which may have been justified, that they would further diminish the competitiveness of urban economies.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Race was also a factor during this period. In most cities, the African American population doubled between 1940 and 1950, and their legitimate needs, articulated with increasing force and frustration, ran into not only the changing political economy of urban America but also increased white resistance.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	The result by the 1950s, according to Mirel, was a collision of legitimate interests. Teachers wanted to catch up for the salary retrenchment of the depression era. African Americans, who tended to move into those parts of cities with the oldest school buildings, wanted those buildings to be renovated and modernized, and urban whites who had moved into new areas of the city demanded new schools. The system had a hard time accommodating all of these pressures simultaneously.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	In Mirel's account, a key difference existed between this period of the late forties and early fifties and a comparable period in the early part of the twentieth century. While, in the first phase, urban education had enjoyed the full, fervent support of the business community, in the second phase, about half a century later, this was not the case.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	I am not entirely persuaded that Detroit's schools were resource-poor during this crucial period of the late 1940s and the 1950s, which is one of the empirical cruxes of the argument. Consider the figures that Mirel provides. From 1946 to 1966, the enrollment of the Detroit public schools grew from about 210,000 to about 300,000slightly less than 50 percent. During the same period, local funding for Detroit schools rose from $27 million to $85 million, and state funding rose from $25 million to $58 million. In sum, during that twenty-year period, total funding for the Detroit public schools almost tripled while the population of those schools grew by less than 50 percent. Even allowing for inflation, a very substantial increase in per capita funds was available for urban education.
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  	At the least, then, the question as to whether there was a resource squeeze in the 1950s remains unsettled.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Mirel talks about white resistance and black militancy. This dialectic set in motion a number of forces that he tracesa push within certain parts of the black community for decentralization, which clashed with the growing power of teachers unions.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Mirel characterizes the 1950s as a period of quiescence on the union front, broken by the United Federation of Teachers' (UFT) strike in New York City in 1960, which served as a trigger for an orgy of urban unionization during the 1960s. Learning more about why this outbreak of unionization in urban America occurred when it did would be instructive, especially given the important role unions play in current governance in education. In Mirel's presentation, the 1960 UFT strike was a bolt from the blue.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Mirel begins his account of what he characterizes as the deterioration of the urban school curriculum with the famous long-running debate between the Committee of Ten report in 1893 and the Cardinal Principles of Secondary Education report issued twenty-five years later in 1918 the debate between the common curriculum on the one hand (the Committee of Ten approach) and the differentiated approach, the multitrack educational approach on the other (the Cardinal Principles approach). This debate was intensified by huge increases in high school enrollment from 360,000 in 1890 to 4.8 million in 1930 and, then, to 7.1 million in 1940, as well as by important changes in the ethnic composition of the student body.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	As Mirel correctly relates, during the 1920s, in spite of the triumph of administrative progressiveness and as a governance strategy, a tilt toward the Committee of Ten curricular strategy was still evident. This was the one time in American history where children from some of the most disadvantaged groups in the nation had access to the best social services.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	During the 1930s, the depression sent into high schools a new wave of students who were thought to be less academically inclined, the sorts of students who would have dropped out of high school previously. A key goal of the educational system during that period became dropout prevention in the name of keeping these young people out of the labor
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  	market, which was still struggling with more than 20 percent unemployment, four years into the New Deal.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	This correlation of forces, according to Mirel, led to a shift toward lower standards and less demanding curricula, accelerated in the immediate postWorld War II period by the life adjustment movement and other forces. It sparked a dramatic decline in academic coursetaking as a percentage of total courses and a dumbing down of the academic courses that remained. The consequence of this development was that schools became what Mirel calls ''vast warehouses."
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	This curricular transformation had differential effects on middle-class kids as opposed to low-income minority students. It was a disaster for low-income and minority students. As Mirel wrote: "No groups have been more damaged by the general track, watered-down courses, and the low teacher expectations than students in city schoolsstudents who since midcentury have included larger and larger numbers of the poor, minorities, and the working class."
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	This observation can be placed in a broader frame. Educational research converges on the conclusion that the more disadvantaged you are in background, the more schools matter and the more you are damaged by the failure of schools to do their job. Middle-class kids have more advantages outside the schools to compensate for the defects of the schools, but lower-income kids from tough neighborhoods need good schools. They cannot possibly succeed without them.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	I would like to make three points in conclusion. First, an important change in the nature of the economy and in the work force occurred during the period under consideration by Mirel, which is roughly the whole of the twentieth century. A certain logic existed to a differentiated curriculum in an industrial economy, a logic that is much less compelling in a postindustrial economy. More attention needs to be paid to economic context.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Second, more emphasis should be placed on the political obstacles to real reform and, in particular, on what the social scientists call "goal displacement" and what Diane Ravitch and I in a December 1996 Washington Post op-ed piece called "the tendency of these systems to become jobs programs at the expense of the kids that they were intended to serve."
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  	Third, more clear thought is needed about the relationship between administrative progressivism as a governance strategy and administrative progressivism as a way of thinking about the content of education. Two phases of administrative progressivism were evident in the twentieth century, one of which has to do with governance structure and the other with a new substantive philosophy of education to be implemented through that structure. This raises the question of whether the triumph of this new philosophy was inevitable within the framework of the administrative progressivist governance structure. I am not convinced that it was. It would be interesting to try to answer that question by telling the story of how the logic of industrial capitalism, of race and ethnicity, and of bad ideas converged to produce this bastardized educational progressivism within this new governance structure.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Do decentralization and participatory democracy represent any sort of answer to the problems of urban education, because they are a kind of attack on the administrative progressive governance structure? I think the answer is no, not necessarily.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	An argument can be made for less responsive institutions that can, through the exertion of political will, create new facts for urban school systems. What is happening in the District of Columbia is hardly perfect, but is there any other serious political strategy for the reform of the system? I hold no brief for educational progressivism, but a new generation of administrative progressivism may do more good than harm if it can avoid domination by educational progressivism.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Comment by James Guthrie
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	The perspective from which I read Jeffrey Mirel's paper is not that of a historian. Day to day, I am one of the few people in the United States responsible for designing state-level school finance systems and, with the cooperation of state attorneys general, defending state-level school finance systems. My day-to-day activities may be offputting to historians.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	However, I find few things as practical as history when I am working with the state legislative body or in a court case. History provides a foundation that is indispensable for knowing where one is headed. It is
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  	remarkably useful and constructive, and Mirel's papera wonderful addition to David B. Tyack's The One Best System: A History of American Urban Education and Diane Ravitch's The Great School Warsis in the same vein.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	I take two things from the paper. First, Mirel explains why such fractious political behavior, so much conflict, exists in cities. Second, he describes the relationship or the possible relationship between the content of what is taught in schools and the political dynamic that characterizes big-city school districts.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	In my work, I am constantly looking for an institutional, structural, or governance lever that can change something in classrooms. People who work at the state policy level, perhaps even at the local policy level, constantly face this challenge: What could be done that would make something different in the classroom?
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Mirel offers one hypothesisthe fragmentation of the big-city high school curriculum that began in the early part of the twentieth century and gained momentum throughout the forties, fifties, and sixties. Mirel reports that, when initially introduced, the Cardinal Principles of Secondary Education idea of fragmented curriculum was, in some way, resisted. Low-income youngsters, left to their own devices, signed up for the more rigorous academic curriculum. Then, with professional domination of big-city schools, when the educational professionals were in control, they had the tools to adopt what was currently fashionable.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Progressive Era reforms, in effect, said that policy should be made by public representatives, that the operation of the school system should be left to administrative progressives. The administrative progressives are captured by educational professionalism, and the result is fragmented curriculum. A link exists between policy changes and what goes on in the classroom.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	I am faced with two questions: Where is the political dynamic to do something about the dismal set of achievements by youngsters in big-city schools? If some political will exists to change the situation, then what strategy should be pursued?
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Changing big-city school systems is not impossible, but it is difficult to see from where a political base can be constructed that will do so. Somewhere between 10 and 11 percent of the U.S. school-age population attends private schools. Most of the parents of these students, having made a commitment to private schooling, do not constitute a base from which an
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  	attack on changing big-city schools can be launched. A possible exception is to organize those who send their children to Catholic schools.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Furthermore, some number of students are home schooled. Home schooling is a cultural and religious movement, not just an educational movement. However, the numbers involved cannot be huge, even if it is a half million to a million.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	And, then, 35 percent of U.S. children are in suburban or rural school districts. Many parents have made a capital investment in living where they do to get their children into a particular school district. No major political activity to reform big-city schools will come from them.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	What is left is about 50 percent of the students in huge school districts. Twenty-five percent of America's public school students go to school in 1 percent of the districts; 50 percent go to school in 5 percent of the districts.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	High concentrations of youngsters are being schooled in big-city systems. Regrettably, this population frequently feels disenfranchised. It does not vote in the same proportions. It is a difficult base from which to mount a political effort.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Another consideration is that the proportion of the population that does not have any children in school is the dominant portion of the population. For example, in Florida, which has no state income tax and has a very large senior citizen community, citizens are not easily interested in education. The refrain is: "Why should I vote anything for schools? I voted once up North already. Why do I have to do it again?" This large population that has no children and no immediate connection with schools is, in some way, not dissatisfied with their schools. And they are not in big-city school systems.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	The most dissatisfied constituency for American public schools is big-city parents. They want to change the system the most, but they make up a slender base from which to launch a political movement.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Is the situation hopeless? I hope not and I doubt it. Because of the political dynamics, mayors are becoming more active, understanding that the school system is also important for their city's economy. So, they begin to exert political leadership. In some instances where they are not constitutionally, legally, or structurally empowered to, they nevertheless exercise influence.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Once professional educators got hold of big-city school systems, they diluted and fragmented the curriculum. Meanwhile, the U.S. federal government's
	

	

	















 

  	
  	
  	
  



	




	Page 61

	
  	
  	

	

	
  	major education reform investment has gone into buttressing the educational professionals. That is where the money is being spent, either in teacher training reform efforts or through the Elementary and Secondary Education Act. The funds are reinforcing the employment of administrators, specialist teachers, and teacher aides. The federal government strategy is to reinforce the education profession.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Another strategy is privatization, whose advocates are for vouchers, charters, and contracting out. A book coauthored by Paul T. Hill, Larry Pearce, and I about the utility of contracting contains a chapter on the politics of reform and how a constituency for contracting can be built. We found slender hooks on which to hang the prospect of a political movement in support of contracting. However, I barely believe that a strong constituency exists for contracting. The system has to almost plummet and fail completely, abysmally, before that would take off. I do not see a groundswell for privatization.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	A third reform strategy is sort of an accountability/content framework-driven alignment strategy. If a content framework is put in place, then testing systems can be aligned with it and some kind of outcome accountability can result.
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Policy Lessons From

Chicago's Experience

with Decentralization
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  	CHARACTERIZED IN 1988 by U.S. secretary of education William J. Bennett as the "worst public school system in America," the Chicago public schools (CPS) had hit rock bottom.
1 The system as a whole was failing the students and parents it was intended to serve. Indifference, incompetence, and in some cases outright corruption overwhelmed the good efforts of those teachers, principals, and school community leaders who sought change. Just ten years later, however, President Bill Clinton, in his State of the Union address, described reform in Chicago as a model to the nation. While both pronouncements may have been a bit hyperbolic, taken together they do mark an extraordinary turn of events.2 
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Over the course of the last decade, the CPS has embraced two major reform efforts. Beginning in 1988, Chicago undertook the most radical decentralization of any major public school system in the twentieth century. Convinced that the centralized system of governance and administrative control were major impediments to improving educational opportunities for the city's children, reformers embraced democratic localism as a lever for change. A second phase of reform, beginning in 1995, directly attacked the residual systems of central governance and administration. This has provoked an extraordinary array of central policy action, which distinguishes the second phase of Chicago's reform. The tandem of Phase I and Phase II activity constitutes a unique effort to couple centralized action with increased local school autonomy.
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  	Reform remains vital in Chicago, and both local control and systemic initiatives are proceeding forward. Thus, the Chicago story continues to unfold.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	A Capsule Review of Reform
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	The Chicago School Reform Act of 1988 launched an undertaking of enormous scope. The reform sought to weaken central decisionmaking and to promote greater site-based control by devolving resources and authority to local schools. Reform gave principals greater control over the school budget, the physical plant, and the recruitment and hiring of new teachers. By removing principals' tenure and making them accountable to a local school council (LSC), the reform encouraged principals to redirect initiative toward local constituencies and their concerns.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	The reform also created a real voice for parents and community members through representatives on the LSC. These parent-majority councils have the power to hire and fire the school principal and to approve the budget and the school improvement plan (SIP). To a lesser degree, teachers were also given an expanded voice. Through their two seats on the LSC, they have direct influence on school affairs, including the choice of principal, and advisory responsibility over school curriculum and instruction through the teacher-elected Professional Personnel Advisory Committee (PPAC). Also important, new funds became available to local schools to support improvements. Four years after the onset of reform, the typical Chicago elementary school was allocating approximately a half million dollars each year in such discretionary resources.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	The Chicago School Reform Act of 1988 was a complex and ambitious piece of legislation. It unleashed a broad institutional restructuring, reaching well beyond the school system to include community organizations, business groups, local colleges and universities, and labor unions. At the heart of the reform was a simple idea: to reclaim initiative for local actorsparents, community members, teachers, and principals. The hope was that the new structures and roles established by reform would create a political force strong enough to leverage the organizational changes needed to make schools more responsive to the communities, families, and students they were intended to serve. Reformers envisioned that, by
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  	expanding local participation in school affairs, a collective responsibility for the schools' work would emerge. This would create a natural social resource to advance significant changes in classroom instruction and ultimately in student learning.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	As early as 1993, the onus of reform was shifting from local schools to the system center. Much had been accomplished through the local initiative catalyzed by the 1988 reform act, but many schools remained unaffected. Moreover, central administrative offices and the system's overall governance arrangements remained major impediments to improvement. More coherent central policymaking was needed if reform was to both deepen in scope and expand to include all schools.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	In the spring of 1995, the Illinois legislature passed another major piece of legislation affecting Chicago schools. The fifteen-member Board of Education was replaced with a five-member Reform Board of Trustees, directly appointed by the mayor. A corporate-style management team, headed by a chief executive officer (CEO), was also mandated. Greater flexibility over use of state funds was provided and many work rules, previously included in state school code, were stricken. A number of provisions mandating collective bargaining, such as class size, were eliminated. The system was also granted substantial authority to privatize operations, and again this was not subject to mandated collective bargaining with affected unions. At the same time, principals were allowed more control over establishing building hours and the selection and evaluation of service personnel. Although school-level governance by LSCs was not substantially altered, the new CEO was given authority to sanction nonimproving schools, including the legal authority to reconstitute failing schools.
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  	In broad terms, the 1995 legislation finally opened up the possibility for constructive central policy action. Some reformers hoped that this would deepen the decentralization begun in 1988 by creating a transformed and more supportive system center. In its actual implementation, however, the reform has turned out differently. The mayor, through his appointed board of trustees and management team, has aggressively used the power authorized in the 1995 legislation to initiate an extraordinary array of centrally designed and directed initiatives that have sought to relegitimate the idea of central system control, which had disintegrated in the mid-1980s. Currently, expansive central initiatives coexist in an uneasy and unsettled fashion with the democratic localism set in place in 1988.
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  	A timeline of key reform events in Chicago is provided in figure 1. Although the first reform act was passed in 1988, its implementation was delayed for a year and then phased in over the next two years. For half of the schools, the decentralization reform effectively began July 1, 1990, when LSCs chose their own principals. For the other half of the schools, this principal selection process did not occur until July 1, 1991. Thus, by summer of 1996 half of the schools had five years of experience under local control, and the other half had six years. Enough experience has been accumulated and evidence assembled to take stock of the progress made during Phase I of Chicago's reform.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	The second major piece of reform legislation was passed by the Illinois legislature in the spring of 1995. From an educational perspective, it was the summer of 1996, however, that marks the major turning point in Chicago school reform. While the mayoral takeover had begun a year earlier, most of the first year focused on finance, operations, and labor management concerns. It was not until the late spring of 1996 that an array of new central systemwide educational initiatives was beginning to roll out and would go into effect that summer or during the next academic year. Included here were planning for a massive high school redesign, the placing of more than one hundred schools on probation, the introduction of promotional gates at grades three, six, eight, and nine, mandatory summer schools (a.k.a. banning social promotion), and the development of plans to reconstitute seven high schools. While formally the local control of 1988 remained in place, by the summer of 1996 reform had sharply taken a more centralized direction.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	These new efforts wrought by Phase II are still emerging. Although many of them have received significant media attention, it remains too early to assess their long-term effects.
4 Thus, this paper focuses primarily on lessons learned from the first phase of reform in the Chicago public schools. It documents both the kinds of organizational changes that occurred in CPS elementary schools during this period of extensive decentralization and the resultant changes in school academic productivity. It also considers the unfinished business of the 1988 reformthe necessary transformation of the school board and central office to advance improvements across the system. In the context of this analysis, the centralized policy initiatives that have taken place over the last two yearsthe problems addressed and those still in need of attentionare identified.
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  	Figure 1. School Reform Events Timeline
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Note: LSC = local school council; CEO = chief executive officer.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	The empirical results summarized in this paper derive entirely from Chicago elementary schools. Numerous studies document the changes that have occurred in these schools. No comparable information base exists for high schools. Nonetheless, for a variety of political and organizational reasons, the 1988 reform had far less impact there than among the elementary schools.
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  	A Summary of Effects of Phase I
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Catalyzing Organizational Change at the School Building Level
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	A diverse array of statistical analyses and field study has been undertaken by the Consortium on Chicago School Research to analyze the opportunities created by the 1988 reform for local action and how various
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  	school communities used or failed to use them. In broad terms, Anthony S. Bryk and others document three general patterns of development that occurred, with an approximately equal number of elementary schools falling into each group.
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  	About one-third of the elementary school communities most in need of change (that is, where student assessments were significantly below national norms before reform) had developed strong local participation that focused on a systemic approach to school improvement. Significant changes were occurring in the relationships of these schools to their parents and local communities, in the organization of teachers' work and their cooperative engagement around school improvement, and in classroom instruction.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	These schools appeared headed in a productive direction. Significant social resources had formed both within the professional staff and with parents and the local community. A palpable sense of both urgency and agency had emerged: "We can make a difference for our children and we must do this!" Better conditions had also been created for improvements in classroom teachinglong-needed instructional materials had been purchased, new ideas had been introduced, new strategies were being tried, and support for change was now being offered by school leadership and a wide range of outside organizations and individual agents. In essence, the table was set for the continued efforts that would be needed to improve student learning significantly. If these schools stayed the course, such results seemed likely.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Another third of the schools shared some of the characteristics of the first group but were not as far along. They were engaged in a change process, although sometimes struggling. While they often undertook worthwhile projects, they did not always attend to the quality with which these projects were implemented. Looking across the ensemble of activities in which these schools were engaged, discerning anything resembling strategic action was often difficult. Worthwhile new initiatives often stood alongside dubious undertakings. Although some schools might be expected to right themselves, given some further time, others were likely to remain problematic.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Service fragmentation and programmatic incoherence are arguably the most significant organizational problems confronting urban schools today. For almost three decades, educators have taken the view that
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  	improving opportunities for students meant adding more special programs. "Good schools" came to be synonymous with this aim. A variety of outside actorscentral offices, state and federal government, universities, foundations, and private entrepreneursall developed ideas about how schools could be better, provided at least some marginal resources to implement their ideas, and often added another layer of rules and procedures to follow.
7 Each initiative tended to have a specific programmatic focus (for example, dropout intervention, drug prevention, acquired immune deficiency syndrome (AIDS) awareness, and so on), but few dealt directly with the ensuing issues of coordination and organizational integration. As a result, schools became more complex and not very robust organizations. In principle, all of this could work well together, but often it just did not happen. Moreover, a high density of this external activity focused specifically on urban schools, which not only typically had the greatest needs, but also often had the least local capacity to integrate effectively these diverse efforts. Perhaps most troublesome of all, over the long term school-based actors gradually came to think that schools are supposed to run this way. Ironically, this is the antithesis of organization. Rather, it resembles an entropic end-statean organizational equilibrium of many disconnected, random activities.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	The final third of Chicago elementary schools was largely unaffected by reform. A fraction of this group had gotten stuck in a divisive adversarial politics that blocked significant improvement initiatives. Even here, however, a positive sign was evident. At least energy focusing on schools existed in these communities. Individual school cases were documented where strong local leadership subsequently harnessed this energy and converted it into a resource for collective improvement.8 So there was some reason to hold out hope for these schools.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	The overwhelming majority of the schools in this third group, however, were not so fortunate. In about a quarter of the elementary schools in the CPS, little evidence is available that viable local governance arrangements had emerged four years into reform. Typically, the principal had consolidated power in these school communities and was using that power, albeit sometimes unintentionally, to maintain a dysfunctional status quo. With little operative accountability either to local constituents or external agents, existing arrangements appeared likely to persist. The extra local fiscal resources provided by reform were surely welcomed, but
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  	no indication was seen that a strategic planning and improvement process had begun.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Summing up, from the standpoint of the mobilizing rhetoric in the late 1980s for Chicago's reforma need to substantially improve educational opportunities for all childrenthe progress during the first four years certainly came up short. Some schools were unaffected, and others struggled. On balance, however, no systemwide reform, regardless of its specific features, could likely produce results as quickly and as widespread as promised by reform rhetoric. While such rhetoric may be of great value in building support for change, it should never be confused with analysis based on evidence of what has been possible to achieve in other districts, even under reasonably good circumstances.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Viewed in the light of past urban reform experiences, the developments in Chicago during the early 1990s were impressive.
9 A dysfunctional status quo was challenged in many local schools, and leadership emerged to promote change. Energy had been activated in a diverse cross section of schools, largely without regard to income, race or ethnicity, and pre-reform achievement levels. A broad-based institutional renewal was equitably distributed among the various neighborhoods and communities of the city. Capacity was being built to sustain fundamental change in many school communities. Efforts to strengthen social relationships among local school professionals and parents coupled with a focus on developing the knowledge and skill of faculties and on fomenting a collective will to pursue improvement. Moreover, this was not a case of a few new schools or alternative schools or magnets. Instead, significant organizational changes had been catalyzed in many ordinary urban schools, serving disadvantaged populations.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Improvements in Academic Productivity
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	As argued back in 1993, the organizational changes observed in local schools might best be viewed as leading indicators of significant changes in student learning that would be expected to follow if Chicago stayed the course. Scholars posited that these short-term organizational developments were more important indicators than any immediate changes in test scores that left the basic human, social, and technical resources of the schools largely untouched.10 Confirming evidence for this hypothesis has now appeared.11 
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  	In the spring of 1998, the consortium released a longitudinal study of academic productivity in the Chicago public elementary schools during the first phase of reform.
12 The analysis is based on a value-added approach to measuring school productivity that considers the gains in achievement made by students enrolled in each school each year. This approach focuses on learning rather than attainment, taking into account where students begin each academic year as well as where they end up. Because of high mobility rates in urban districts such as Chicago, the gains approach provides a more accurate measure of the changes in effectiveness of a particular school than just looking at simple test score trends.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	The core of this is an academic productivity profile for each school that is composed of a set of grade profiles, one for each grade in the school in which entry and exit data are available. The idea of a grade productivity profile using test data from grade six at a sample school is illustrated in figure 2. The productivity profile is built up out of two basic pieces of information for each school grade: the input status for the grade and the learning gain recorded for that grade. The input status captures the background knowledge and skills that students bring to their next grade of instruction. To estimate this input status, the group of students who were under instruction for a full academic year in each grade in each school was identified, and then their Iowa Test of Basic Skills (ITBS) scores from the previous spring were retrieved. (Students who move into and out of a school during the academic year do not count in the productivity profile for that year.) For example, in grade six, the end-of-grade-five test scores for students who spent grade six in this school are used. The average of these students' previous year's test scores is the input status for that school grade. This input status is what teachers had to build on to advance the learning of the stable sixth-grade students at this sample school that year.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	The learning gain for each school grade is how much the end-of-year ITBS results have improved over the input status for this same group of stable students. In terms of this example, the learning gains for the stable sixth-grade students are how much their test scores have improved over the grade-five scores from the previous years. Finally, adding the learning gain to the input status recovers the third piece of information, the output status. This tells about the knowledge and skill levels of the group of stable students at the end of a year of instruction. This would be at the end of grade six in the example.
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  	Figure 2. Constructing the Grade Productivity Profile
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	The grade productivity profile is organized around data from some base year. In these analyses of productivity for CPS schools, 1991 was selected as the base year. Panel A in figure 2 displays the base year input status, learning gain, and the output status for grade six. The grade-six data for years before and after 1991 are added in panel B. All of the basic data for examining academic productivity in grade six are now shown.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Interest in studying changing school productivity directs attention to the variation over time reflected in these data. A visual scan of panel C suggests that the inputs to grade six may be declining over time. Countering this, the learning gains appear to be increasing and with this the outputs also appear to be increasing. Key to making such precise judgments about this is the estimation of smoothed trend lines through the
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  	use of a statistical model.
13 See panel F for the final summary of productivity trends for grade six at Bell School.14 The estimate of a school's learning gain trend in this display can be quantified in the form of a learning gain improvement (LGI) index. This quantity assesses the relative change in student learning over the last five years as compared with the amount of learning that occurred across the system in the base year, 1991.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	The overall ITBS mathematics productivity profile for the CPS is displayed in figure 3. The grade productivity profiles are aggregated from all individual elementary schools in the system. Notice that the output trends in mathematics are up for all grades three through eight. The learning gain trends also show marked improvements for the intermediate and upper grades. For grade five, the systemwide improvement was 19 percent over the five-year period from 1992 through 1996. For grades six, seven, and eight, the relative improvement in mathematics learning
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  	Figure 3. System Mathematics Productivity Profile
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Note: LGI = learning gain improvement index, computed for 199296.
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  	was 7 percent, 27 percent, and 63 percent, respectively. In contrast, grades three and four show little change in learning gains over this period.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	The systemwide productivity profiles for reading are presented in figure 4. The results here are a bit more mixed, but still generally positive. The output trends are up at all grades except grade four; the rates of improvement, however, are not as large as in mathematics. Grade four registers a learning rate decline of 22 percent. Grades three, five, six, and seven, however, show significant gain trends ranging from 10 to 42 percent; grade eight remains basically unchanged.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	All of the results are based on an equating study, conducted by the consortium, that was needed to take into account the differences among the six forms of the ITBS used by the CPS from 1989 through 1996. One set of comparisons embedded in the post-reform testing series is not afflicted by the problems of nonequivalent test forms. The test form administered in 1993 was repeated in 1995, and the form used in 1994 was repeated in
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  	Figure 4. System Reading Productivity Profile
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Note: LGI = learning gain improvement index, computed for 199296.
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  	1996. As a result, the 1994 and 1996 learning gains are directly comparable because they are based on the same pairs of test forms and levels.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Across the board, for all elementary grades three through eight, the 1996 learning gains were substantially greater than in 1994 for both reading and mathematics (see figure 5). (The vertical axis of the figures represents how far students have advanced along the one hundred-point scale developed by the consortium to measure test content difficulty.) In relative terms, student gains in 1996 represent improvements ranging from 10 to nearly 40 percent over the 1994 levels. This is an impressive two-year productivity gain by most any standard. Moreover, these 1996 results appear for the most part to be embedded in longer-term trends. That is, they are not just a tick up in the last year.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Overall, these analyses indicate broad-based systemwide improvements in student learning, stronger in mathematics but also in reading. These results are especially significant because up through 1996 the main external accountability force over Chicago public schools was the Illinois State Board of Education, which based its school rankings and ''academic watch list" on Illinois Goals Assessment Program (IGAP) data. Although ITBS scores still mattered to individual schools, no formal consequences were directly attached to them. These ITBS results are reasonably good indicators of meaningful changes in instruction and student learning because no high-stakes external accountability was associated with them. Beginning in 1996, the CPS instituted its own highstakes accountability system based exclusively on the ITBS; as a result, the future utility of these data as an indicator of broad instructional improvement has become more questionable.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Characteristics of Improving Schools
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	The early reform implementation studies reported diverse consequences of decentralization across Chicago's 550 school communities. Once the academic productivity of some schools clearly was improving, more needed to be known about the distinctive features of these schools. Research on this topic is just now beginning to appear.
15 Although these results should be classified as preliminary, some common patterns are emerging. Schools that made progress in improving academic achievement under Phase I of the Chicago reform appear to share several characteristics.
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  	Figure 5. ITBS Reading and Mathematics Gains Compared, 1994 and 1996
	

	

	















 

  	
  	
  	
  



	




	Page 81

	
  	
  	

	

	
  	[image: 4894-0081a.JPG]
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Figure 5. ITBS Reading and Mathematics gains Compared, 1994 and 1996
(continued)
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Note: ITBS = Iowa Test of Basic Skills. The percentage improvement from 

1994 to 1996 is the difference between the 1994 and 1996 learning gains 

relative to average learning gains in the Chicago public schools during 

the base (pre-reform) period of 1988 to 1990.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Typically, these schools have benefited from strong localschool governance that was catalyzed by a facilitative principal leadership. Local decisionmaking displayed a strategic orientation that focused on three general concerns: strengthening the connections between school professionals and the parents and community the school serves; creating a more student-centered climate that was safe and orderly and combined a sense of personalism with a strong academic press; and enhancing the knowledge and skills of individual teachers and improving their capacities to work collectively. Tying this all together is an expanding relational trust among all adults that aims at advancing the education and welfare of children.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	In general, these improving schools are diversely spread across the city. They can be found in virtually every neighborhood. However, some clustering is found of schools "left behind by reform," notably in the most disadvantaged racially isolated African American communities. While it
	

	

	















 

  	
  	
  	
  



	




	Page 82

	
  	
  	

	

	
  	was difficult to discern any clear geographic patterns among nonimproving schools from early implementation studies through 1993, they first appeared in analyses of citywide surveys from teachers and students in 1994 and were further confirmed in surveys of local school council members in 1995.
16 
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	The Unfinished Business of Chicago School Reform
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	As early as 1993, the argument was made that Chicago had probably gotten about as much as could be expected out of local initiative.17 While many elementary schools were likely to show improvements in students' basic knowledge and skills, significant numbers were not. Major new policy initiatives seemed needed: to deepen progress in actively restructuring schools, to better support improvement initiatives in struggling schools, and to catalyze change in those schools that had been left behind.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	At the end of Phase I of reform, actively restructuring schools continued to operate under remnants of the old centralized administrative control. The board often did not make discretionary funds available to schools until the middle of the school year, thus impeding ability to execute school improvement plans in a timely fashion. Although principals had authority to hire new staff, getting them on the payroll frequently required a personal visit to the central office to track down paperwork gone awry. Procurement of supplies and materials was slow and cumbersome, and much-needed major capital improvements remained bogged down in a political process that produced few new buildings and school renovations, even though money had been set aside for that purpose. Although central administrative problems affected the whole system, they seemed especially salient in actively restructuring schools, which were aggressively trying to move forward but often found that they lacked the full range of autonomy needed.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	In addition, even actively restructuring schools had to pay more attention to enhancing the subject matter knowledge and pedagogic expertise of individual teachers and to developing as professional communities of practice. While improvements in basic skills were beginning to appear, unless schools became more supportive learning environments for adults as well as students, the potential of the 1988 reform act to advance more challenging intellectual work for all students was unlikely to be reached.
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  	Some schools had accessed external support to progress in this regard. If large numbers of schools, however, suddenly pushed out in this direction, not nearly enough capacity around the city to offer quality assistance would be available.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Concerns about instructional improvement seemed even more salient for the second third of the schoolsthose engaged, but struggling with improvement. While actively restructing schools had been able to assemble and integrate the necessary resources for continued development, prospects for this second group were less hopeful. Although the goal remained the same as for the first groupeach school as a self-guided, responsive, and effective local institutiona more organized and sustained form of external assistance would probably be needed to move these school communities forward. How to create such comprehensive support within a decentralized system posed some new problems.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	As for the third group, those not yet touched by reform, major problems of leadership confronted these schools. None of the three local sites of powerthe LSC, the principal, or the facultyhad managed to challenge a clearly dysfunctional status quo. Left to their own devices, these schools seemed unlikely to improve. To respond, an external accountability capacity had to be organized to identify nonimproving schools and a local assistance capacity assembled to jump-start change. At a minimum, these schools needed help to develop active LSCs. Principals needed mentoring with improvement planning, operations management, and school community leadership. Also, collective faculty effort had to focus on advancing student learning and welfare.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Unfortunately, the problems in many of the school communities left behind by reform were both more extensive and deep-seated than in the second group. Moreover, the human and social resources available to sustain change were also typically less.
18 Even with substantial external assistance, many of these schools might not succeed. Some probably should just be closed and then reopened with new leadership, new faculty, and a new educational program. In short, another new functionschool reconstitutionwas emerging for the decentralized system and another new capacity had to be assembled.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Several specific provisions had been incorporated into the 1988 law to reform Pershing Road (the location of the district's central offices), but virtually none of these had been implemented four years later. Although
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  	the name had been officially changed from the "Central Office" to "Central Service Center," neither the organization, culture, nor structure of operations had shifted much. The system center was still trying to perform the same functions as pre-reform, but with fewer people and resources. While a rhetoric of "service to schools" had emerged, little in the day-to-day operations reflected this.
19 Central action was still largely driven by a control ethic that maintained a deep distrust of local actors. Much of the relations from the system center to the schools still reflected the old patron-client world view.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Clearly, a major new infrastructure to support school development, including reconstituting the worst of the schools, had to be built. Little, however, in the past work experiences of anyone in the Chicago central office had prepared them for this unique task. Nor were other obvious models available to draw upon, at least in terms of other major urban U.S. school systems.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Similarly, a systemic accountability component had to be grafted on to democratic localism. Although this need, too, had been recognized in the original 1988 legislation, nothing was ever implemented. Local democratic accountability was not working in some communities because the intended political institutions had never materialized. Further, even in some sites where a viable local governance had emerged, sufficient attention was not focused on improving academic achievement. Some central push was needed.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Moreover, the school system was still bound up with layers upon layers of policies, work rules, regulations, and arbitrary administrative decisions. The central board needed to become more of an advocate for local improvementweeding out existing impediments, rethinking future policies to create incentives to promote local improvement, and developing effective sanctions against those who might act to block local control.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	A growing public awareness of these problems coupled with an unexpected political turn of events in the 1994 elections created an opening for further legislative action.20 The central governance and administrative structure would be dramatically transformed as a consequence. The developments leading up to the 1995 reform legislation began inside the system a year earlier, before the locus of activity shifted to Springfield. With support from several Chicago foundations, the CPS contracted with CSC Index, a major corporate consulting firm, to undertake an organizational
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  	redesign of central operations and administration. Much of the impetus for this came from the same reform leadership that promoted the 1988 legislation and that had become frustrated with the continued impediments at Pershing Road. In their minds, central reform was needed to advance decentralization. In actual implementation, however, Phase II has taken on a life of its own.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Reframing the System Center
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Although an extraordinary outburst of activity was spawned in many school communities by the 1988 reform, in retrospect, reformers clearly underestimated the enormity of the transitions required, of the vast new demands placed on schools, and of the system's lack of capacity (in addition to occasional outright resistance) to support such radical change.
21 In fairness, the Chicago local context greatly constrained the reform options available in 1988. In the initial mobilizing for reform, a bloated central-office bureaucracy and an unresponsive Board of Education were villainized as the primary reasons for the dysfunctional state of affairs. A populist rhetoric of "chop the top" (and channel these resources back to schools) dominated much of the conversation. Moreover, the reform legislation directly threatened the authority and social status that central-office personnel had acquired in "moving to Pershing Road." The 1988 reform act promised to undo their power and might even cost them their jobs. Given the nature of this legislation, they, not surprisingly, were unenthusiastic supporters.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	In short, reformers confronted a dilemma. Even though they recognized a need for central support, no legitimate institutional infrastructure existed to which such tasks could be safely delegated. The most obvious were the central office and the subdistrict offices, but their control was part of the problem that the reform sought to redress. They had lost any popular legitimacy and were widely distrusted across the city. Much the same was true of the Chicago Teachers Union in 1988. Few expected the union to advance the spirit of this reform. Beyond this, however, no other extant infrastructure was available to which to turn. The reformers could not realistically assign these tasks to themselves, as this would appear self-serving. And even if they thought about this, there was insufficient
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  	capacity among these groups to support development in 550 schools. The local colleges and universities were another possible choice, but they had been little involved up to that point and were also viewed negatively by some reform leaders.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Against this backdrop, focusing attention instead on freeing local initiative as an engine for school change (and as a sustained force against an intractable central office) was a reasonable first point of attack. Given the circumstances, little reason existed to believe that much else might work. While central support would surely be needed to operate successfully a decentralized system of schools, the most effective short-term strategy might be to deliberately disable the system center, which was largely responsible for the current state of affairs. At base here is an intriguing tactical issue. No central support might better catalyze reform than an empowered central administration that lacked capacity, motive, and vision. Eventually, however, reform of the system center would have to be addressed.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Not surprisingly then, the basic orientation of the central office remained compliance-oriented and emphasized control of local school practice through both regulation and direct-line authority. Central-office staff still felt pressure to regulate school activities based on the belief that they retained responsibility for everything that happened in 550 schools. The transformations occurring in many local elementary schools, from command-oriented regimes to commitment-oriented learning organizations, had yet to reach Pershing Road. A reframing of the structure, functions, and culture of the central office was still needed.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	A New Vision of Central Action
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	The simple turning of a phrase from "school system decentralization" to a "decentralized system of schools" has profound implications for how central actors engage their work.
22 Past efforts to establish one best set of rules and programs to guide action in 550 schools with more than forty thousand employees typically proved unsuccessful. Especially in the context of the increasing diversity among schools deliberately fostered by Chicago's reform, successful regulatory action would seem even harder to craft.23 Substituting a rhetoric that simply eschews central regulatory control, however, is also insufficient. A new vision for constructive central action was needed.
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  	Clarifying Responsibilities, Local and Central.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Whereas in the past the district in principle controlled everything and was responsible for everything, the 1988 reform sought to break from that tradition. Reframing the proper division of responsibility between the center and local schools, however, remained a lingering problem. Moreover, Chicago is not alone in this regard; this concern has also been raised in other districts attempting decentralization.
24 
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	A key premise of the Chicago reform was that responsibility for student learning primarily rests with the schools and not the central office. Central-office officials do not directly educate a single childonly local professionals, working in conjunction with parents and community leaders, do. For local actors to be effective, they must have a broad base of authority and resources to act. They also need access to a wide array of external assistance to support their work, including training for local school councils; professional development opportunities for teachers; mentoring for principals in school site leadership; access to managerial expertise around planning, budgeting, evaluation, and analysis; and substantive expertise around curriculum, instruction, and assessment. If these capacities for local improvement are put in place, then holding schools rigorously accountable for their productive use in advancing student learning is reasonableand necessary.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	On the system-level side, decentralization entails a renorming toward becoming advocates for local schools rather than acting as their superpatron. It also has major implications for the structures through which central responsibilities are best carried out. New systemwide capacities were needed to further advance reform, although this would not necessarily involve an expanded central bureaucracy. Much of this might best be accomplished through an array of new quasi-public enterprises, whose development would be stimulated by board action, but whose day-to-day activities would not be directly controlled by a central office. For these reasons, this capacity building is a need for a new extra-school infrastructure to promote improvement.25 
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	A Policy Responsibility for Making Decentralization Work.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Principal leadership is vital in local school development; much the same can be said about the need for leadership at the system level. The style for effective system-level leadership, like good school community leadership, is also distinctly different under decentralization. The primary strategy
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  	of bureaucratic command and control is now rebalanced toward a more facilitative and educative orientation. Central action focuses on helping local readers better understand their roles and responsibilities, providing them with training to succeed, using the bully pulpit to stimulate local action, and focusing attention on the successes that have occurred to build agency systemwide.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Complementing this is deliberate policy action toward creating an external environment for local schools that encourages continuous school improvement, ferrets outs impediments to such improvement, and actively promotes innovation. At a base level, this means simply making the central system work bettermaking it easier to hire teachers, procure materials, and provide for cleaning and maintenance of buildings. It also means providing tangible resources to schools in a timely manner, which entails, among other things, stable budgeting and secure labor agreements.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Again, none of the above characterized the CPS during the first phase of reform.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	A Focus on Local Capacity Building.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	A broad base of efforts has been made toward improvement in a majority of school communities. Most local school staff, parents, and community leaders were working hard and sought to be more productive as they increasingly realized that they were not achieving their desired outcomes. To further advance student learning required improving the basic human and organizational capacities of these school communities. One key is helping local actorsprincipals, teachers, parents, and community leadersto better understand their own school situations and improve their abilities to plan, budget, and evaluate. Even more fundamental is a need for significant advances in the knowledge, skill, and dispositions of local school professionals in their ability to work cooperatively toward a more coherent school practice and in their ability to effectively engage parents and the local community.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	A Commitment to Rigorous Accountability.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	The system center also maintains a responsibility to establish external accountability, to track the progress of schools' improvement efforts and intervene in failing situations. Again, as early as 1993, local control clearly was not being used in some schools to advance improvement, and external intervention would be needed to jump-start change. However, this external accountability
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  	must operate in ways that advance, not undermine, local capacity building.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Decentralization is based on the premise that the best accountability is not principally regulatory. While bureaucratic intervention is necessary from time to time in troubled schools, the ultimate aim is a stronger base of professional norms of practice to educate all children well coupled with supportive parent and community involvement toward the same ends.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	A note in passing: Decentralization entails a more complex accountability relationship between the system center and schools. Replacing the unidirectional reporting up in a bureaucratic system is a reciprocal responsibility between schools and the system center. Local schools are accountable to the system center for progress, while the system center is accountable to local schools for the effectiveness of its support efforts. No such opportunities for schools to evaluate central operations exist in Chicago or in most other school districts. Yet this is a logical consequence of the formal division of responsibilities entailed under decentralization.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Stimulating Innovation.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Even though a decentralized system of schools no longer mandates programs for every school to implement, it still maintains a strong interest in spawning innovations and diffusing effective improvement efforts. Research on the experiences of actively restructuring schools, however, documents reasons to doubt that individual schools will invest sufficiently here.
26 An understandable tendency exists for schools to use marginal resources for more programs and people, rather than to fund innovative developments. This may be sensible for individual schools, but it is bad policy for the system. Thus, supporting innovation becomes another important system function under decentralization.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	To sum up, the division of responsibilities under decentralization gives local schools the authority to act and the resources and assistance to use that authority productively in advancing children's learning. Schools in turn are held accountable to assure that serious efforts are advanced in this regard. The educational work of the system center focuses on policymaking to support decentralization, maintaining an external assistance capacity for local schools, engaging rigorous external accountability for improvement, and stimulating innovation.
	

	

	















 

  	
  	
  	
  



	




	Page 90

	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Post-1995 Reform Efforts
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	The new administration established by the mayor brought quick and highly visible changes in the areas of school finance, budgeting, and general operations.
27 The chronic labor strife and budget crises that had plagued the system were resolved almost overnight. A multiyear labor contract was signed that included generous salary increases for teachers and principals, and a projected balanced budget was established. Some trades and operations services to schools were privatized, in the hopes of securing more services at a better price. An impressive campaign was launched, with help from other city agencies, to clean up schools and initiate massive school renovation and new construction plans. By virtually any standard, system operations are now much better than any time in recent history.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Perhaps most surprising have been the dramatic changes in the politics of system governance. A complex, dense, and highly partisan politics has come to characterize the functioning of school boards in major U.S. centers.28 This was certainly true in Chicago throughout the early 1990s. The conflicts at monthly Board of Education meetings were hot news. All of this has changed, having been replaced by a virtual unitary politics at the top of the system. The mayor, through his appointed officials, now dominates the policy arena for the CPS. Virtually no issues provoke a contested vote in Board of Education meetings. While the longterm consequences may trouble democratic theorists, these political developments have made it possible to move forward on an extraordinary array of new policies.29 
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	In terms of capacity building to support school-based improvement, the CPS with assistance from area foundations has invested substantially in the recruitment, preparation, and mentoring of new school principals and their countinuing education. Drawing on early lessons from the implementation of Chicago school reform about the centrality of school-site leadership, the CPS, through its principals' association, has developed ambitious programs of professional education.30 These efforts promise to serve the decentralization objective of the 1988 reform (that is, stronger school site leadership) while also advancing central objectives (that is, relegitimating line administrative control over schools).
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	The school system has also contracted with universities and other organizations to assist in the restructuring of the lowest performing schools
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  	that have been placed on probation. These contracts have tended to focus on much-needed professional development for teachers and other school staff. In the process, these arrangements have also deepened the capacities of various external organizations to work with city schools around comprehensive improvement. No comparable support for professional development of teachers, systemwide around subject matter and pedagogy, has yet emerged. While the short-term payoff to investments in professional development may be modest, over the longer term, improvement in the system's human resources seems essential.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	On the innovation front, perhaps the most significant development has been the embrace of charter schools. The CPS has authorized fifteen charter schools (the limit under the current state legislation), of which ten are now currently operational. Many of these schools have experienced considerable difficulty getting launched, especially around issues of facilities and long-term capitalization, and first-year test score reports were not especially promising. This initiative, too, needs more time to develop before its ultimate effects can be judged.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Some of the system's most controversial initiatives have occurred in the area of external accountability. More than one hundred schools have been placed on probation, which largely vacates local control, and seven high schools have been reconstituted. As part of these processes, principals have been replaced, LSCs vacated, and hundreds of teachers have had to look for new jobs elsewhere in the system. Student test performance on reading and mathematics on the ITBS has been used as the sole criterion for these probation and reconstitution decisions.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Similarly, ITBS scores are the primary basis for a new student retention policy at grades three, six, eight, and nine. Students who fail to meet minimum test scores at each designated grade must attend summer school, and if they fail again at the end of the summer, they are required to repeat the grade. In the 199899 school year, almost one thousand students in the CPS will be enrolled in third grade for the third time (that is, they will have been retained twice). The short-term consequences of this policy have predictably boosted systemwide test scores, which are reported by grade level; the longer term consequences, including possible increased dropout rates, remain unknown.
31 
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Also of concern is the potential longer term consequences on school operations that are signaled by this new high-stakes accountability. Local
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  	critics worry about a narrowing of the curriculum to focus on test preparation. They also note that incentives have been introduced for school staff to engage in an educational triage, which focuses more attention on those students close to national norms, who with extra help might be pushed over the accountability thresholds, and ignores both very low and high achievers as their progress will not affect a school's standing in the accountability system.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	The CPS promulgated in the fall of 1997 new academic standards, which include detailed grade-level curriculum frameworks, and has scheduled to release in the fall of 1999 a manual of detailed daily lesson plans for teachers. Officially, these lesson plans are suggested models, although their use may be required in probation schools. Work has also been initiated on development of new assessments to align with the CPS academic standards. (No timetable for the introduction of this alternative testing system has yet been made public.) This important development has potential to redress at least some of the negative signals in the current accountability system. As with any testing system, however, the ultimate consequences are embedded in the details, which remain unknown. It is too early to tell whether a true standards-based reform will emerge in Chicago.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	The most marked silence, amidst this flurry of central policy initiatives, has been around making decentralization work. The 1995 legislation mandated a minimum training program for all LSC members, which has subsequently been put in place. However, the operative word remains ''minimal." Some expansion of staffing has occurred in the office of reform that works with local school councils, although a need for more intensive support and training persists.
32 More troubling to schools, their discretionary resources have been frozen at 1995 levels, even though federal, state, and local sources of revenue have expanded. Instead of being passed directly onto schools, these new marginal resources have been reserved to support centrally developed initiatives such as extended day and summer school programs. Also highly significant is the lack of public recognition by system officials of the continued work of LSCs in advancing school reform across the city. Local media report almost daily on new central initiatives, and the mayor, the board president, and the chief executive officer are frequently interviewed and quoted. Rarely, however, do they speak about decentralization and the work of school
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  	councils. If all you knew about Chicago is what you read in the press, you might mistakenly conclude that the 1988 reform had disappeared. Far from it, the new central activity has been layered in an unsettled fashion on top of local control.
33 
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Phase II remains an unsettled picture. Many positive developments have already emerged and new central initiatives continue to unfold. Moreover, time has to be afforded for new initiatives to be implemented and fine-tuned before their true effects can be discerned. The ultimate test for Chicago is whether system leadership eventually reconciles their newfound, top-down control with the energy of local initiative and whether both come to focus on promoting more challenging academic work for all students.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	A Few Final Observations
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	As schools seriously engage change, the mechanics of these processes as well as more fundamental aspects of the schools as organizations open themselves up for observation. Because Chicago's experiences with democratic localism catalyzed major changes in many schools, an opportunity arose to learn more about the organization of schools and their processes of improvement.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	The Centrality of School Micropolitics to Local Improvement
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	The micropolitics of the schoolhouse can be a major impediment to reform. Many recent efforts at school restructuring have failed precisely on these grounds.34 Research by Bryk and others adds further support to this argument about the significance of school micropolitics but also suggests a more nuanced view of its effects. Collective political activity can be an impediment to change, but it can also be a resource. Capable leadership in many Chicago schools used the institution of local governance to create opportunities for an extended discourse about school aims and the effectiveness of school operations. Over time, this discourse promoted a sense of shared purpose and fomented a moral force to advance improvement. This social movement in turn expanded the local mandate for change well beyond the formal authority granted LSCs and principals under the 1988 reform act.
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  	These experiences in Chicago suggest an important lesson for urban school improvement. To achieve reform on a broad scale, not only must the instrumental initiatives that might directly strengthen school operations, teaching practice, and instruction be considered, but also how to mobilize the political life of the school community in support of such changes. That is, regardless of the quality of the reform ideas, significant educational improvements may not materialize unless the political life of the school creates and sustains authority for it. The latter significantly mediates whether a school actively engages reform and sustains attention over the longer term required for reform to develop fully.
35 While many weaknesses remain in Chicago schools, by drawing attention to this issue, Chicago's reform has made a significant contribution to the larger national discourse on educational improvement.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	A Blending of Choice with Democratic Localism
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Given the nature of the Chicago reform, attention naturally focuses on its central elementdemocratic localismas a lever to catalyze initiative. However, extensive choice also operates within the system side-by-side with local control. More than 30 percent of the elementary school students do not currently attend their neighborhood school, and this percentage may grow under the combination of an open enrollment policy and the further evolution of decentralization.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	This element of choice is a productive, perhaps even a necessary, complement to making democratic localism work in a complex and diverse urban context. Specifically, a key concern in any decentralization effort is how the interests of minority students within a school community are accommodated. (Minority students and families are those whose interests are different in any way from the dominant majority interests in the school.) Historically, the protection of minority interests has been a weakness in local democratic control, which typically has necessitated oversight and intervention from higher levels of government. While one could envision an activist Board of Education passing policies that regulate local action in this regard, such initiatives might introduce more distortions into school practice than problems effectively solved. Over time, such central action may rapidly recreate the complex bureaucratic state of affairs that the current reform sought to relieve.
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  	Moreover, problems with students' lack of fit are likely to be exacerbated in any move toward a decentralized system where individual schools are philosophically and programmatically distinct. That is, if schools become truly different, some parents will have more reasons to want to choose something other than their local unit. While proximity to home is valued, especially at the elementary level, so is a school where instructional content, pedagogy, and social norms are complementary to the home. Finally, if reform approaches its highest aspirationsa better informed and more educated citizenry around matters of schoolingbetter articulated differences should be seen in taste about education and a greater press that these are recognized and responded to by government. In short, no matter how enamored one might be with democratic localism as an ideal, a pragmatic realist view of the American urban scene implies that choice must accompany voice as part of a comprehensive effort to create a system of schools.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	The Necessity of a Theory of Action to Guide Reform
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Considerable discussion is heard today about standards-based education and how schools should become more outcome-oriented. Accompanying this is a move to develop educational goals and content and performance standards for student achievement. The absence of such standards was a weakness of the first phase of the Chicago reform. Good external guidance on this account could have contributed to more productive local decisionmaking. However, exclusive attention on outcome standards may divert efforts away from the changes needed to move productively in this direction.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	By analogy, imagine observing a high school track team that is learning to high jump. Suddenly, the coach tells the team that the bar is no longer at 5 feet, but at 7.5 feet. Moreover, the coach proclaims, "Now, it is your responsibility to figure out how to get there. I am just setting the goals." When the student athletes appear stunned, the coach repeats the message, this time saying it louder. In observing students' subsequent failures at the new standard, the coach then proceeds to decry their lack of enthusiasm and effort. This is neither effective coaching nor a productive strategy for change. Instead of promoting improvement, it is more likely to foster cynicism and undermine the hope and commitment necessary
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  	to sustain effort during the uncertain process of individual and organizational change.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	In short, more is needed than just strong exhortations that schools be at some preferred state of operations. Some understanding must be reached of how they might get there. The common rhetoric todaythat states and districts set the goals and leave it up to schools how to achieve these goalsglosses over the very real consideration that how to get there is the problem. Without some integrative view of school development, educators are likely to maintain a fragmented approach to change that continues to reach for the hot new initiatives without examining how these fit within some larger processes and long-term objectives. This is the base state for thinking about reform in most schools.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Such a theory of school development would have to begin with a realistic appraisal of the base conditions in each school, which might be called "state A." A school's capacity to pursue new standards, or other calls for reform, is grounded in the basic human, social, intellectual, and fiscal resources available in that specific school community. Within any large system, schools will vary as to their base capacity, and this will influence both the pace of progress and the likelihood of success. Schools with stable faculties, good leadership, and a history of successful collective action are more likely to improve than those with weak leadership, poor faculty commitment, and a long history of failure with earlier innovations.
36 
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	In addition, a detailed idea must be envisioned of how schools might reasonably proceed from their current situation, "state A," to some preferred "state B." That is, if "state B" is to become common practice, what has to change and how is this change to come about? Some theory is needed about how development might realistically proceed. Such a theory entails an identification of the major elements that must be engaged and of how they interconnect with one another, an acknowledgment of the problems that schools are likely to confront, and some standpoints for articulating what reasonable progress looks like along the way. A specific theory of action has been described in the context of Chicago school reform.37 To summarize briefly, principals worked together with parents, teachers, and community members to mobilize reform. The LSCs selected these principal leaders and supported their initiatives. Principals' efforts broadly focused along two major dimensions: first, reaching out to parents and community to strengthen the ties between local school professionals
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  	and the clientele they are to serve; and second, working to expand the professional capacities of individual teachers, to promote the formation of a coherent professional community, and to direct resources toward improving the quality of instruction and student learning. Improvement activities involved a blend of strategic long-term initiatives that might truly move the bottom line with an emphasis on quick hits that drew local attention and built agency. Specifically in terms of strengthening the technical core of teaching and learning, sustained attention focused on enhancing the human resource base by recruiting good new people, emphasizing staff development, and actively pushing out resisters to change.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	In more general terms, this development theory focuses attention on a small number of key concerns: local managerial and leadership capacity, strengthening school-parent-community ties, human resource development, professional community formation, and local access and use of ideas, materials, and expertise to improve instruction. It also focuses attention on two broad processespolitical mobilization of local actors to initiate and sustain attention to school improvement, and the strategic quality of cumulative decisionmaking. On the first account, the process must achieve a sense of integrity that warrants a continued collective commitment to the school and its efforts to improve. On the second account, a school's improvement planning must be marked by an evolving direction over time that is anchored in a specific conception of improved performance. It should not look disjointed and fragmented.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	School reform needs such a set of ideas to guide the work of local actors in their efforts to pursue a coherent program of school change. Such a framework is also needed to guide system policy. Without it, neither the functions to be undertaken at the system level nor the key aims to be advanced through them are obvious.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	On balance, any development model is just that: a model and not a specific lockstep plan. Progress can advance along numerous viable paths, and no one course is best for all schools. How developments start and proceed in any specific context will largely depend on the base capacity of that school and the particular interests of the leadership group. Nonetheless, sustained work must eventually emerge on each of the major elements within the development model. Stated somewhat differently, improved student learning will not emerge in a school with poor leadership,
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  	weak parent-school ties, little professional commitment or learning, and no attention to the quality of the instructional materials. Similarly, a coherent program of local school development cannot be sustained across these various areas without a process that collectively engages a major portion of the school community in a plan of strategic action. Good schools do not emerge by accident.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	This is a working theory. Various components are likely to be modified over time; some may be elaborated as to their significance, others might diminish; and the salience of some features may remain unclear for a long time. For example, the precise function of local school councils within the Chicago reform remains unclear. They are important in several regards. First, the LSC has created a context and provided some good reasons for expanded interactions among school staff, parents, and the local community about the aims and operation of the school. In many instances this has opened up public discourse about how schools work and how they should work. Second, formalizing the LSC as a structure with genuine authority signals to local school professionals that they should pay attention to the needs of the parents, children, and the community that the school serves. This school renorming redresses an important problem of the disconnection between too many urban schools and their clientele. Third, the LSC clearly gives parents and community members the potential to significantly redirect local operations. This constitutes an important check on local action. What still remains unclear, however, is whether LSCs must function as active legislative bodies that direct school operations. In improving schools, professional staff, parents, and community members have achieved a respectful and trusting relationship with one another, and the school community benefits from a collective commitment. Parents and community members may often defer to professional staff about the design of improvement initiatives. Local school professionals, however, work under a set of norms about being locally responsive and are also cognizant of the real authority that the LSC can choose to exercise. The primary influence of an LSC may derive not so much from what it does, but from local actors' understandings of what it could do, and how this tends to reframe the collective responsibilities of school professionals to children, families, and the local community.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	In short, a theory of school development, like any other theory, will evolve over time as evidence accrues and social discourse extends about
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  	the meaning of this evidence. Not knowing all of the nuances of such a theory as reform begins does not justify going to the other extreme of being totally agnostic about school change. While such agnosticism may be politically convenient at times, it does not offer much guidance for collective improvement.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Comment by G. Alfred Hess, Jr.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Anthony S. Bryk's perspective on the development of school reform in Chicago is carefully couched to support his basic contention that Chicago school reform is all about the emergence of democratic localism, an argument that is not well articulated.
38 While I have some quibbles with Bryk's account of school reform in Chicago, the picture he presents is generally accurate, and his reflections on the lessons he would draw from the Chicago case are helpful, as far as they go.39 
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	The major difficulty with Bryk's presentation is that he cuts off the story in 1996, with only the briefest of accounts of developments since then. By stopping when he does, Bryk gives the impression that Phase I of school reform in Chicago can be understood primarily under the rubric of democratic localism, while Phase II should be thought of as recentralization. My own experience of Chicago school reform is that it is a messy reality, not easily reducible to single variables. School-based management was threatened from the outset by fiscal decisions of the implementing Interim Board of Education (composed almost entirely of representatives of the groups that had advocated for the Chicago School Reform Act of 1988), decisions that stripped schools of basic staff positions and required high schools to use large portions of their discretionary funding for teacher aide positions historically mandated in the board's contract with the Chicago Teachers Union. Thus, the struggle with recentralization began in the earliest years of the reform effort and can be laid at the feet of the reformers. It is somewhat disingenuous to suggest that recentralization began only after the 1995 amendments to the reform act. It is doubly disingenuous to do so when Bryk does not reveal his own role in formulating the accountability provisions in the 1995 amendments.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	The stimulation for the 1995 amendments to the 1988 reform act came from two somewhat interrelated developments. The fiscal crisis that
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  	resulted from the 1990 decision of the Interim Board of Education to grant unsustainable teacher raises for three years culminated in a legislated solution in 1993 that allowed the board to run a deficit budget for two years, just long enough to get through the reelection campaigns of the Republican governor and the city's Democratic mayor. This temporary fix required that a more permanent solution be enacted in late spring 1995. But during this electoral interregnum, an increasing focus also was given to schools that were not making improvements in student achievement. During this period, Bryk served Superintendent Argie Johnson as her chief adviser on school support and accountability. In that role, Bryk proposed an accountability system that would allow more effective intervention in nonimproving schools. The school system's lobbyists successfully pushed for inclusion of these reforms in the 1995 amendments that also gave the mayor control over the central administration of the school system. Thus, the accountability provisions enacted under Bryk's Phase II of Chicago reform are largely the ones he designed, though they have been implemented in ways that are less satisfactory to him. Bryk also helped to implement, systemwide, a progressive approach to school improvement planning called Pathways to Achievement. That improvement strategy could also be considered a centralized agenda for school change that mitigated against more direct instructional, or back-to-basics, approaches and was so considered by advocates of these approaches.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Development Since 1995
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Mayor Richard M. Daley's team of appointees took control of the Chicago public schools on July 1, 1995. The first order of business was to fix the fiscal instability of the school system. The state legislature gave the new school administration unprecedented power to combine its various tax rates into one general, unrestricted fund. The legislation also outlawed employee strikes for eighteen months and mandated that work rules be removed from employee contracts and from the arena of collective bargaining.
40 These constraints on the union contributed to new chief executive officer (CEO) Paul Vallas's ability to forge a four-year union contract, which in turn led to the ability to fashion a four-year balanced budget, something that had been impossible for the boards of education
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  	dominated by reformers. The fiscal triumph was completed by mid-September of 1995. Vallas, the former city budget chief, then surprised most observers by declaring that this accomplishment was not to be seen as the crowning achievement of his administration, but just a starting point for the real job by which he should be judgedthe improvement of student achievement levels. This declaration set Vallas apart from all preceding Chicago school superintendents, even those hired under reform, for none of them had asked to be judged by whether student achievement improved.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Bryk briefly catalogues the elements of the Vallas administration's efforts at school improvement: the institution of mandatory summer school for low-performing students in July 1996, creation of extensive after-school programs in the one hundred lowest performing schools including the delivery of an evening meal for the system's poorest children, establishing academic probation and placing 109 schools on the list in December 1996, the adoption by the Reform Board of a high school redesign plan in March 1997, the reconstitution of the seven lowest performing high schools in June and July 1997, and the institution of promotion gates at third, sixth, eight, and ninth grades in August 1997. Bryk characterizes these developments by saying, "reform had sharply taken a more centralized direction." But another interpretation could equally as well be drawn, an interpretation already present in Bryk's paper.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Elsewhere I have portrayed the Chicago school reform effort in terms similar to those other categories used by Bryk.
41 The Chicago School Reform Act set forth aggressive goals about Chicago students achieving at the same levels as students around the country. By setting the goal as meeting national norms, the act called into question low expectations that many urban teachers have for their students. The need for high expectations by teachers had been well documented by the effective schools literature of the late 1970s and 1980s.42 The reform act made schools the unit of improvement and prevented system administrators from sanctioning their strategies or use of funds. The act provided for and encouraged efforts to improve the capacity of local school actors (teachers, principals, parents, community leaders) to implement different educational approaches to curriculum, instruction, and pedagogy. Finally, the act had a cumbersome way to hold schools accountable for their failure to improve, language frequently referred to as an "educational bankruptcy"
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  	provision.
43 These systemwide accountability provisions were included to deal with the lack of will or competence on the part of teachers, principals, or other local school actors.44 The 1995 amendments to the reform act were designed to overcome these shortcomings in the delivery of support services to enhance teacher and principal capacity and the unworkableness of the 1988 accountability provisions as they affected the will of teachers and students to make improvements in learning.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	For example, putting schools on probation in late 1996 entailed both a recognition of low student achievement and a commitment to provide vastly enhanced support for educational change. Schools were placed on probation if fewer than 15 percent of their students were reading at or above the national norm. This is a very low threshold for intervention, when the original reform goal of having half of the students at every school at or above the national norms by 1994 is considered. The threshold was set so low by the Vallas administration because leaders feared the school system would be unable to provide support for more than about one hundred of its lowest performing schools, not because they believed schools above that threshold were performing acceptably. This criterion resulted in 109 schools (38 high schools and 71 elementary schools) being placed on probation in December 1996.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	While schools placed on probation were embarrassed and frequently demoralized by being so labeled, they also were provided significant new resources to support their improvement efforts. A probation manager was assigned to provide mentoring support to the principal. A series of external partners were lined up to provide schools with technical assistance in improving their delivery of instruction. Schools on probation were allowed to choose which external partner they would utilize. The types of assistance offered by the different potential external partners varied widely, from direct instruction to constructivist inquiry, from extensive teacher coaching to restructuring schools into small schools-within-schools where teachers and students could form close-knit learning communities. Whatever the approach, external partners frequently had multiple staff working at a school on a daily basis.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	The strategy of soliciting proposals from external providers to provide assistance for school improvement was peculiarly well adapted to the approach of the Vallas administration. Vallas is perhaps the most well-known of the series of nontraditional leaders who have taken control of
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  	large urban school systems during the 1990s (for example, Houston, Milwaukee, San Diego, Seattle, and Washington, D.C.). Vallas came to the Chicago public schools from his post as budget director for the city of Chicago, and he had experience with public finance working for the Illinois General Assembly. He did not claim great educational expertise, though he did remind people that he had taught school for a year in his youth. Despite his own predilection for a back-to-basics approach, Vallas turned to a variety of experts outside of the school system to provide support for schools seeking to change. This approach also nicely fit the assumptions of the Chicago school reform act that individual schools should be able to choose different strategies for improvement. By providing schools with a range of potential external partners, the central office was not centralizing the approach to improvement but was putting on pressure that each school commit to a particular strategy for improvement.
45 
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Probation schools did have an incentive to improve quickly. The central office provided funds to hire the external partners for their first year of work in these schools, at an average cost of about $100,000 for each of the 109 schools on probation. In the second year, the costs would be split between the central office and the discretionary funds of each probation school. In the third year on probation and thereafter, schools would have to provide the full costs of the external partner's work. The Vallas administration also sent a message that just getting above the magical 15 percent mark was not enough. In 1998, schools could not get off probation until more than 20 percent of their students scored at or above the national norms, and some indication exists that the bar might be raised to 25 percent at or above the norms.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Thus, while Bryk sees probation and other accountability measures as recentralizing actions, I see them as completions of the intent of the original 1988 reforms that address the will of local school actors to change. In this regard, I find Bryk's discussion of schools left behind or unaffected by reform as peculiarly benign. While some schools probably were largely unaffected by the establishment of local school councils and had a more active role in principal selection, local actors were aggressively resisting change in many of the schools where achievement was not improving.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	At the same time, many inner-city teachers justifiably complained that their students did not care about good grades and particularly did
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	Table 1. Chicago Ninth and Eleventh Graders at or above National Norms, 199098
	Percent
	Subject	1990	1991	1992	1993	1994	1995	1996	1997	1998	Change
	Reading	30.6	27.6	23.7	25.4	22.2	23.6	20.5	24.6	28.6	-2.0
	Math	21.6	21.6	21.3	25.5	20.7	25.3	21.7	30.4	31.1	+9.5




	
  	
  	

	

	
  	not care about scoring well on standardized tests. Thus, the Vallasadministration'simplementation of school reconstitution at the same time thatpromotion gates were being put in place can be seen as a two-prongedattack on disengagement on the part of both school professionals andstudents. Serious consequences for the behavior of both adults and childrenwere being introduced. Principals and teacher whose schools werenot improving could lose their jobs. Students who did not perform acceptablywould find themselves going to school during the summer, andsome who still did not make the grade would find themselves notpromoted to the next grade with their peers.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Clearly, high schools had been least affected by the provisions of the 1988 reform act. High school reading scores declined sharply during the reform years, reaching their nadir in 1996. Meanwhile, math scores through 1997 showed an inconsistent pattern of improvement followed in the succeeding year by scores dropping back to earlier levels.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	The performance of some individual high schools fell sharply during the initial years of school reform (see table 1).
46 While a third of the high schools had fewer than 15 percent of their students at or above national norms in 1990, by 1994 two-thirds of the schools were performing that poorly, with eleven schools having fewer than 5 percent of their students at the norms.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Several policy decisions of the Interim Board of Education and later the permanent board installed under the 1988 reform act had severe impact upon the city's high schools. One early decision eliminated the discretionary decisionmaking about high school budgets by shifting the costs of classroom and hallway aides from the basic budget of schools onto their discretionary funds, even though the schools were prevented from choosing to do away with such positions (which were mandated by
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  	the contract with the teachers union). A second policy decision mandated a shift in all high school schedules from forty-minute periods to fifty-minute periods, thereby eliminating eight hundred teaching positions and causing a large-scale movement of faculty among schools and the introduction of a number of new, inexperienced teachers. While most of the positions lost were covered by an early retirement program, which saw more than one thousand high school teachers leave the city's schools, the disruption of faculties just as school was starting in 1993 was very unsettling. With all of this centralized impingement on the high schools, democratic localism was not an adequate vehicle for improving Chicago's high schools, or even effective in preventing sharp declines in student reading levels.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	With such low performance in the high schools, something had to be done. CEO Vallas, after meeting several times with reform groups in the spring of 1996, convened a task force to redesign high schools. The task force include more than 120 principals, teachers, central-office staff, university professionals, and reform activists.
47 Two primary foci underlie the various proposed redesign elements: that large, anonymous schools must become more personalized for inner-city students while the academic press on students must be increased. Junior Academies were proposed in which small groups of freshmen would be organized into classes with the same five teachers; they would form a team that could talk together about their students' needs. The concept was that this team of students and teachers would stay together for two years until the underclassmen progressed into the Senior Academy, where more electives would be available. In addition, students, particularly underclassmen, would be grouped into advisories where issues of social development and character education could be addressed and students would be able to wrestle with things that were bothering them. Both of these programs were designed to help students know some adults better, know each other better, and to be better known by adults in the school.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Meanwhile, the curriculum was limited to a core of courses, all of which would lead toward meeting graduation requirements, eliminating for underclassmen courses that did not carry graduation credit. All students would be expected to take difficult courses, which would be assessed by common exit exams across all schools in the system to assure that, for example, Algebra I was as rigorous in inner-city schools as it was
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  	in the city's elite magnet schools. Promotion gates were put in place to assure that students entering ninth grade were better prepared to do high school work and at the end of ninth grade to assure that students moving on could read adequately. The high school design was adopted by the Reform Board of Trustees in March 1997 as a framework for improving the city's high schools. The major components of the plan were mandated for schools on probation and strongly recommended for all high schools. The high school design, as recommended by the inclusive task force and adopted by the board, can be considered a recentralizing influence, constraining high school improvement choices.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Thirty-eight high schools were placed on probation in December 1996. During the early summer of 1997, seven of these high schools were reconstituted. None of these schools had had as many as 10 percent of their students reading at the national norm during the 1990s; only one had 8 percent at the norm in 1997. In five of the seven, the principal was replaced; in one other school, an associate principal was assigned to take over full responsibility for the instructional program of the school, while the principal's responsibilities were focused on school operations and community relations (a major concern in this violence-torn neighborhood). All teacher and staff positions were vacated, but former staff were allowed to apply to be retained in their previous position. Across the seven schools, about 30 percent of teachers were not retained; at individual schools the number not retained ranged from 20 percent to 60 percent. Some of those not reappointed to their old jobs found new jobs in other schools (a few in other reconstituted schools). About one-third of these teachers were not able to find new permanent jobs and would be dismissed in August 1998 if they still had not done so by that time.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Reconstitution came as a shock to most of the schools (one had volunteered to be reconstituted) and to the teachers in them, even those who eventually were retained in their jobs. While schools could be completely closed if they do not improve under reconstitution, school district leaders have indicated that these schools would have at least three years to show significant improvement and that no further schools would be reconstituted during 1998. The three-year time frame for improvement might seem to be short, based on other research on improving schools in Chicago.
48 However, the degree of support being provided to the reconstituted
	

	

	















 

  	
  	
  	
  



	




	Page 107

	
	
	Table 2. High School Achievement Results at or above Norms in Reading, 199096 and 199698
			199096

		199698


	Schools		Number

		
  	
  	

	

	
  	Percent
	

	

	


		Number

		Percent


	With large gains (> 8%)		0

		0.0

		24

		36.9


	With moderate gains (48%)		0

		0.0

		14

		21.5


	With minimal gains (04%)		4

		6.1

		24

		36.9


	With moderate losses (08%)		28

		43.1

		3

		4.6


	With large losses (> 8%)		33

		50.8

		0

		0.0






	
  	
  	

	

	
  	schools was much greater than that being generally providedduring the initial years of reform implementation.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Initial achievement results seem to indicate some improvement in high school test scores at the end of the first year (199798) of implementation of the high school design. Among the seven reconstituted high schools, reading scores improved significantly at two (the percentage at or above norms increasing by more than 7 points) and moderately at a third. Three of these schools held even, while one dipped by almost 4 points. Twelve other probation schools improved by more than 4 percentage points, nine by less than 4 points, while eleven showed no gain or loss. Across all high schools, student achievement improved significantly between 1996 and 1998, in sharp contrast to the declines between 1990 and 1996 (see table 2).
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	While these more recent improvements are encouraging, the overall performance of high schools is still troubling, with a majority of schools showing lower reading scores than in 1990. However, when 1998 scores are compared with 1996, the nadir of reading performance in the high schools, the results are more encouraging. Twenty-four schools had gains of more than 8 percentage points, fourteen had moderate gains, and twenty-four showed more minimal gains; only three had minimal losses, and one of those was one of the highest achieving schools.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	More consistent improvement gains were seen in elementary schools (see table 3). While systemwide gains were not evident during the first few years of reform, by 1995 more schools were showing gains than losses. By 1998, 94 percent of elementary schools had higher proportions of their students at or above the national norms in reading than at the
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	Table 3. Chicago Third to Eighth Graders at or above National Norms, 199098
	Percent
	Subject	1990	1991	1992	1993	1994	1995	1996	1997	1998	Change
	Reading	23.5	21.8	22.4	26.8	26.5	26.5	29.1	30.3	34.7	+11.2
	Math	27.1	26.6	26.3	30.1	28.0	29.8	31.2	35.9	39.6	+12.5




	
  	
  	

	

	
  	beginning of reform, and more than half (59.4 percent) had raisedthe proportion of their students at the national norms by more than 8percentage points (see table 4). While these results are not yet close toachieving the goal of the 1988 reform act, they indicate that, after someslippage in student achievement as reform was being institutionalized,important gains have occurred since then. The school system has seen a48 percent rise in the percentage of elementary students reading at thenational norms from 1990 to 1998. More important, when data are collectedon the individual elementary schools, the number of elementaryschools making gains is far larger than the number of schools with losses.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	While this sense of progress in the system's elementary schools is important to sustain the momentum of improvement under school reform efforts in Chicago, separating the effects of pre-1995 reform efforts from the accountability measures added after 1995 is difficult. Too many schools, particularly among the high schools, are performing too poorly to engender any sense of self-satisfaction among school actors or reform activists. However, one high school and twenty-eight elementary schools improved their student achievement levels enough to escape from probation, if the preliminary results hold up (see table 5).
	

	

	


	
	
	Table 4. Elementary School 1997 and 1998 Achievement Results at or above Norms in Reading, Compared with 1990
			1997

		1998


	Schools		Number

		Percent

		Number

		Percent


	With large gains (> 8%)		156

		34.8

		283

		59.4


	With moderate gains (48%)		109

		24.3

		99

		20.8


	With minimal gains (04%)		107

		23.8

		67

		14.4


	With moderate losses (08%)		68

		15.1

		22

		4.6


	With large losses (> 8%)		9

		2.0

		5

		1.1
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	Table 5. Performance Levels in Reading of Chicago Schools at or above Norms, 1998
			Elementary

		High school


	Schools		Number

		Percent

		Number

		Percent


	With more than 50%		95

		20.0

		8

		11.1


	Between 30% and 50%		131

		27.5

		9

		12.5


	Between 15% and 30%		223

		46.8

		23

		31.9


	With 5% to 15% (probation)		27

		5.7

		29

		40.3


	With less than 5%		0

		0.0

		3

		4.2






	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Recentralization, Phases, or Continuity?
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Bryk presents the story of Chicago school reform as one of phases, a decentralization phase followed by a recentralization phase. The level of central-office activity has greatly intensified since the Vallas administration was appointed by Mayor Daley. Much of the activity of the Vallas administration has been to provide the kind of school support and accountability called for by Bryk, both in 1995 and in his paper. In addition, a culture change has occurred in the central office not unlike that advocated by Bryk, though whether the new culture would be maintained if Vallas were to leave remains unclear.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	I choose to emphasize an alternate characterization of the 1995 amendments to the reform act as restoring a necessary balance between local initiative and central monitoring and accountability, a balance envisioned in the 1988 reform act, but in ways too cumbersome to be enacted.
49 Under this alternative perspective, while the Vallas administration has intervened forcefully in schools, it has largely done so with wide popular supportwhere student performance has been inadequate or where fiscal or managerial performance has been irresponsible. The intervention has been mostly in schools where the accountability implicit in democratic localism has been inadequate to inspire true school reform. But even under the severest form of intervention, reconstitution, local school actors are still permitted to choose how improvement might best be accomplished. In that sence, central-office intervention has been in the service of diversity in local school improvement strategies, even while intruding on prior local decisionmaking.
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  	Comment by Jeffrey Mirel
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	I have been skeptical and publicly critical of Chicago school reform since its inception. Having studied the disastrous consequences of decentralization in Detroit, I was convinced at first that enough similarities existed between the Detroit and Chicago initiatives to warrant concern that the Chicago reforms would produce a great deal of sound and fury but would result in little, if any, improvement in student achievement. However, in the past ten years, after watching developments in Chicago schools, after reading reports on the progress of the reforms that Anthony S. Bryk and his colleagues at the Center for School Improvement at the University of Chicago have issued, and after listening to analyses of these reforms by such commentators as G. Alfred Hess, Jr., I have become somewhat less skeptical and slightly less critical. Nevertheless, I still have my doubts about this reform effort and, while Bryk's paper has removed some of them, others remain.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	School reform in Chicago rests on the idea that democratic localism in the form of popularly elected governance councils for every school in the districtwill promote political and structural changes in Chicago schools. These changes, the reformers believe, then will lead to educational change and improved achievement for Chicago's public school students. As Bryk puts it, ''At the heart of the reform was a simple idea: to reclaim initiative for local actorsparents, community members, teachers, and principals.  Reformers envisioned that, by expanding local participation in school affairs, a collective responsibility for the schools' work would emerge. This would create a natural social resource to advance significant changes in classroom instruction and ultimately in student learning."
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Bryk and other reformers argue that the improvements in student achievement that have taken place in the past decade resulted in large part from these political and structural changes. This claim is the basis of my continued skepticism. My doubts arise from one major problem with Chicago school reform that Bryk's paper reflects: the failure to clearly demonstrate the relationship between the reform-inspired political and structural changes and the improvement in student achievement. Like the reforms themselves, Bryk tends to treat schools like a black box.
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  	Reformers believed that decentralization would create the environment for educational improvement, and they have hailed recent increases in achievement as validating that belief. The problem with that claim generally and with Bryk's paper specifically is that neither adequately addresses several important questions: How does declining popular interest for the key structural change of the reform school effort, participation in local school council (LSC) elections, relate to these educational gains? Could these improvements be correlated to but perhaps not be caused by decentralization?
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	A second set of questions arises in regard to the post-1995 initiatives that reinvigorated the central board and created the powerful position of a chief educational officer, which changed the character of the Chicago experiment. Many of the post-1995 changes such as eliminating social promotion and proposing a standard curriculum for the district seem to contradict the premise of the first phase of reform. Frequently, supporters of decentralization have strongly opposed these changes because they believe that such changes will undermine their reform effort. They remain convinced that decentralization will be the great engine of educational improvement. These later developments raise another set of questions: How can reforms predicated on democratic localism mesh with the recentralization of the system? How will the political tensions generated by these seemingly contradictory structural changes influence student achievement, particularly central administration efforts to address issues related to what occurs in the classroom?
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	One great benefit of democratic localism is its ability to restore confidence in institutions that have lost credibility and legitimacy among their constituents. In the late 1980s, few American institutions were in greater need of such an infusion of confidence than were the Chicago public schools. Citing massive dropout rates, abysmal standardized test scores, and frequent teacher strikes, U.S. Secretary of Education William J. Bennett in 1987 labeled the system "the worst" in the nation. The successful campaign for decentralization that took off the following year captured the city's attention by promising to turn the system around. This reversal, the reformers claimed, would come about by drastically reducing the size and power of the central bureaucracy and by shifting control over school policy and practice to elected LSCs composed of six parents, two community members, two teachers, and the school principal.
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  	The reformers claimed they could revive the failing system by introducing a new form of "power to the people."
50 
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Unfortunately, this idea hardly differed from the beliefs that guided decentralization in New York and Detroit in the 1970s. In these cities, decentralization promised to give the parents and community members greater control over the schools and restore public confidence in the failing systems. Yet from the start, the elections for the decentralized regional boards in those cities never attracted large numbers of voters or candidates and became increasingly dominated by organized political clubs or interest groups. These groups seemed more concerned with using the schools for patronage, graft, or to promote narrow political agendas.51 
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Initially, my fear about decentralization in Chicago was that it would follow New York and Detroit down this troubled path. Regrettably, in at least one respect, this apprehension has been realized. The number of candidates for LSC seats in Chicago and the number of voters have declined steadily since the first LSC elections in 1989. The most recent election, in April 1998, produced the smallest number of candidates to date, 7,289. The waning interest in running for LSC seats can be seen best if that total is compared with the peak number of candidates in 1989, 17,096, or even the previous low of 7,539 candidates in 1993. In 1998, as many as 15 percent of the Chicago schools did not have enough candidates to fill the six seats reserved for parents.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	The number of voters also dropped to the lowest thus far even though the board changed the date of the election in an effort to maximize turnout. The new date of the 1998 election coincided with the day when parents had to come to school to pick up their children's report cards. Because the schools were the LSC polling places, educational leaders assumed this change would increase turnout. It did not. Compared with the 1996 election, the number of voters declined in every category (parents, community members, teachers, and students) "with an overall drop of 23 percent."52 
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	These trends raise a serious question about the LSCs as the impetus for reform and about the relationship between this reform and student achievement. If, as Bryk and other supporters of decentralization assume, democratic localism is the key to educational improvement in the Chicago schools, why has achievement gone up as parental and community interest
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  	in the LSCsas represented by parental and community involvement in LSCs and LSC electionshas gone down?
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	This lack of a clear relationship between this most highly touted aspect of the first phase of Chicago school reform and the improvement of student achievement raises some questions. Could other factors associated with reform have contributed more to the improving educational outcomes than the creation of LSCs, factors such as the increased attention given to the schools because of the reform process, the substantial amount of funds provided to them by local foundations, or the greater involvement with the schools by business leaders? Or perhaps, could some schools in which parents, community members, and teachers realized the great potential of the LSC initiative and introduced new programs and practices be driving the improved outcomes in the district generally?
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	This last possibility seems plausible in light of the data Bryk provides about the patterns of response to the reforms by various schools. Reporting on a study that he and other members of the Consortium on Chicago School Research published in 1993, Bryk notes that four years into the reform process approximately one-third of the schools "had developed strong local participation that focused on a systemic approach to school improvement"; that another third were making some progress but were "struggling"; and that another third were "largely unaffected by reform.'' These data, however, did not provide evidence whether the structural changes (or their absence) were related to improved achievement.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	In his paper, Bryk attempts to demonstrate that a relationship does exist between structural change and improved achievement. He notes that those schools "that made progress in improving academic achievement" shared several characteristics all related to the first phase of school reform, namely strong local governance, a facilitative principal, "strengthening the connections between school professionals and the parents and community," and so forth. This certainly seems like the strongest evidence to date in favor of the Phase I reforms. However, Bryk quickly passes over these data without offering any substantial analysis of them. How do these data square with the 1993 study? Are these schools generally the same as the third that "had developed strong local participation that focused on a systemic approach to school improvement"? If not, what might account for improvements in schools that were struggling or unaffected
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  	by reform? In addition, analysts need to explore in-depth why, after a decade of reform and apparently improving elementary achievement, the vast majority of Chicago's high schools seem impervious to educational change and improvement.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Finally, because I still do not see a clear relationship between decentralization and educational improvement, I am also particularly bothered by Bryk's fairly dismissive attitude about systemwide policies as a basis for school improvement, especially standards-based reforms. Paul Vallas, the chief educational officer who brought a measure of recentralization to Chicago, has sought to establish both a standard curriculum for elementary schools and a core curriculum for all students in the first two years of high school. Proponents of decentralization generally have denounced these efforts as a usurpation of LSC prerogatives, an attack on local control, and contrary to the general spirit of the reform effort. To his credit, Bryk does not advance these arguments, admitting that "the absence of such standards was a weakness of the first phase of the Chicago reform." However, he subsequently characterizes standards-based reforms as a process of simply raising the educational bar, having educators exhort students to leap over it, and then watching dispassionately as the students fail. This appraisal is hardly an endorsement of standards as a vehicle for educational improvement. fail. This appraisal is hardly an endorsement of standards as a vehicle for educational improvement.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Bryk's characterization of standards is distorted and inaccurate. Supporters of standards have never called for simply raising the educational bar. Tightly linked to efforts to raise standards are demands that teachers be well trained in their subject areas and skilled in teaching children from diverse backgrounds, that new methods and materials be utilized to help all students meet high standards, that teachers be trained to recognize diverse learning styles among students, that schools develop ways to support students who will progress through the curriculum at slower rates, and that educators raise their expectations about what urban children are capable of learning.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	As important as political and structural change certainly are, neglect of more education-related school reforms such as standards is perhaps the greatest weakness of the Chicago reform effort to date. Bryk is correct that Chicago school reform has the potential to merge political mobilization in support of educational change with "instrumental initiatives that might directly strengthen school operations, teaching practice, and
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  	instruction." But whether school reformers committed to decentralization can accept such a pragmatic compromise with the revitalized central administration (and whether that central administration can remain focused on improving what goes on in the classroom) remains to be seen. Little will change in the system unless reform leaders can balance what is best from both phases of reform and put pedagogy above politics and compromise above confrontation.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Comment by Kenneth Wong
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Chicago has gone through two major school reforms in the last decade. The 1988 reform decentralized power to the local school council (LSC) in each of the system's 550 schools, while the July 1995 reform put the mayor in charge of the public school system without dismantling the parent-dominated LSCs. This distinction is important because the effects, if any, of the 1988 reform would be seen during 198889 through 1995. Since 1995, Chicago schools have been governed by a different set of institutional arrangements that increasingly constrain the autonomy of LSCs through districtwide standard setting.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Anthony S. Bryk has been doing considerable work primarily on the 1988 Chicago school reform, the act that legitimized the LSCs as the dominant decisionmakers at the school sites. The 1988 law was enacted in a context of strong antiunion and anti-central bureaucracy sentiments. It was enacted when the union was repeatedly on strike and parents were dissatisfied with the quality of education programs in Chicago.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	The act was supported by a broad-based, unique political coalition. A strong, unified vision combined resources from the business community, community activists, parents, and other interests. Chicago mayor Harold Washington organized community-based forums all over the city.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	The local school council is an elected body consisting of six parents chosen by parents who send their kids to the school, two community representatives, two teachers, and one principal. The parents dominated the LSC, which was given broad power, including the hiring and firing of the school principal.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Because of the 1988 reform, principals lost tenure, but the teachers maintained tenure. The law created some major questions about whether
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  	the LSC was able to fire incompetent teachers, but that part of the system remained untouched. Firing incompetent teachers is difficult.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	The 1988 reform also shifted many resources to the schools. As a result, on average, each elementary school had a discretionary fund that amounted to about half a million dollars. The schools could spend the money on anything that they wantedprofessional development, development of school improvement plans, hiring external consultants to help them solve specific problems, and so on.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	The 1988 reform also tried to weaken the central bureaucracy. Between 198889 and 199596, the number of staff positions in the central office was reduced from 4,881 to 2,739, or 44 percent. In the combined areas of curriculum, instruction, professional development, and related support services, the number of central-office positions was reduced from 404 to 221, or 45 percent. Resources and functions clearly were shifted from the district level to the schools.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	What happened after the 1988 legislation that gives power to the schools, and what can be learned from it?
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Bryk's paper has three major sections. The first section summarizes some of the changesparticularly, governance and organizational changesthat have been going on in the more than five hundred public schools in the Chicago system. Based on a set of surveys on elementary schools, he found that about a third of all the elementary schools seem to be moving toward what is a systemic improvement initiative. The teachers, the LSC, and the principals were able to join forces with a vision, a sense of mission, and renewed energy to improve education in those communitiesforging new external relations, bringing about new resources, talking about productivity and standards, and so on.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	About a third of the elementary schools are struggling and, yet, they are engaging in some meaningful educational reform programs.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	The schools in the last third are what Bryk calls "ineffective." That is, these schools did not seem to be affected by decentralization and they did not bring about new initiatives. The principals continued to be autocratic, and strong-handed LSCs were not effective in monitoring and assessing what what going on and lacked coherence in policy and vision in academic accountability.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Bryk maintains that these findings fall short of the political mobilization rhetoric of the reform. Changes did not reach one-third of all elementary
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  	schools and were apparent in only one-third of the elementary schools.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	The second section of the paper turns to the question: Did this reform bring about significant academic improvement? Bryk summarizes some of the works of the Consortium on Chicago School Research to create productivity profiles.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	There is a value-added approach to looking at those children who stayed in the same school. These are the stayers, not the movers. The consortium examined the students who stayed within the same school for at least one year and the gains they made over this academic year on the Iowa Test of Basic Skills.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	The consortium looked at the stayers within the same grade level by subject area and then composed the learning gain index. They did well in reading, registering some dramatic gains over time; they showed even more progress in math. For example, using the learning gain index from 1991 to 1996, sixth graders had a 42 percent increase in reading and a 63 percent increase in math.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Some negative percentages did result. During the same 1991 to 1996 time period, the fourth grade had a regress of 22 percent in reading proficiency or reading performance.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	The third section of the paper is a personal perspective based on some lessons learned about the limitation of having all the schools creating systemic approaches, about having looked at the mixed results in reading, and so on. Bryk then considers what more can be done to further improve Chicago schools.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Bryk provides a new vision for what he calls "constructive central action." The argument is that as much as can be done from the decentralization probably has been. Some structural limitation exists to further gains based on just a central board that decentralizes strategies.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	He argues for more systemwide support. He wants systemwide leadership and commitment to decentralization as a strategy; capacity building for all local actors, including the principals, community people, and parents; and a new infrastructure, somewhat loosely connected to the central office. He wants a quasi-public infrastructure, with some professional support, set up at the systemwide level that would provide technical and professional support to teachers and so on. He also wants the central office to stimulate innovation.
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  	From a broader perspective, he thinks that using the local school councils as a mechanism to voice parental concerns is insufficient in the long run and that a combination of LSCs and choice would better promote accountability.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	I think Bryk has been too generous in giving credit to the local school councils and to the decentralization experiment and its positive impact on academic productivity.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Bryk's analysis of academic productivity provides an incomplete picture of learning in the Chicago public schools during the period that was dominated by the decentralized LSC experiment. First, the study says nothing about high schools, which experienced severe educational problems. In the spring 1995 Tests of Achievement and Proficiency, an average high school in Chicago had less than 20 percent of its students reading at the national norm. If elementary schools were making significant progress as the study suggests, then why were the high schools not showing a similar pace of improvement? What does this reveal about the overall effects of LSCs as a systemwide reform strategy?
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Second, the study does not provide baseline information on the status of the systemic efforts before the 1988 reform. Did the one-third of the schools that showed more effective strategies build on their existing social capital and other linkages to external resources (such as universities)? Equally important, were those schools that failed to improve situated in the most disadvantaged communities? If so, to what extent can the new opportunities that were attributable solely to the LSC reform be separated out? From an institutional perspective, does decentralization widen the gap between schools in the capacity to improve performance? In the longer run, if Bryk's findings hold, children who attend the less effective schools are receiving fewer schooling opportunities than their peers who stay in the more effective schools. Unless systemwide standards are available to address this gap, the decentralized experiment likely will create uneven distribution of schooling quality.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Third, the study is based on a selective sample of elementary studentsthose who stayed in the same school, took the tests in the spring, and returned the following year. This clearly restricted sample excludes students who moved from school to school during the academic year. The mobility rate during the academic year is about one-third of all students. In addition, the study sample does not include students who did not complete
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  	two tests in consecutive years within the same school. According to U.S. General Accounting Office research, student movers are more likely to perform poorly. By excluding the movers, Bryk underestimates their effects, possibly negative, on the learning gain index during the decentralization period.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Fourth, perhaps parents and the community may need to be involved in LSCs, but that is certainly not sufficient to promote educational reform. Evidence of this can be found in governance changes at the school site and in academic productivity.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	My research looked at the local school council as a local democratic institution. Between 1989, when the first election took place, and 1993, when Bryk found that some progress was evident in one-third of the elementary schools, I discovered a 68 percent decline in voter turnout in the LSC election. So, the LSC is a shrinking representational body, and an abbreviated version of democratic localism is at work. According to my calculations, about 1.2 candidates ran per seat. That is, many seats were uncontested. A sharp decline was evident in the number of people seeking LSC seats. In 1989, more than 17,000 candidates ran for LSC seats. In 1991, that number declined to 8,389, and by 1996, only 7,288 candidates ran. In 1998, eighty-four schools, or slightly more than 15 percent, slated fewer than the six parents needed. Many communities are low income and structural barriers exist to political participation.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	At the same time, considerable resourcesfor example, funds and technical supportcome into the LSC election from the business community, foundations, and nonprofit organizations. One of my students did a Ph.D. dissertation on the role of foundations in the Chicago public schools. He found that, from 1987 to 1993, local foundations provided $52.7 million.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	In the first five or six years of the LSC reform, the academic and research advocacy community was united. Many local researchers have monopolized the research design as well as the evaluation of the decentralized reform experiment.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Fifth, improvements are evident in one-third of the elementary schools and, yet, the measure of academic productivity, as presented in Bryk's paper, are systemwide. Two different units of analysis are being used. One is the school site improvement and the other is aggregate data. Did the one-third of schools that have systemic approaches contribute to the systemwide
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  	improvement? If not, the linkage must be questioned. What is the linkage between systemic improvement at the site level and the aggregate productivity?
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	A key lesson learned from the decentralization experiment is the need for systemwide intervention to address the challenge of student performance. One should not look for a silver bullet, such as the LSC. Instead, a need exists for districtwide leadership to apply both pressure and support to schools. Such a mix of intervention strategies did not occur during the period of LSC dominance because the reform ideology does not allow for the proper functions of the central office. However, as a result of the reform that began in July 1995, the seven-year trend toward decentralization of authority over school operations was called into question, and power and authority are now integrated at the district level. A framework of educational accountability is put in place. The mayor appoints members of the school board and selects the chief executive officer to oversee the top administrative team, including the chief education officer. Particularly important is Mayor Richard M. Daley's willingness to use his political capital to improve public schools.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	As a result of integrated governance, Chicago has adopted a mix of pressure and support strategies to reach the goal of improved student performance systemwide. My research shows that the four major accountability mechanisms include setting systemwide standards, establishing formal sanctions on poor performance, providing support to build up the capacity of schools and students, and creating pressure from market-like competition.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	In Chicago, systemwide standards, formal sanctions, and support are used simultaneously to improve the performance of failing schools and students, though sanction-oriented policies have received the most attention in the media. Seven high schools are being reconstituted and more than one hundred schools are placed on probation because less than 15 percent of their students are performing at the national norms. Chicago has developed systemwide standards for principals and teachers and has begun to implement curricular standards for students. The latter will serve as a basis for assessing both student achievement and teacher and school performance. They provide both curricular support to schools and a tool by which the district can develop further sanctions.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	This combination of support and pressure is also reflected in the summer bridge programs that are a key element in the district's academic promotion
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  	policy. The summer bridge programs offer remediation for poorly performing students while also serving as sanctions for low performance. Along with a focus on academics, the district is attempting to address the nutritional and personal needs of its most disadvantaged students. The Lighthouse Program is an after-school program that provides students who would otherwise be left alone with dinner and activities within the safe confines of the school.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Finally, the accountability system in Chicago has established a degree of competition. Within the system, fifteen newly formed schools, the expansion of magnet schools, and the International Baccalaureate program create competition among schools. In short, the 1995 reform has produced an ambitious agenda on educational improvement.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Taken as a whole, these post-1995 strategies of sanctions and support seem to have improved student performance. Better test scores are seen not only in elementary schools but also in more problematic high schools since 1996. If the current pace of student gains can be sustained in the longer run, the Chicago experiment in integrated governance may serve as a national model for transforming urban school systems.
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  	1. The research summarized in this paper has been supported by grants from the John D. and Catherine T. MacArthur Foundation, the Joyce Foundation, and the Spencer Foundation. U.S. Secretary of Education William J. Bennett was quoted in Chicago Tribune, Chicago Schools: "Worst in America": An Examination of the Public Schools That Fail (Chicago: R. R. Donnelley and Sons, 1988).
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  	2. For a more detailed introduction to the background and early history of Chicago school reform, see Anthony S. Bryk and others, Charting Chicago School Reform: Democratic Localism as a Lever for Change (Boulder, Colo.: Westview Press, 1998), chapter 1.
	

	

	


	[image: f612a5c174d3f31e346da8c026ee67e0.gif]
  	
  	

	

	
  	3. For a further discussion of the 1995 legislation, see Dorothy Shipps, "The Invisible Hand: Big Business and Chicago School Reform," Teachers College Record, vol. 99, no. 1 (1997), pp. 73116.
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  	4. Like any other large-scale initiative, the first-year implementations were often uneven and ragged. By year two (199798), operations were becoming more routinized, and it is just now reasonable to begin inquiry about "efforts."
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  	5. The limited analysis on high schools, however, offers a different assessment of the progress of reform for this sector. See Penny Bender Sebring and others, Charting Reform: Chicago Teachers Take Stock (Chicago: Consortium on Chicago School Research, 1995) for a discussion of the poor state of teacher workplace conditions in high schools. Similarly, Penny Bender Sebring and others, Charting Reform in Chicago: The Students Speak (Chicago: Consortium on Chicago School Research, 1996) offers a negative assessment of the impact of high schools on students. See also Melissa Roderick and others,
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  	Habits Hard to Break: A New Look at Truancy in Chicago's Public High Schools (Chicago: Consortium on Chicago School Research, 1997). Taken together, these reports offer a dismal picture of the city's high schools as institutions "organized for failure." One finds little evidence across this set of reports of the kinds of dramatic changes that have been documented for elementary schools.
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  	6. Bryk and others, Charting Chicago School Reform.
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  	7. This topic has been taken up extensively by David K. Cohen. See, for example, David K. Cohen, "Policy and Organization: The Impact of State and Federal Educational Policy on School Governance," Harvard Educational Review, vol. 52, no. 4 (1982), pp. 47499; David K. Cohen, "Governance and Instruction: The Promise of Decentralization and Choice," in William H. Clune and John F. Witte, eds., Choice and Control in American Education (New York: Falmer Press, 1990), pp. 33786; and David K. Cohen and James P. Spillane, ''Policy and Practice: The Relations between Governance and Instruction," in G. Grand, ed., Review of Research in Education (Washington: American Educational Research Association, 1992), pp. 349.
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  	8. See Spry School case in the introduction to chapter 6 in Bryk and others, Charting Chicago School Reform.
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  	9. For a further discussion of these ideas, see Bryk and others, Charting Chicago School Reform.
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  	10. A growing body of case evidence exists that standardized test scores can be quickly raised under high-stakes accountability systems based on these standardized tests. Such results have been reported by a variety of school systems and state agencies, including Charlotte-Mecklenburg, Dallas, and Kentucky. However, some evidence says that these effects may not generalize beyond the specific accountability instruments and may not persist over time. See Daniel M. Koretz and others, "The Effects of High-Stakes Testing on Achievement: Preliminary Findings about Generalizations across Tests," paper prepared for the 1991 annual meeting of the American Educational Research Association. These studies suggest that achieving short-term test score improvements is possible without undertaking the kinds of more fundamental change necessary to achieve effects that would persist over time.
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  	11. The section that follows draws from Anthony S. Bryk and others, Academic Productivity of Chicago Public Schools (Chicago: Consortium on Chicago School Research, 1998). Confirming analyses on this topic can also be found in Designs for Change, What Makes These Schools Stand Out: Chicago Elementary Schools with a Seven-Year Trend of Improved Reading Achievement (Chicago, 1998).
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  	12. Bryk and others, Academic Productivity of Chicago Public Schools.
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  	13. See Bryk and others, Academic Productivity of Chicago Public Schools for more technical information on the procedures used here.
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  	14. The fitting of a statistical model to smooth the trend lines also serves another important function. The trend estimates can be adjusted for other factors that might be changing over time besides school effectiveness. In seeking to develop the best possible estimates of school productivity for the Chicago public schools (CPS), Bryk and others in Charting Chicago School Reform considered a range of factors including changes in a school's ethnic composition, percentage of low-income students, retention rates, percentage of students enrolled who are old for grade, and proportion of bilingual students. Generally, the effects associated with these factors are not large. In addition, most CPS schools did not vary much on most of these factors over the ten-year period from 1987 to 1996. As a result, the adjusted trends were similar to the unadjusted estimates.
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  	15. See Designs for Change, What Makes These School Stand Out for a study of improving elementary schools based on trends in percentage of students at national norms. Anthony S. Bryk and others, "Chicago School Reform: Linkages between Local Control, Organizational Change, and Student Achievement," paper prepared for the American Educational Research Association, 1998, provides preliminary results based on the productivity profiles discussed in this paper. For a report on the distinctive characteristics of principal leadership in improving schools, see Penny Bender Sebring and Anthony S. Bryk, "School Leadership and the Bottom Line in Chicago," Phi Delta Kappan (forthcoming 1999). Also recently initiated is an ethnographic study of improving schools being conducted by Charles Payne.
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  	16. See Sebring and others, Charting Reform; Sebring and others, Charting Reform in Chicago; and Susan P. Ryan and others, Charting Reform: LSCsLocal Leadership at Work (Chicago: Consortium on Chicago School Research, 1997).
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  	17. See the interpretative summary in Anthony S. Bryk and others, A View from the Elementary Schools: The State of Reform in Chicago (Chicago: Consortium on Chicago School Reform, 1993).
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  	18. For supporting evidence on this point, see the organizational analysis of low-achieving Chicago schools in Sebring and others, Charting Reform.
	

	

	


	[image: f612a5c174d3f31e346da8c026ee67e0.gif]
  	
  	

	

	
  	19. Evidence supporting this appeared in a study of principals who left the system between May 1994 and November 1995. (Approximately one-third of the principalships turned over during this period.) See Geraldine Oberman, "A Study of Principal Turnover in the Chicago Public Schools," paper prepared for the 1997 annual meeting of the American Educational Research Association. While Oberman had expected to find that the new demands of the restructured principalship (working with local constituencies and strategic planning) had "worn people out," this was only a minor reason given by principals for the decision to depart. An attractive early retirement offer from the CPS played a big role, as did continued complaints about excessive paperwork, interference, and lack of support from the central office.
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  	20. The issues discussed up to this point about the need for more local autonomy, a coherent assistance system, and centralized accountability were all first raised in Bryk and others, A View from the Elementary Schools. This work eventually lead to an invitation by Argie Johnson, then superintendent of schools, to assist in the restructuring of the central office. Many of the efforts that she began in 1994 finally found fruition either directly in the 1995 reform legislation or in the priority initiatives of the new Vallas-Chico administration. In the fall of 1994, both houses of the Illinois legislature went Republican; the sitting governor also was Republican. This unexpected shift of power opened up opportunities for Chicago reform that previously had not been possible under split Democratic-Republican control. Business leadership in the state had an unusual opening to promote change. For a further discussion of the important role of the business community in Chicago reform, see Dorothy Shipps, "Big Business and School Reform: The Case of Chicago, 1988," Ph.D. dissertation, Stanford University.
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  	21. During the 199495 school year, I along with another consortium codirector, John Easton, joined the central-office staff. Easton headed the Department of Research, Evaluation, and Planning, and I became a special adviser to Superintendent Johnson. In addition to working directly on efforts to build a data and policy analytic capacity within the central office, we both became deeply involved in a larger effort, guided by a major corporate consulting firm, CSC Index, to restructure the central operations. While I returned
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  	to the University of Chicago in July 1995, Easton continued to assist the new administration through June 1997.
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  	22. The discussion here focuses on the education side of the central office. Considered were the extra-school functions and capacities that must be assembled to promote more extensive educational improvements in schools. Important changes are also required on the operations side of the central office. Included here are transportation, food services, janitorial and building maintenance, legal services and personnel, payroll, purchasing, budgeting, and accounting. Local schools had many complaints about these services as well during the first four years of reform. Much of the negative commentary about Pershing Road emphasized the slow, cumbersome, and unresponsive nature of central actors in these areas as well. Clearly, a major restructuring was needed here.
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  	23. Important differences exist among current efforts at school system decentralization. Some initiatives are administrative decentralizations. While some resources and responsibility are devolved out to schools, the intent is to maintain common core operations. Curriculum, instruction, support services, and assessment systems remain centrally driven, and systemwide educational goals greatly constrain local initiative. This is different from the intent of the Chicago Reform Act of 1988 that Chicago become a system of schools at least some of which might be organized around different philosophies and approaches to instruction. Under the 1988 reform act, goal setting was, at least partially, a local school responsibility.
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  	24. See Anthony S. Bryk and others, Decentralization in Practice: Toward a System of Schools (Baltimore, Md.: Annie E. Casey Foundation, 1997) for a report on the problem of implementing decentralization in six major urban districts.
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  	25. For a fuller discussion of the ideas introduced here, see chapter 7 of Bryk and others, Charting Chicago School Reform.
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  	26. See chapter 6 in Bryk and others, Charting Chicago School Reform.
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  	27. This section offers an account of some of the major new initiatives in the post-1995 period, which has been marked by an extraordinary intensity of new policymaking. Not surprisingly, some new initiatives eventually turned out to be more minor than they may have first appeared and a few did not materialize. As a result, I have been somewhat selective about what to report here. Other reporters might offer a somewhat different list. Most of the initiatives discussed are very new; and no formal evaluation is yet available. For further details about these various initiatives and early field-based reactions, see the Catalyst web site http://www.catalyst-chicago.org.
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  	28. See John E. Chubb and Terry M. Moe, "No School Is an Island: Politics, Markets, and Education," Politics of Educational Association Yearbook (1993), pp. 13141, for a full account of the problems of direct democratic control through boards of education.
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  	29. The current political governance situation in the CPS represents a textbook case of James A. Morone's account of the history of the American political system. Dating back to the formation of the nation, Americans have harbored a deep distrust of centralized power. The design of a federalist system of governance and the Bill of Rights took root here. Periodically, however, Americans have become frustrated by the excessive of populism and have looked to strong leaders to right the course. Gradually, however, they grow dissatisfied with these strong leaders, as "absolute power corrupts absolutely" is relearned, and the pendulum swings away from central control. See James A. Morone, The Democratic Wish: Popular Participation and the Limits of American Government (Basic Books, 1990).
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  	30. Albert A. Bennett and others, in Charting Reform: The Principals' Perspective (Chicago: Consortium on Chicago School Research, 1992), first drew attention to this phenomenon.
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  	They noted that the important role that principals were playing in the schools that seems to be moving forward under reform. During the early 1990s, little policy attention focused on principals. External funding tended to concentrate on developing local school councils (LSCs), and with chronic fiscal crises, the system worried most about paying teachers. As the role of the principalship grew much more demanding under local control, their salaries languished. Ironically, they were the most important in jump-starting change in a school building but received little attention. This was immediately redressed by the new administration.
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  	31. The main system test score report is in terms of percentage of students at or above national norms by grade level and school. Under the new retention policy, many students are now being counted against a lower grade. This affects the reports for both that grade level and the grade level that they would have been in had the new policy not been put in place. At the elementary level, trends are effected for every grade except grade five. The smallest test score improvements in 1998 at the elementary level were for grade five. In general, a better public reporting system for judging the effects of this policy would focus on test score achievement by age levels, such as the National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP).
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  	32. On the current status of LSCs in Chicago, see Ryan and others, Charting Reform.
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  	33. One good example of this is in the area of curriculum and instruction. Under the 1988 reform act, each school was granted substantial autonomy over instructional programming, and this continues today. The base of the school day remains guided by local decisionmaking. A direct instruction extended day program and summer school curriculum, however, have been centrally developed and are mandated for all schools that operate these programs. As a result, these central initiatives now coexist, although typically unaligned with local efforts, in many school communities.
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  	34. See, for example, Donna E. Muncie and Patrick J. McQuillan, Reform and Resistance in Schools and Classrooms: An Ethnographic View of the Coalition of Essential Schools (Yale University Press, 1996) for an ethnographic account of the difficulties encountered in efforts to develop "essential schools." For a more general discussion of the increased importance of school micropolitics during school restructuring, see, for example, Karen Seashore Louis and Mathew B. Miles, Improving the Urban High School: What Works and Why (New York: Teachers College Press, 1990).
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  	35. This need for more attention to the political conditions necessary to sustain school change also apply to the city and state levels. Support for this conclusion can be found in a study by Paul L. Hill, Reinventing Public Education (Santa Monica, Calif.: Rand Corporation, 1994).
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  	36. See the path analysis results presented in chapter 5 of Bryk and others, Charting Chicago School Reform.
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  	37. See chapter 6 of Bryk and others, Charting Chicago School Reform.
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  	38. This argument is made more fully in Bryk and others, Charting Chicago School Reform.
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  	39. For example, Bryk proposes that reform started in local schools only when they had been through the principal selection process, thus suggesting that reform dates to the spring of 1990 for half the schools and the spring of 1991 for the other half. While one can agree with the importance of principal leadership that this dating argues for, it overlooks the two years of school improvement planning that had already taken place in that second half of the schools. It also overlooks the struggles to get local school councils into place in the fall of 1989, which was the real effort to establish democratic mechanisms
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  	at the school site. In addition, some 60 percent of the schools did not change principals in the first round of principal selection (in 1990 and 1991); thus, for these schools, the confirmation of the sitting principal was hardly as significant a starting point as the selection of a different principal was in schools that changed their leadership. Historically, both systemwide and at the school site, reform started in 1989, not a year and a half later, as Bryk contends. See G. Alfred Hess, Jr., School Restructuring, Chicago Style (Thousand Oaks, Calif.: Corwin Press, 1991), chapter 8, for a fuller account of the first year of Chicago school reform; and G. Alfred Hess, Jr., Restructuring Urban Schools: A Chicago Perspective (New York: Teachers College Press, 1995), for a fuller account of the first five years of reform.
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  	40. See G. Alfred Hess, Jr., "Chicago's New Perspective on District Management," Education Week, November 29, 1995, pp. 22, 28.
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  	41. G. Alfred Hess, Jr., "Expectations, Opportunity, Capacity, and Will: The Four Essential Components of Chicago School Reform," Educational Policy (forthcoming).
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  	42. Compare with R. Edmonds, "Effective Schools for the Urban Poor," Educational Leadership, vol. 37 (1979), pp. 1518; W. B. Brookover and L. W. Lezotte, Changes in School Characteristics Coincident with Changes in Student Achievement (Michigan State University, 1979); and S. C. Purkey and M. S. Smith, "Effective Schools: A Review," Elementary School Journal, vol. 81, no. 1 (1983), pp. 42652.
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  	43. See Hess, School Restructuring.
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  	44. The systemwide accountability efforts are distinct from the local accountability provisions in the 1988 legislation that made principals accountable to LSCs and the members of the LSCs accountable to their constituents in biennial elections.
	

	

	


	[image: f612a5c174d3f31e346da8c026ee67e0.gif]
  	
  	

	

	
  	45. Bryk characterizes this approach to supporting school change as "recentralizing" while he proposes that school districts should provide "a set of ideas to guide the work of local actors in their efforts to pursue a coherent program of school change. Such a framework is also needed to guide system policy." Setting a framework for how schools ought to change would seem to be far more "centralizing" than requiring that schools choose among a series of options for how to change. This is one of the underlying contradictions in the approach of some reformers in Chicago who want schools to have the choice of how to reform but then are disparaging of schools and external partners who choose strategies opposing those of progressive educators. Lisa Delpit powerfully makes a similar criticism in Other Peoples' Children (New Press, 1995).
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  	46. Data in tables 15 are drawn from annual reports of the Chicago public schools Department of Accountability. While the productivity analysis provided by Bryk and his colleagues provides a more sophisticated view of achievement changes in individual schools, the lack of a single summary statistic in that analysis means that the CPS measure of achievement will continue to be predominant in discussions of school improvement in the city. Results for 1998 reflect preliminary test scores released by the Department of Accountability on May 18, 1998, and are subject to audit and verification. The 1998 increases may be strongly influenced by the nearly fifteen thousand students retained in the summer of 1997 who took achievement tests in a lower grade in the spring of 1998 than they would have under the previous policy of social promotion.
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  	47. I was asked to serve on the steering committee of the task force and have since been retained by the Chicago public schools to conduct a three-year evaluation of the implementation of the redesign components. The evaluation involves monitoring student achievement to the classroom level; visiting, surveying, and interviewing in all probation
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  	schools; and ethnographic assessments focused on classroom instruction in all reconstituted high schools.
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  	48. Constancy of principal leadership was seen as the most important factor in explaining school improvement or nonimprovement during the first five years of reform implementation in Chicago in a five-year study conducted by the Chicago Panel on School Policy. See G. Alfred Hess, Jr., ed., Implementing Reform: Stories of Stability and Change in Fourteen Schools (Chicago Panel on School Policy, 1996). All of the identified improving schools had been led by the same strong principal during the five-year implementation period. Only one of the stable or declining schools had kept the same principal. Thus, schools seeking to improve might need to change principals but to do so would entail at least some temporal costs in terms of how quickly test scores might start to rise.
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  	49. See Kenneth K. Wong and others, Integrated Governance as a Reform Strategy in the Chicago Public Schools (University of Chicago, Department of Education, 1997).
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Lessons from Houston
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	DONALD R. McADAMS
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	IN NOVEMBER 1989 I was one of four new board members elected to the nine-member Houston Independent School District (HISD) Board of Education. Within a few months, the four of us and a previously elected trustee had bonded as a group and determined to turn HISD upside down.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Eight years later, we halfway succeeded. Houston's public schools have improved significantly. Test scores are up. The dropout rate is down. Schools are much safer. Twenty-two charter schools have been launched. And significant reductions in cost and improvements in service have been achieved by outsourcing almost all of HISD's major business functions.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	It has been a struggle. We had to fire one superintendent, contend with ethnic conflict, fight almost endlessly with a tough teachers union president, resist the pressure of numerous special interest groups, and confront the jobs-before-children agenda of some members of the Board of Education.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	This paper tells briefly the Houston story and summarizes the lessons from Houston.
1 I hope it will focus urban school reformers everywhere on what I consider to be the major impediment to urban school reform: politics. John E. Chubb and Terry M. Moe are right.2 Urban school reform is almost impossible because urban schools are under direct democratic control. Schools are in the middle of the political arena. In urban America, schools are battlegrounds for competing values, political power, contracts, and jobs.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Houston, for a few short years, has been lucky. A talented superintendent and a working majority of the board that shared the same vision, with significant help from the business community, began the transformation
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  	of Houston's public schools. But already the improvements are at risk. The reform board of 199097 has given way to a new board with an uncertain vision. Will Houston build on the reforms of recent years to create an effective public school system for its mostly minority, mostly poor children or will it allow politics as usual to pull Houston's public schools back into chaos? Time will tell.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	HISD is the nation's seventh largest school district. Current enrollment is about 210,000 in 270 schools. Fifty-two percent of the pupils are Hispanic; 34 percent, African American; 11 percent, white; and 3 percent, Asian. Seventy-three percent of the students receive free or reduced-price lunch, 28 percent have limited proficiency in English, and 10 percent are in special education. In 199596, the mean combined Scholastic Aptitude Test (SAT) score of graduates was 933.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	All nine members of the Board of Education are elected from single-member districts and are unpaid. During the years 199097, the ethnic composition of the board has been constant: four whites, three African Americans, and two Hispanics.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	The new board members quickly discovered that HISD had no reform agenda and a superintendent, Dr. Joan Raymond, who did not seem to want one. We heard her repeatedly say that nothing was seriously wrong with the schools and that society had just changed for the worse. Within six months, we had written a vision statement, over Raymond's strenuous objections.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Our vision statement, A Declaration of Beliefs and Visions for the Houston Independent School District, was approved by the board in June 1990, just as the so-called second wave of school reform was reaching its crest. The first wave of school reform, which began in 1983 with the publication of A Nation at Risk, set standards and mandated results. Nothing much changed. The second waverestructuring, alignment, or systemic reformcalled for decentralizing authority to the lowest appropriate level in the system, accountability for results, curriculum alignment, and changes in instruction that were student-centered and enabled students to master higher-order thinking skills and construct knowledge.
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  	Beliefs and Visions was a second wave document. We were products of our time. We declared that everything HISD did must be judged by one standard. Did it support the relationship between the teacher and the student? We mandated a decentralized management system and shared
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  	decisionmaking at every school. All students would be required to take a common core of academic subjects. The guiding principle for HISD would be performance, not compliance.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	The document was filled with language about roles and relationships, empowerment and accountability, shared decisionmaking and leadership. The traditional management pyramid would be turned upside down. Central office would become an enabler instead of an enforcer. Schools would be given control over budgets, curriculum, teaching methodologies, and personnel. District policies would focus on outcomes rather than on the fine details of the educational process. Specific incentive systems would be established to reward innovation and improvement. High standards would be set for all students, and all students would be expected to meet them.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	What next? We needed an implementation plan. The last two paragraphs in Beliefs and Visions directed the superintendent to involve teachers, principals, community leaders, and others in the development of a plan to implement our vision for HISD.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	But this did not happen. Superintendent Raymond did not want to decentralize. Shared decisionmaking seemed contrary to her nature. She seemed genuinely uncertain what to do next. She hired a consultant. The consultant's concept paper became the superintendent's plan.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	She called it Project 10. Project 10 proposed to convert 10 percent of the schools to school-based management and shared decisionmaking in two years. "Successful portions of Project 10 may be used in subsequent years to bring additional schools on-line in accordance with established procedures."
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  	The upshot was that Project 10 would improve twenty-five to thirty schools over two years, then successful innovations would be applied to additional schools. Meanwhile, what about more than two hundred other schools, curriculum, accountability, and central office? At this rate, Beliefs and Visions might be implemented in ten years. Long before then, the superintendent would have a new Board of Education.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	At the same time that Raymond matured her plans for tepid reform, she launched an aggressive initiative to reassert her control over the board. A messy battle followed that ended in November 1990 with a negative evaluation of the superintendent and a buyout of her contract by a deeply divided board.
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  	It took seven months to hire a new superintendent. The Texas Open Records and Open Meetings Act created dynamics that made it difficult to attract the best candidates. Ethnic politics required a long and complicated process to ensure adequate community input and ethnic diversity among the finalists. At last, in June 1991, Dr. Frank Petruzielo, a white associate superintendent from Dade County, Florida, was hired in a back-room deal between white and Hispanic board members. Eighteen months after the election of a reform majority on the Board of Education, the reform of HISD began.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Petruzielo, who had experience in Dade County with shared decision-making, said he shared our beliefs and knew exactly how to implement them. For a year, he was a dynamo. By June 1992, every one of Houston's 235 schools had a shared decisionmaking committee and a school improvement plan. And in August a new school-based budget went into effect that gave schools significantly more control over resource allocation.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	It was a wild, chaotic year in many ways. The participative work required to put these systems into place stressed the district almost to the breaking point. Confusion abounded as plans inevitably changed. But in one year Petruzielo did for 235 schools what Raymond had proposed to do in two years for 30. It was a phenomenal achievement.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	In April 1993, the Texas Education Agency (TEA) conducted a massive accreditation evaluation of HISD. The accreditation report, released in July, was glowing. "A massive, extensive transformation has occurred in the HISD schools," it said. District and campus improvement plans and school-based shared decisionmaking were praised. The school-based budgeting system was cited as "an efficient system for decentralizing  budgets" and was called "innovative and effective."
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	The hero of the report was Petruzielo. He was called "vigorous," "visionary," "a man with first-hand knowledge and application expertise." His responses to questions were called "exemplary." He was, in short, ''a staunch advocate for urban education, site-based decision-making, and quality education in an urban setting."
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  	We were all happy to receive good news, especially because the media regularly bashed HISD. Publicly we rejoiced. But we knew that HISD schools had not changed that much. Most schools in middle-class communities responded quickly to shared decisionmaking. Parents were already involved. But the majority of schools in HISD had gone through
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  	the motions of school empowerment with minimal changes. Parents were still uninvolved. Action plans were not sharply focused on improving student achievement. Privately, we believed that the accreditation report was the product of a Texas Education Agency team made up of school administrators and state bureaucrats who, in a very negative climate for public education, had every incentive to make one of their own look good and claim victories wherever they could find them.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Petruzielo left HISD in January 1994 to become superintendent in Broward County, Florida. His achievements were significant. In addition to beginning the empowerment of Houston's schools, he managed, without controversy, a massive, citywide redrawing of school attendance zone boundaries; replaced HISD's ineffective security department with a professional police force; established an effective department for investigating nonprofessional conduct by teachers and administrators; and put into place a system of voluntary hearing officers to consider teacher termination appeals.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Unfortunately, his attempt to get rid of the ineffective Texas Teacher Appraisal System, under which 96 percent of HISD's teachers were rated "clearly outstanding" or "exceeds expectations," failed. The board approved a new appraisal system that linked teacher evaluations to student performance, but the Houston Federation of Teachers (HFT) used its political clout in Austin to kill HISD's request from the Texas Education Agency for a waiver to allow HISD to pilot the board's system.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Despite his achievements, Petruzielo's departure for Broward County was welcomed by most of Houston's business leaders and a majority of board members. In the summer of 1992, he tried to push through the board a 47 percent increase in HISD's ad valorum property tax rate. The board eventually approved a 32 percent increase. Petruzielo's 199293 budget was not unreasonable.
6 But a 32 percent tax increase was just too much. Most business leaders and taxpayers were furious. Also, the business leaders who negotiated with Petruzielo over the budget considered him arrogant and insulting. Thereafter, he was privately despised by some of the most powerful men in the city. Petruzielo's view of all this was that he did not play politics. As he told the press following the rejection of his first budget, "I didn't play the game on this budget." He went on, "The definition of 'political' in this town is asking people, and then following their advice. I am not able to do that. In this job, I have to recommend
	

	

	















 

  	
  	
  	
  



	




	Page 134

	
  	
  	

	

	
  	what I think is right. If the board supports it, that's fine. If they don't support it, I'm going to roll with the punches and be a professional and do the best I can."
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  	Petruzielo was right about the game in Houston. Regarding school taxes, the superintendent traditionally sought the advice of the business leaders first and then proposed to the board what the business leaders recommended. Power was diffused, but business leaders were the primary power brokers. They funded candidates for elective office, and they expected to be heard when their interests were at stake. Homeowners paid only 30 percent of HISD's property taxes. Business paid the rest. Historically, business leaders determined how much tax they would pay, and they had kept HISD's tax rate low.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	The erosion of board confidence in Petruzielo began even before the budget battle of 1992. Within months of his arrival, employee group leaders and others began complaining to board members about his arrogance, inflexibility, and fiery temper. By January 1993, most board members had seen enough to know that the complaints were not ill-founded. But what primarily troubled the reform leaders on the board was Petruzielo's unwillingness to press forward in 1993 with accountability and decentralization, two of the four basic principles of Beliefs and Visions.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	The budget battle of 1992 put accountability on center stage. Business leaders and newspaper editorials hammered Petruzielo throughout the summer because specific accountability measures were not part of his budget recommendations. They were not satisfied with his vague pledge to identify low-performing schools, send in intervention teams to diagnose and take corrective action, and, where intervention failed, consider the option of replacing the principal and all teachers.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	What was holding Petruzielo back? In 1992, HISD had no way to measure school improvement. The student assessment system mandated by the state, based on the criterion-referenced Texas Assessment of Academic Skills (TAAS), changed every year. And in 1991, HISD gave the nationally normed Metropolitan Achievement Test for the last time because the Texas Education Agency announced that beginning in 1992 school districts would have to use a state norm-referenced testthe Norm-referenced Assessment Program for Texas (NAPT).
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	In 1993, at last, changes could be measured in TAAS reading, math, and writing pass rates from 1992 to 1993 for grades three, seven, and
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  	eleven. With the NAPT, grade-level improvement of student cohorts could be tracked from 1992 to 1993. In 1993, there would be no excuse.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	The board's mandate, stated clearly in Beliefs and Visions, was that "the individual school must be the unit of accountability and improvement" and that "school evaluation must be based on improvement trends." We expected and explicitly directed Petruzielo to bring forth at the earliest opportunity a thorough, comprehensive accountability system built on these principles.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	During the spring of 1993, the Seventy-third Texas legislature enacted a state accountability system based on the TAAS.
8 It was the most significant education reform measure passed by the Texas legislature since the publication of A Nation at Risk. For the first time in Texas history, district accreditation was tied directly to student performance, and schools and districts that did not meet minimum performance standards were subject to severe sanctions.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	The accountability measures were complex. School districts and schools were to be measured by student TAAS performance levels, dropout rates, attendance rates, the results of college admissions tests, and eventually end-of-course examinations. Performance indicators were to be disaggregated by race and ethnicity, gender, and socioeconomic status. Districts that failed to meet minimum standards were subject to a list of sanctions.9 
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	The final state accountability system, as stipulated by the legislation, was developed by the Texas Education Agency. Based on the percentage of students who passed all three TAAS testsreading, writing, and mathematicsthe agency placed schools in one of four categories: exemplary, 90 percent; recognized, 65 percent; acceptable, 20 percent; and low performing, below 20 percent. There were additional dropout reduction requirements and, added later, requirements for ethnic and low socioeconomic subgroup performance.10 
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Petruzielo presented the state accountability system to the HISD board in June 1993. The board response was critical. The state system took into account performance improvement, but the primary emphasis was performance level. Even if HISD showed significant annual gains in student achievement, it would perform below the state average for many years. The board was committed to measuring and rewarding performance improvement, which was fairer. It was a principle of Beliefs and Visions.
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  	At last, in mid-August, Petruzielo unveiled his accountability proposal. It was essentially the same general pledge made to business leaders during the tax battle of the previous summer. Low-performing schools would be identified. Intervention teams would be sent in to diagnose and take corrective action. Where intervention failed, replacing the principal and all teachers would be an option.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	The board reformers were furious. We had waited all year for this. During the next three months, we in effect took over the responsibility for developing a district accountability system. Board members met with staff committees, solicited input from employee groups and community leaders, and contributed the major design elements of the system, The final product consisted of two parts: part one, standards and measures; part two, responses/consequences.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Part one, standards and measures, was a twenty-five cell matrix. Schools were placed in five performance levels. We used the state's four TAAS performance categories and added a fifth category, "low acceptable," for schools with TAAS pass percentages between 20 and 40 percent. (Unlike the state, we were not willing to label schools acceptable with TAAS pass rates below 40 percent.) Schools were also placed in five improvement categories based on percentage improvement over the previous year. Schools in the two top horizontal bars of the matrix were high performers. Schools in the two left vertical columns of the matrix were high improvers. Schools in the bottom right cell were candidates for reconstitution.
11 
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	The completed matrix was a revelation. Eight elementary schools had TAAS pass rates of 90 percent or more. Four were located in upper middle-class residential communities, but they had minority enrollments ranging from 20 to 50 percent. The other four schools were in poor neighborhoods. All four were nearly 100 percent minority and 100 percent poor. Twenty-nine elementary schools had increased their TAAS passing rates by 12 percent or more. Almost every one was located in a poor neighborhood.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Part one, standards and measures, was approved on first reading by the board in October 1993. Part two, responses/consequences, was not approved on second reading until May 1994. But intervention into fifteen schools in the bottom right cell of the matrix began immediately. School intervention teams, which included mentor principals, were
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  	appointed. Complete data on school performance were collected. Every aspect of school life was examined. More than one hundred specific questions were asked about instructional programs and school climates. Revised school improvement plans were written. Within a year, a fair number of these schools were, in effect, reconstituted.
12 
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Enormous political opposition arose to the HISD accountability system from the largest teachers union, the Houston Federation of Teachers, and a handful of business leaders. The union objected that it had not been sufficiently consulted and insisted that less improvement should be expected from low-performing students. The business leaders said the HISD plan was "oversimplified, questionably fair, too punitive and extremely top-down."13 
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Putting into place the accountability system was a battle royal from the beginning. The HISD bureaucracy did not want accountability. The HFT supported accountability as long as it was only administrators who were accountable; it found plenty of reasons to oppose a plan that put teachers in the cross hairs. Petruzielo, for whatever reasons, acted only when the board openly took charge of the issue. Even some business leaders, because of honest disagreement on some of the technical issues, created roadblocks.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Decentralization, after accountability, was the second board priority for 1993. Beliefs and Visions stated that "the central office must turn the traditional management pyramid upside down and become an enabler rather than an enforcer" and that "schools must be given control over budgets, curriculum, teaching methodologies, and personnel."
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Houston's business leaders also made decentralization a priority for 1993. During the budget battle of 1992, business leaders had repeatedly charged that HISD was spending too much money on noninstructional activities. Nearly everyone in Houston believed that HISD had a bloated bureaucracy.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Following the approval of the 32 percent tax increase in August 1992, the board asked the Greater Houston Partnership, Houston's business elite, to help the district improve the budget decisionmaking process and look at other budget-related issues. The result was the creation of the Houston Business Advisory Council chaired by American General chairman and chief executive officer Harold Hook. The Hook committee began its work in February 1993 and made its first report to the board in June.
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  	The report did not focus on the budget. The budget, said Hook, was a derivative problem. The fundamental problem was HISD's unitary structure. Building on decentralization statements from Beliefs and Visions, Hook stated that "HISD cannot function efficiently or productively in its current organizational mode." The district needed to move from a highly centralized management system to multiple management systems linked together loosely. HISD needed to significantly shift authority and responsibility to the schools and restructure the central and area offices to adequately support, monitor, evaluate, and, if necessary, intervene in school operations.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	For the next five months, a board committee met with Petruzielo and members of the Hook committee to design a decentralized district structure for board consideration. Nothing happened. As was clear after one or two meetings, Petruzielo had no intention of making any major changes in HISD's organizational structure.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	By mid-November, a few board members had concluded that the board would have to force Petruzielo to accept a decentralized organizational structure even if it meant a heated battle at the board table. By mid-December, a plan was devised by Harold Hook and Al Haines, a member of the Hook committee and president of the chamber of commerce division of the partnership, to involve community leaders in a process to decentralize the district with or without Petruzielo.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	The confrontation was avoided when, on January 6, 1994, Petruzielo announced that he had accepted the Broward County superintendency. Within a few weeks, he was gone.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Implementing the decentralization plan fell to the new superintendent. To the surprise of nearly everyone, Dr. Rod Paige was named the new superintendent. Paige was one of the reform leaders on the board. He had chaired the board committee that wrote Beliefs and Visions, served as board president in 1992, suggested the Hook committee, and had taken the lead on numerous other reform issues.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	The selection of Paige as superintendent was the single most important event in the reform of HISD. Petruzielo's contribution was significant, but he and the board were never fully in sync. Paige turned out to be an inspirational leader, a talented administrator, and a man focused passionately on only one thingthe education of children. Paige, the board reformers,
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  	and over time a growing number of central-office administrators made a team that in four years significantly transformed HISD.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Paige, an African American, was dean of the school of education at Texas Southern University. He was a former National Collegiate Athletic Association (NCAA) Division I football coach and a long-time Republican activist. Paige was the scholar in the group. Cathy Mincberg, a former HISD biology teacher, managed a large family and served on the boards of a variety of community and charitable organizations. She had an Ed.D. and was an active Democrat. About this time, her husband was elected chairman of the Harris County Democratic party. Mincberg was the strategist. Ron Franklin, also a Democrat, was a successful trial attorney who lived in River Oaks, Houston's most exclusive neighborhood. He was the heavy artillery. Paula Arnold, a former social worker and real estate broker, was also an active Democrat. She was the conscience. I had been a university professor of history and president of a small liberal arts college and now made my living as a management consultant. My politics were Republican. Except for Paige, we were all white.
14 
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	The superintendency was offered to Paige in a closed session of the board on January 20, 1994. It created a firestorm. Those of us who had conceived the idea had kept our opinions to ourselves. The public was stunned. Houston's Hispanic activists were outraged.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	For the next few days, the newspapers were full of the controversy. Readers were greeted with headlines such as: "Did HISD Exclude 3 Dissenters?" "Talks Held in Private, Some Allege." ''Members Divided on Superintendent." "Hispanics Not Happy with Way HISD Recruited a New Leader." "Hispanics Decry Input on Paige Pick." "Walkout, Sickout Mulled as Protest." "Hispanics Threaten HISD Suit." "Group Protests Superintendent Selection Process." "Paige's HISD Backers Defend Choice."
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	From the beginning, the Hispanic activists insisted that their protest had nothing to do with race. Their objection was the process.15 On February 11, the Hispanic Education Committee, a group of neighborhood activists, filed an official complaint with the Texas Education Agency asking for an investigation. The committee charged that the board had violated the Open Meetings Act, behaved unethically by excluding three trustees and their largely Mexican-origin constituencies from the process, and ignored affirmative action laws by failing to conduct a national search.16 
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  	Most Houstonians acknowledged that the real issue was race, but few opinion leaders stepped forward to defend the board. An editorial in the Houston Post called the board's action "appalling," "arrogant," and ''bizarre." Those were some of the kindest words directed at the board during the three months of controversy that followed Paige's appointment.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Paige was not able to assume the superintendency immediately. He had to obtain a superintendent's certificate from Texas Education Agency commissioner Lionel R. "Skip" Meno.
17 When Meno finally granted a temporary certificate, he announced at the same time that he was sending a TEA assessment team to Houston to investigate the complaints of the Hispanic Education Committee.18 
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	The assessment report, released over Meno's name on March 30, was a bombshell. It charged that Paige had violated the Texas Education Code by soliciting the position of superintendent while serving on the board. The evidence was that at the January 27 press conference, when he announced his decision to resign his board seat and responded positively to the board's invitation, he had said: "By accepting the offer of the school board, I also extend my hand to my friends and colleagues on the board to work cooperatively with them. I am hoping they will advise me about the best forum for soliciting input from their individual constituencies."
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Though the team found no evidence that board members had violated the Open Meetings Act or any HISD board policies or procedures, the report referred possible Open Meetings Act violations to the Harris County district attorney and possible civil rights violations to the U.S. Department of Education Office of Civil Rights.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Finally, Meno ordered the board "to immediately develop and implement an open and appropriate search process for selecting an individual to serve as superintendent beginning July 1, 1995." He revised Paige's temporary superintendent's certificate so that it would expire on June 30, 1995. And he assigned one of the assessment team members, James Vasquez, to monitor HISD. "He will report to me on the board's progress in implementing my recommendations and provide technical assistance if requested by the district."19 
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Paige told the press that the report hit him "like a ton of bricks." The Hispanic Education Committee was delighted.20 The HISD board attorney
	

	

	















 

  	
  	
  	
  



	




	Page 141

	
  	
  	

	

	
  	informed board members that it would be wise to begin thinking about hiring personal lawyers.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	The next day, March 30, Harris County district attorney John B. Holmes, Jr., announced that his preliminary review of the TEA findings turned up no evidence of wrongdoing by the board or Paige. "If this is all they have to show that he solicited that job," he said, referring to Rod's acceptance statement, "I am unimpressed. Somebody might want to point out to these folks, the TEA, that they are not immune from libel and slander."
21 
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	The attack on Paige energized Houston's African Americans. The Rev. Bill Lawson, pastor of the Wheeler Avenue Baptist Church and probably Houston's most respected black leader, said the issue was "like a lynching because it does look like there is some kind of concerted attempt to get him out at all costs."22 A group of black ministers demanded the resignation of Commissioner Meno and possibly the abolishment of the Texas Education Agency. State legislators were also hammering Meno.23 
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	A few days later, under pressure from Texas governor Ann W. Richards, Commissioner Meno crumbled. On April 6, he sent a letter to board president Ron Franklin to "clarify" his letter of March 30. In effect, he canceled it.24 The same day, District Attorney Holmes announced that he had found no evidence of misconduct by the board and was discontinuing his investigation. "I think they're wrong," he said of the TEA allegations. "It's D.O.A."25 
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	The Paige selection controversy was over, except for a lawsuit that had been filed in state district court by the Hispanic Education Committee requesting a permanent injunction enjoining Paige from serving as superintendent. It was moved to federal court at the request of HISD. In December, United States District Judge Lynn N. Hughes granted HISD's request for summary judgment. All charges against the board were dismissed.26 In August 1995, the Fifth Circuit Court of Appeals reaffirmed the lower court ruling.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	The day that Paige was offered the superintendency, January 20, the Hook-Haines decentralization plan was put into motion. The work was done by three groups, all working directly under the supervision of the board. A small task force of HISD senior staff, chaired by Al Haines and assisted by volunteer business consultants, designed the new structure. The Commission on District Decentralization (CDD), a large group of
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  	Houston's most respected business and community leaders, reviewed the task force recommendations, obtained community input through public meetings, and made recommendations directly to the board. The Hook committee oversaw the entire process and provided general advice and counsel to the board.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	The task was enormous, and the work was not done without conflict. The educators and business people on the task force were at first suspicious of each other. Also, some board members wanted employee group representatives on the CDD, which had been purposely created to keep special interest politics out of the process and give board members political cover. But by midsummer the business and HISD task force members had developed mutual respect and were working together as an effective team.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	The task force forwarded its report to the CDD in September. Three major recommendations were put forth: (1) District structure and operating procedures must fully support the management authority of the principal. (2) All the schools in a high school feeder pattern should be organized into one management unit. (3) The central office should be restructured to concentrate school operations and all services that provided direct instructional and educational support to schools into one office, eliminate duplication of responsibility, reduce organizational layers, and lower the number of direct reports to the superintendent.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	The CDD presented the task force recommendations to the board in November. They were unanimously approved.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	HISD had twenty-one general-purpose high schools with geographic attendance boundaries. The decentralization commission had concluded that district superintendents should manage two or three feeder systems. Placing feeder systems together, however, proved problematic. Paige's initial recommendation was unacceptable to three of the minority board members. While not explicitly stated, race was clearly the issue. Predominantly Hispanic feeder systems did not want to be grouped with predominantly black feeder systems, and vice versa. The discussion at the board table was long and contentious.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	To satisfy the board, Paige was forced to pair feeder patterns on ethnic lines. All the high schools that were predominantly of one race were either paired with like schools or stood alone. As a consequence the
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  	largest district had twenty-seven schools and the smallest had only twelve. But board members were happy.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Voting to decentralize the district was one thing, doing it was another. The new district offices needed space, personnel, and resources. Many central-office administrators did not want to give up decisionmaking. Many of the three hundred or so staff who were transferred to district offices were not pleased. Also, some of the new district superintendents did not fully understand their own needs, and some were making bad decisions. Structural, staff, and budget changes were not completed until late in 1995.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Perhaps the CDD recommendation that had the greatest impact on the way administrators viewed their work was that top administrators should serve at the pleasure of the superintendent. The Texas Term Contract Nonrenewal Act (TCNA) required school districts to offer certified administrators contracts that could not be terminated or nonrenewed without due process. In effect, administrators had tenure. Paige and the board determined that, to the extent possible, all administrators from the principal up should serve at the pleasure of the superintendent.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	The only way to achieve this, advised the board attorney, was to give administrators the opportunity to sign one- or two-year contracts that waived the job security provisions of the TCNA for salary increases of 10 to 15 percent and the possibility of performance bonuses. The employee groups, as expected, objected strenuously. The administrative group claimed the contracts were illegal. Houston Federation of Teachers president Gayle Fallon expressed outrage at the pay increases that the said overpaid administrators and did not help schools.
27 
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	The new performance contracts were approved by the board in December 1994. All the new district superintendents accepted themfor them it was the price of promotionand, from this time on, only performance contracts were offered to new hires. Today a majority of central-office administrators and about 85 percent of principals hold performance contracts.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	In November 1994, Paige formally launched what he called PEERPeer Examination, Evaluation and Review. PEER brought together teams of business volunteers and school district employees to redesign the district's major functional processes. Using the basic tools of quality management,
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  	PEER task forces recommended new policies, structures, and redesigned processes to improve the effectiveness and efficiency of service delivery to schools and students. PEER evolved directly from the decentralization task force. The idea for the methodology came from Montgomery County (Maryland) public schools.
28 
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	The first PEER task force, launched in August before Paige had put a name to the program, was chartered to recommend policy and process changes that would professionalize every aspect of employee recruitment, hiring, assignment, and retention. It was sparked by rot in the personnel department, exposed by the discovery that dozens of unqualified Mexican nationals had been recruited to teach bilingual education classes in HISD.29 
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	During the next eighteen months, fifteen additional PEER task forces were launched: financial systems review, criminal history background checks, legal services, communications services, staff development, employee hearing procedures, special education, child study and psychological services, counseling services, discipline management, parental involvement, transportation services, plant operator services, food services, and reading instruction. More than one hundred business and professional volunteers, selected for their expertise and experience, worked with HISD administrators and customers to generate hundreds of major recommendations, some of which required the complete restructuring of departments and the development of entire new systems.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Numerous special task forces had given HISD advice in previous years, advice that had been frequently ignored. Some PEER volunteers and board members worried that many of the PEER recommendations would never be implemented. But this did not happen. Paige established a coordinating council of his top administrators to oversee the implementation of all PEER recommendations, assigned a full-time senior staff person to chair the council, and appointed champions and implementation committees for each PEER report.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	From this time on, the board received at almost every board meeting a status report showing for each PEER report the total number of recommendations, the number implemented, and the number in progress. Almost every PEER recommendation has been or is being implemented.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	In April 1995, the board, fulfilling another commitment in Beliefs and Visions, approved a new core curriculum for high school students. The
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  	number of credits required for a standard high school diploma increased from twenty-one to twenty-four, and requirements for an advanced diploma from twenty-two to twenty-four. The additions to the existing curriculum were one credit each in science, world geography, a second language, and computing. In addition, every student was required to complete a sequence of three credits of state-approved courses either in career and technology preparation or in an academic area of specialization. Fluff courses, such as consumer mathematics or correlated language arts, could no longer be substituted for solid English, mathematics, or science courses. Room for elective credits decreased from seven to three. The new advanced diploma was similar to the standard diploma, except that it required three credits in a second language and one credit of fine arts, and it offered more rigorous courses to meet the other requirements. The advanced diploma left no room for electives.
30 
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	The selection of Paige as superintendent in January 1994 had a downside. Paige's leadership on the Board of Education was no longer available. The board's reform leadership was further weakened by the election or appointment of four new trustees, three African Americans and one Hispanic, between November 1991 and June 1994. Though decentralization, numerous PEER recommendations, and a new high school curriculum were approved during 199495, the board began to evolve into two loose factions. The four white trustees continued to generate ideas for reform and were usually enthusiastic for Paige's recommendations. The five minority trustees, with increasing frequency, challenged Paige at the board table and rejected key recommendations.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	The split appeared to be racial, but it was not. The board reformers and Paige had bonded over Beliefs and Visions. The four new trustees felt no ownership of Beliefs and Visions, and the other remaining board member from 1990 had been a strong supporter of Joan Raymond. Race, however, was a factor. A significant residue of resentment existed in the Hispanic community over the Paige selection. When disagreements arose on substantive issues, some trustees were inclined to play the race card. But the real issue was jobs.31 
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	The first public indication of the division on the board was in August 1994, when the board refused to allow Paige to close the audio-visual repair department and retrain eight employees for other responsibilities. One of the Board members called it "creeping privatization."32 
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  	The jobs issue came up again in March 1995. Because of decentralization and PEER recommendations, many central-office departments had to be reorganized. A new board policy was needed that would enable administration to match people with skills. Paige wanted a policy change to allow administration to reassign, retrain, and even remove personnel based on job performance rather than seniority.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Paige's proposal was immediately attacked by the employee groups. The Houston Education Association charged that, because most of HISD's noncontract employees were African Americans and Hispanics, the proposed policy was an ethnic issue. HISD was "stripping people of color of their employee rights."
33 The Houston Federation of Teachers called it a racial issue and a backdoor attempt to privatize. It further charged that knowledge of the proposal had been withheld from the minority trustees.34 Faced with the certainty that the proposed policy would be defeated at the board table, Paige withdrew it.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Nineteen ninety-five was an election year. In November, six trustee positions, including all five minority seats, would be on the ballot. Organized labor had significant clout in the minority districts. In 1991, labor provided the margin in a close election that brought a full-time HFT employee to the Board of Education (which the Texas attorney general ruled was not a conflict of interest). From March 1995 onward, HFT president Gayle Fallon's influence with the board increased by the month.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Publicly, Fallon, who was white, was calling Paige "the most anti-teacher superintendent we've had in the past decade." She also charged that the school board, not Paige, was running the district.35 Privately she said that Paige was just a tool of the white board members.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	In June, the board rejected a strong recommendation from Paige to create a neighborhood component at River Oaks Elementary School. All four white trustees voted yes. All five minority trustees voted no.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	River Oaks is Houston's most affluent neighborhood. Homeowners provided 9 percent of HISD's residential property tax revenue. In 197071, the neighborhood had abruptly abandoned River Oaks Elementary because of forced integration. To keep the school open, HISD had created a magnet program for gifted students and, in 1986, because the neighborhood enrollment had fallen to sixty, closed the neighborhood component and rezoned neighborhood children to adjacent schools.
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  	In recent years, a significant number of younger families with small children had moved into River Oaks. Many of these parents believed in public education. A group of them had conducted a door-to-door survey and determined that, if HISD reopened a nongifted component at River Oaks Elementary, a significant number of River Oaks parents would enroll their children.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	The vote to deny these parents their requests brought into the open the split on the board. The lead sentence in the next day's news story on the vote was, "Voting along racial lines Thursday, Houston school trustees." A quote in the article, attributed to trustee Ron Franklin, quickly became the sound bite that for many whites summed up the issue: "The message to the River Oaks community is that 'we want your money but we don't want your children.'"
36 For weeks the city buzzed about the River Oaks vote. Most of the letters to the editor and calls to radio talk shows called attention to the racial split on the board.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	The River Oaks vote focused the city's attention on the upcoming board elections. Paige, the board reformers, and most of Houston's business leaders believed that, without changes on the board, the reform of HISD was finished. The HFT and organized labor were equally determined to expand union influence on the board.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Five of the six elections were contested. Two seats changed hands. Cathy Mincberg, who had resigned, was replaced by Laurie Bricker, also white. Robert Jefferson, who had been appointed by the board to fill Paige's seat in 1994, was replaced by Clyde Lemon, also an African American.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Bricker, an educational consultant and parent activist, and Lemon, an attorney and former major in the United States Marine Corps, were both moderate Republicans. Neither saw themselves as soldiers in the army of Rod Paige, Paula Arnold, Ron Franklin, and Don McAdams. They were nonaligned. Lemon, who had received significant help from Paige, River Oaks parents, and the business leadership of Houston, seemed especially desirous to show that he was not a lay-down vote for Paige or beholden to the business community.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Nevertheless, the election of Bricker and Lemon had profound consequences for HISD. Bricker picked up where Mincberg left off. She embraced Beliefs and Visions and championed reform initiatives. Lemon,
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  	who generally supported Paige's recommendations, provided again and again the decisive fifth vote. For the next two years, the influence of the Houston Federation of Teachers was almost zero. The reform of HISD was back on track.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	In February 1996, Paige commissioned a PEER task force on reading. The board approved the task force recommendations in May. For almost three decades, most Houston schoolchildren had been taught the whole language approach to reading. The task force, chaired by a nationally recognized authority on reading, Dr. Barbara Foorman, a professor at the University of Houston, recommended a significant shift toward phonics. The new reading program was described by the task force as "a comprehensive, balanced reading program that is researched-based and combines phonological skills development within language and literature-rich learning environments." A three-year implementation plan that required five days of training for more than forty-seven hundred elementary teachers and much more was put into place almost immediately.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Two major events in may and October 1996, neither of which had much to do with school reform, significantly increased the reform momentum. The first was a failed bond election. The second was a performance review of the district by Texas comptroller of public accounts John Sharp.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	In May 1996, HISD voters rejected a $390 million bond issue for renovation and repair of existing facilities and the construction of new schools. The vote was close and the turnout low. The bonds failed for many reasons, but social conservatives struck the decisive blow. They acknowledged that many HISD schools were falling apart and that over-crowding was a serious problem. The issue, however, was HISD itself. It was a failed school system and out of control. Only by defeating the bonds could voters get HISD's attention and force it to reform.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	The Sharp audit was ordered by the Texas legislature in 1995 because a state senator was upset with what he considered to be too high midterm failure rates in HISD middle and high schools. It was the old no pass/no play issue. The audit was conducted in early 1996, and Sharp presented the report to the people of Houston in October.
37 
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	The Sharp report was not a school reform document. Its focus was revenue enhancement and management efficiency. Timely implementation of its 228 recommendations, said Sharp, would, over a five-year-period, save
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  	an estimated $116 million. As a percentage of HISD's total budget, the total gross savings was less than 2 percent.
38 
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	If there was a villain in the Sharp audit, it was the Board of Education. The first recommendation called for two additional trusteesa president and vice presidentto be elected districtwide. The second recommendation asked the board to modify its policies and practices to avoid micro-management.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	The bond election and the Sharp audit were major media events. They were also defining moments for HISD. The failed bonds proved to most HISD-watchers that the public had no confidence in Houston's public schools. The Sharp audit confirmed for most Houstonians that the bond vote was justified. Together they created a climate that made possible board actions that would not have been possible a year earlier. Without quick implementation of Sharp's recommendations and bold school reform, Paige and the board reformers could now argue that it would be impossible to obtain voter approval to repair and renovate schools and relieve overcrowding.39 
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	The timing could not have been better. Beliefs and Visions was history. A third wave of school reform, built on introducing market forces into the public education system, was rolling over the nation. Beliefs and Visions, a second wave, restructuring vision, had served HISD well. Now it was time to embrace the principles of competition.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Paige needed to act fast while the bond election and Sharp audit were fresh in the public's memory. The board would require months to write a new vision statement. And at best, a vision statement embracing competition would be approved by a narrow majority. The reform leadership of HISD had moved from the board table to the superintendent's office. If a bold, new reform agenda for HISD were to be put before the city, it would have to come from Paige.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Paige and the board reformers had long since embraced the principles of competition. In March 1996, the board had contracted out the workers' compensation claims service, saving taxpayers more than $2 million per year. In June, heavy waste disposal and recycling services had been contracted out, saving another $450,000 per year. A small incentive pay program for teachers that linked cash bonuses to improvements in student performance was now in its second year. The district's first four charter schools had been established in June 1995. And in August 1996, the board
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  	had approved a private school choice program that allowed children from overcrowded schools to attend selected private schools at taxpayers' expense. The program was called contract placement. Subsequently, two private schools accepted about three hundred students.
40 
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	On October 16, 1996, Paige unveiled his reform agenda for HISD in a whirlwind of staged media events. He said, ''I view the bond election in May and the Sharp Audit this month as providing us with precisely the right opportunity to outline some very basic, but bold, new principles which can guide this District well into the next century." He proclaimed "a new beginning for HISD."
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Paige's four basic reform principles were accountability, best efforts, choice, and decentralization. HISD would establish objective, believable measures of accountability so that the community could track progress. Teacher salaries would be augmented by incentive pay based on direct measures of teacher skills, knowledge, and student performance. Where HISD could not perform a business function as cheaply as the private sector, the function would be outsourced. All HISD students would be allowed to attend the school of their choice, as long as space was available. Students would have "academic free-agency," and schools would have to compete for students. Innovative proposals to manage schools from nontraditional providers would be welcome. And over the next three years, HISD would change from a budget system that allocated staff positions to schools to one that gave schools money and the freedom to buy services from HISD or other providers.41 
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	In the year that followed, month by month, agenda item by agenda item, by clever scheduling, a great deal of arm twisting, enormous staff work behind the scenes, and close votessometimes fightsat the board table, HISD began to put into place Paige's New Beginning agenda.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Board member meddling in administration, especially personnel decisions, was significantly reduced by board actions in November 1996 and February, April, and June 1997. Trustees were prohibited from engaging in activities that interfered with the administrative responsibilities of the superintendent and the administrative staff. A formal process was established to investigate and resolve complaints against board members. Board meetings were reduced from two to one a month.42 And the superintendent was given the authority to hire, promote, and transfer employees at his discretion without having to wait for board approval.
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  	The district's ability to manage the workplace and hold employees accountable for performance was enhanced by policy changes in October 1996 and May 1997. New employee contracts and policies governing termination hearings and grievances were approved. The new policies made terminating incompetent employees easier and kept grievances from becoming adversarial and disruptive. The new policies, made possible by changes in the Texas Education Code in 1995, were based on the recommendations of a PEER task force.
43 Also, a new whistleblower policy facilitated the uncovering of employee mismanagement, unethical conduct, theft, and fraud. This policy was also based on a PEER task force report.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Instructional management and accountability were improved by the approval in December 1996 of the Stanford 9 Achievement Test program or the Spanish language Aprenda 2 for all appropriate students in grades one through eleven and the approval in July 1997 of a contract with Fox River Learning to become the first school district in the nation to install Class Act. The Stanford and Aprenda gave HISD, for the first time since 1991, a nationally normed instrument for assessing student achievement. Class Act, a comprehensive classroom performance management systemwhich is currently being installedwill track school district spending by program, school, and function; link student performance data with instructional methods; provide teachers with diagnostic and prescriptive software to design individualized educational plans for students; and provide parents and tutors with structured mentoring programs.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	During the spring and summer of 1997, the management of most of HISD's major business support services was contracted out to private vendors.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	In March, the board approved a $20 million, renewable delivery order contract with Brown and Root to correct fire-code violations and safety problems at schools. The contract provided for indefinite delivery and quantity using line-item unit pricing and a fixed price coefficient.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	In June, the board approved a contract with ServiceMaster Management Services Company to maintain and operate HISD's 270 campuses and other facilities.44 Facilities management and operations, a $40 million per year business, employed 1,053 full-time equivalent employees. Maintenance and custodial workers continued to be employees of the district, but over four years, by attrition and retirement, ServiceMaster
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  	committed to reduce the number to 749. Net savings for HISD over five years will be $20.5 million.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	In July, the board approved a contract with Aramark Corporation to manage HISD's food service operations, a business with an annual operating budget of more than $66 million. Food service workers continued to be employees of the district. Aramark guaranteed that reductions in force would be made only through attrition or retirement. The contract guaranteed HISD improvements in quality and significant net savings.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Also in July, the board approved an agreement with IBM and other service providers to reengineer and manage HISD's human resources and payroll systems. The projected net savings for the district over five years is $20 million to $25 million. The guaranteed minimum savings is $10 million.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Perhaps the most significant reforms of 1997 were the board actions to broaden the application of the principles of competition in HISD's core businessteaching and learning.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	In January, the board approved a contract with Community Education Partners, a private company, to educate 450 middle and high school students with behavior and academic problems. For $7,500 per pupil per year, much less than the cost of operating HISD's alternative middle school for problem adolescents, Community Education Partners guaranteed to improve each student's achievement by at least two grade levels per year or reeducate them at no cost to HISD.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	In February, the board approved a choice plan that allows any HISD student to attend any HISD school, provided space is available. Students zoned to neighborhood schools receive priority admission to their zoned schools. Specialized programs, such as magnet and gifted programs, continue to maintain specific entry criteria.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Also in February, the board committed HISD to the active promotion of charter schools. The district already had four charter schools. The first charter was granted in June 1995 to the Coalition for School Improvement for a cluster of one middle school and three feeder elementary schools. The driving personality behind the charter and project manager was one of HISD's most effective and popular principals, Thaddeus Lott. The charter granted the coalitionin effect, Lottautonomy over curriculum, instructional strategies, textbooks and teaching materials, student conduct and discipline, and personnel. At the coalition's request, HISD retained
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  	responsibility for business support services and building maintenance and repair.
45 
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	By mid-July, the board had granted eighteen new charters: eight whole school charters, four school-within-a-school charters, and six external charters. Every charter was innovative; some were ground breaking. The Pathway School-Academy of Academic Achievement focused on high school students who needed more guidance and less structure. The Knowledge Is Power Program Academy provided a standard curriculum with a focus on character development for children in grades five through eight. Classes were from 7:30 a.m. to 5:00 p.m. during the week, four hours on Saturday, and one month during the summer. Pro-Vision's Centripet Project provided weekday or seven-day residential options for middle school students with academic and behavior problems.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Kaleidoscope School/Escuela Caleidoscopio at Cunningham Elementary explored issues of identity and heritage for students in grades six through eight with multicultural, bilingual, and biliterate techniques. Project Chrysalis at Cage Elementary featured morning classes and afternoon applications using the city as the classroom. The Dawn School, the first of its kind in the nation, would be a residential school for homeless children.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	The great surge of reform activity ended in midsummer 1997. Board elections in November returned three new trustees. Two of the board reformers who were elected in 1989, Paula Arnold and Ron Franklin, chose not to seek reelection. Clyde Lemon, who was elected in 1995 and provided the key fifth vote for many reform actions, was defeated in a tough election. The new board has not yet found its voice, but after some early indicators that were not encouraging, the board in recent months appears to have regained its reform momentum.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Have the actions taken since the board approved Beliefs and Visions in 1990 made a difference? Some more than others.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Active shared decisionmaking committees at each school are now the rule, not the exception. On most campuses they are meaningfully involved in developing school improvement plans and major campus decisionsbudgets, schedules, uniforms, student discipline, and so on.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	In 1990, the superintendent selected principals with input from her trusted advisers. As a courtesy, she informed trustees days, sometimes hours, before presenting her recommendations to the board for approval.
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  	Sometimes upward of twenty-five principals were moved by one board action. School communities waited nervously to see who the superintendent had chosen as their leader. Political deals between the superintendent and board members were not uncommon.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Today most school communities, guided by a district superintendent, select, de facto, their own principals. The process is participative, open, and thorough. Board members are completely out of the loop. Selection decisions are better, for the most part. And school communities are now stakeholders in the success of new principals.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	The HISD accountability system has had a huge impact on student achievement. In the years that followed its approval in 1993, behaviors changed. Principals, on whom the rewards and consequences fell most heavily, began demanding more control over their schools and better support from central office. All over the district, principals began adding more phonics to their instruction in reading, working on better curriculum alignment, examining student performance data student by student, and pushing to improve classroom instruction.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	The impact of private sector contracts for administrators has also been significant. Paige has exercised his option on a number of occasions to terminate principals and other administrators, including district superintendents, and the word from administrators is that the loss of job security has significantly sharpened their focus on student performance. New teacher contracts, teacher evaluations, and termination and grievance processes have also improved teacher accountability. Many of these changes have been made possible by changes in the Texas Education Code.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	District decentralization has significantly shifted power away from central office, but real decentralization is still a dream. Some of the district offices have become little central offices instead of service centers for schools. And schools are still budgeted with staff positions, not dollars. The principal of a typical elementary school, with a total operating budget of nearly $2 million, usually controls less than $100,000. Also, because middle-class schools tend to attract and keep experienced teachers at or near the top of the salary schedule, and schools full of at-risk students are more likely to be staffed by young teachers at or near the bottom of the salary schedule, resource inequity still exists. Until schools are budgeted with dollars, based on weighted student enrollment, and given
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	Table 1. Changes in HISD and State TAAS Percentage Passing for Non-Special Education Students for All Tests Taken from 

Spring 1994 to Spring 1998
			
  	
  	

	

	
  	1994
	

	

	


		1998

	
	
Grade	
	HISD

	
	State

		HISD-state 

gap

	
	HISD

	
	State

		HISD-state gap

		Decrease in gap


	Three		51

		58

		7

		73

		76

		3

		4


	Four		47

		54

		7

		77

		78

		1

		6


	Five		51

		58

		7

		83

		83

		0

		7


	Six		40

		56

		16

		66

		79

		13

		3


	Seven		37

		55

		18

		64

		78

		14

		4


	Eight		31

		52

		21

		59

		72

		13

		8


	Ten		38

		52

		14

		62

		72

		10

		4






Source: Houston Independent School District (HISD) Research Office.
Note: TAAS = Texas Assessment of Academic Skills.
	
  	
  	

	

	
  	the freedom to configure their work force as they wish, central office will rule.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Peer Examination, Evaluation, and Review task forces have made an enormous contribution to the improvement of HISD operations. PEER has also become the methodology of choice for addressing complex student services and instructional issues. PEER recommendations, the recommendations of Texas comptroller John Sharp, and the aggressive contracting out of most of HISD's major business functions have improved significantly the management of business operations and support services.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	The bottom line for HISD is productivity: output divided by input. Productivity is difficult to measure, but consider HISD's key outputs (student performance, the dropout rate, and school safety) and the most easily measured input (money).
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	In Texas, the best measure of student performance is the Texas Assessment of Academic Skills.
46 Since 1994, the best baseline year for TAAS, state TAAS scores have improved, as one might expect. But HISD scores have improved even more (see table 1). During this same period, the percentage of state students eligible for free and reduced-price lunch has increased from 45.1 to 48.4. The percentage of HISD students eligible for free and reduced-priced lunch has increased from 57.3 to 73.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	These improvements in student performance have dramatically improved school accountability ratings. On the HISD accountability matrix, which measures schools against a relatively constant baseline, the number of exemplary schools has increased in four years from 10 to 84.
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  	The number of recognized schools has increased from 19 to 117. At the bottom of the matrix, the number of low-acceptable schools has decreased from 81 to 0. The number of low-performing schools has dropped from 68 to 2.
47 
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	HISD schools have also improved their ranking on the TEA accountability system, which has increased performance standards since 1993 and measures subgroup as well as overall school performance. Since 1993, the number of exemplary schools has increased from 0 to 36. The number of low-performing schools has decreased from 55 to 8.48 In 1998, HISD had a higher percentage of exemplary schools than any of the other large urban schooldistricts in the states.49 
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Accurately determining the number of dropouts is difficult, and various ways are available to calculate dropout rates, but by any measure, HISD has fewer dropouts. According to the Texas Education Agency, which calculates the dropouts rate by dividing the total number of annual droputs by the cumulative enrollment for the year for students in the seventh through twelfth grades, the HISD dropout rate has declined from 10.4 percent in 1990 to 2.8 percent in 1997.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	HISD schools are also safer than they were in 1990. School safety is hard to measure. HISD did not begin keeping uniform crime report data on police-related incidents until 199394. And for the first three years, as principalsunder a new code of student conduct that required reports to local law enforcementkept better data, the number of police-related incidents increased. But in 1996, Sharp's auditors, basing their opinion on focus groups, concluded that school safety and security had improved.50 And from 199596 to 199798 the number of incidents leading to arrest fell from 2,664 to 2,155 and the number of violent crimesdefined by the Federal Bureau of Investigation as rape, robbery, murder, or aggravated assaultfell 38 percent.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	School finance is almost impossibly complex in Texas, as it is in most other states. But it is not misleading to note that HISD's tax rate, at $1.384 per hundred valuation, is the lowest among the twenty-one school districts in Harris County and 28 cents below the county average. HISD also has the lowest effective tax rate among the large urban school districts in Texas.51 And weighted general fund spending per pupil per year in 199596$4,206was third from the bottom among Harris County school districts and, when adjusted for inflation, less than in 1992.
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  	HISD is still a low-performing school district. But it has improved significantly in recent years. And it has managed reasonably well the monies entrusted to it by the taxpayers. The improvement of HISD is a success story that has in it lessons for the nation.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	The first lesson is that urban school reform is not possible unless the superintendent and a majority of the board share a common vision and work together for an extended period of time. A unanimous board and complete agreement between board and superintendent is not possible and not necessary. But a working majority of the board must have a clear vision of what needs to be done and work closely with a like-minded superintendent for a few years before any significant improvements can be expected.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	The reform leaders on the HISD board were never a bloc. We sometimes disagreed on major reform issues and frequently disagreed on minor issues. We were all different. But we shared core principles and a common vision for HISD. We trusted ahd believed in one another. We did not always see eye-to-eye with our superintendent, even when our superintendent was Rod Paige. At one time or another, nearly every one of us had a vigorous disagreement with Paige. After becoming superintendent, Paige, as one might expect, changed. Superintendents naturally and appropriately see the world through different colored glasses. Still, we always considered Paige one of us. We were on the same team. We shared the same vision.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	The second lesson from Houston is that a board of education cannot reform an urban school district, probably not any school district. Boards can set forth a vision and mandate change. Only superintendents can effect change. Boards can create an environment in which reform can take place. Superintendents have to develop and implement the reform program. Boards need to put forward a clear idea of what they want and hire a superintendent who shares that idea (and has the leadership and management skills to make it so). Then they must stick with their superintendent through thick and thin and try to build public support for the reform program. All this is easily stated; it is not easily done.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	A related third lesson is that nontraditional superintendents might be the most effective reformers. Paige was perfect for Houston. As dean of the school of education at Texas Southern University, he knew enough about public education not to be dependent on the bureaucracy. As a
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  	trustee, and in previous civic leadership roles, he had become acquainted with the centers of political power in Houston and earned the trust of Houston's business, political, and ethnic elites. And as a man with broad experience outside public education, Paige could think outside of the box.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	School reform is political action and good management. A strong leader with broad experience, political and management skills, and enough knowledge of education to face confidently the bureaucracy of a big-city school system is more likely to be a reform leader than a traditional superintendent who has spent his or her entire professional life working within the system he or she is trying to reform. This certainly was the experience in Houston.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	The fourth lesson is that, with probably a few rare exceptions, only minority leaders can reform America's urban school districts. Urban schools are mostly minority schools. And race matters. Houston is a city where African Americans, Hispanics, Asians, and whites get along fairly well. But ethnic issues are always just below the surface. Sometimes they are right out on the table.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	School reform is change, and many of the changes neededhigher academic standards, alternative schools, greater employee accountability, and outsourcing, for examplecan be perceived as threats to minority self-esteem, minority jobs, and established centers of minority power. Only minority leaders have the credibility and trust to make tough decisions and lead minority communities through the uncertainties of change.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Most of the reform leaders on the HISD board were white. Without Paige, the board's voice would have been muted. And it would have been almost impossible for a white superintendent to implement Paige's New Beginning agenda for HISD. Only Paige could obtain support from a minority boardand from minority leaders throughout the cityfor school choice, charter schools, contract placement of HISD students in private schools, new contracts and personnel management policies to significantly increase employee accountability, the virtual elimination of board influence in personnel appointments, the outsourcing of almost all major business functions, and numerous terminations and transfers of nonperforming minority administrators. One could not play the race card against Paige.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	The fifth lesson from Houston is that school district administrators and building principals are the people who develop reform policies, put
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  	them into practice, and make them work. Paige's accomplishments are the accomplishments of a team of hard-working central-office administrators, district superintendents, and a large number of principals, mostly the same people who worked for Joan Raymond and Frank Petruzielo. What made the difference? Leadership.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Educrats, as they are sometimes derisively called, are people with jobs. Like most people with jobs, they want to keep them. Without strong leadership, they can be part of the problem. But without them, there can be no solutions. Outside consultants are useful, sometimes necessary, but district and school administrators are the only ones who know how the current systems work. They are the only ones who can design and operationalize new systems. HISD has been blessed with an extraordinarily talented and hard-working group of senior administrators.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	A sixth lesson is that the focus of school reform should be on results, not methods. Except for the HISD board mandate that schools include a significant amount of phonics in reading instructionan issue so important that an exception was madethe board reformers in Houston wisely focused on standards, accountability, management systems, personnel management policies, and operational effectiveness.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	School reform works best when policymakers give educators clear objectives and an environment in which objectives can be reasonably achieved. Then policymakers can and must hold educators accountable for results. Most of the educators I have worked with in Houston are competent. Many are as competent as the best leaders and managers I have worked with in the private sector in the last ten years as a quality management consultant. Given clear objectives, workable systems, and accountability, they can solve complex teaching and learning issues and obtain acceptable results. Policymakers who tell educators how to get results are as likely to be wrong as right, and by prescribing methods they inescapably transfer responsibility for results from educators to themselves.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	A seventh lesson is that school trustees must not accept low levels of performance from poor children. Educators often repeat the phrase "all children can learn" and then expect less from poor children. More than one policymaker has said that comparing the performance of poor (usually minority) children with middle-class (frequently white) children is not fair. The national data are consistent: Poor children do not perform
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  	as well as middle-class children. But if they are not expected to do well, they probably never will.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	In Houston, the Board of Education takes the position that poor children can and will perform as well as middle-class children. No excuses are made for schools serving poor communities. Principals and teachers in these schools are expected to develop teaching methods that meet the learning needs of poor children, and they are held accountable for the performance of their students. The results confirm the board's expectations. Houston has dozens of exemplary schools that are filled with poor children. The gap between white and minority children on the criterion-referenced TAAS is closing, and the gap between poor and middle-class students on the norm-referenced Stanford 9 is expected to close.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	The eighth lesson from Houston is that partisan politics must be kept out of the boardroom. The reform principles that work are mostly commonly accepted management principles and an appreciation of the power of market forces. In Houston, Republicans (Rod Paige and I and later Clyde Lemon and Laurie Bricker) and Democrats (everyone else) worked together without regard for party affiliation. We were able to do this because none of us pressed or defended a partisan agenda. All of us tried to focus on teaching, learning, and effective use of the taxpayers' money.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	The ninth lesson is that business leaders play a critically important role in urban school reform. Houston has a large cadre of powerful, active business leaders who have been tireless advocates for school reform. Business leaders provided most of the expertise on the PEER task forces. Business leaders were directly involved in the decentralization initiative. They have been helpful advancing HISD's legislative agenda with the Texas legislature. They have supported HISD's bond issues. And on a host of important policy issues, they have kept HISD's feet to the fire.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	In addition, thousands of business volunteers have been active in schools. Currently, HISD has 395 business-school partnerships. In 199697, business and community partnerships contributed $6.7 million and provided another $12.6 million of in-kind volunteer hours. Business volunteers have made a significant difference in many schools. Some of the business interventions have been extensive and sustained and have had enormous, positive impact on entire feeder systems.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Perhaps most critically, business leaders have been active in school board elections. For all the good business can do in individual schools, for
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  	all the advice business leaders can offer superintendents, only school boards and superintendents can reform school districts. Business leaders can most effectively reform urban schools by using their money and influence to elect reform candidates to boards of education. Houston's business leaders understand this and have significantly influenced the reform of public schools by supporting candidates committed to reform. Their influence is limited. They cannot guarantee victory to anyone. But they can tilt a close race. Business support was significant in the elections of what became the Beliefs and Visions board in 1989, and business support made Lemon's election possible in 1995, without which most of the reforms of 199697 would probably not have happened.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	The tenth lesson from Houston is that urban school reformers need help from the state. The 1990s have been a good decade for school reform in Texas. The Texas legislature mandated shared decisionmaking in 1991, called for accountability in 1993, and gave school districts significantly greater opportunities to innovate along with significantly more accountability for results in 1995. HISD has usually been ahead of the Texas legislature, but without doubt state reform has made possible and reinforced many of the reform actions of the HISD board.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	The eleventh lesson is that the core issue in urban school reform is governance. HISD has improved in recent years for many reasons. Tens of thousands of peopleschool administrators, teachers, other HISD staff, active parents, business volunteers, community activists, state legislators, and studentshave worked hard to make schools safer, cleaner, more effective centers of learning. They all deserve commendation. Some teachers have almost single-handedly maintained quality in schools saddled with ineffective principals. Some parent activists and neighborhood leaders, with just a little help from HISD, have transformed failing schools into exemplary schools. Some business leaders have provided the critical push to turn ideas into policy.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	But make no mistake, the Board of Education and two superintendents are responsible for the changes in HISD. The Board of Education governs, and the superintendent is the chief executive officer. Strong principals, involved communities, and business partners can improve individual schools, at least for the period of their involvement. But throughout urban America, if school systems improve, it will be because boards and superintendents make them improve. No one else can.
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  	What of the future? Will the reform of HISD continue? Maybe, maybe not. Every two years, four or five members of the nine-member board are elected from single-member districts. The majority of citizens do not vote. The small minority who do, for the most part, have a limited understanding of the realities of urban education. The board keeps changing, and as often as not, trustees are as interested in jobs, contracts, constituent service, and their political careers as they are in children.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Children and schools are important to everyone who wants to change or protect the cultural, political, or economic status quo. Schools are where all the ills and divisions of American society are put under a looking glass. Schools are big business. Schools cost the taxpayers a significant amount of money. Schools are where many of the racial issues that divide America are most sharply focused. And school people, like all people, have personal and group interests that powerfully influence behavior.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Trying to mediate all these pressures, at least in Houston, is an elected Board of Education comprised of trustees representing single member districts that in almost every case are safe African American, Hispanic, or white seats. Trustees have a political incentive to champion ethnic interests and avoid conflict with their own ethnic or racial extremists. They have a strong incentive to provide jobs and contracts for political friends to build support for reelection or election to higher political office. Because voter turnout is frequently low at board elections, and because employees and their families nearly always vote, trustees pay close attention to the wishes of employee groups. And because organized labor can deliver a significant number of volunteers and votes in the predominantly African American and Hispanic districts, minority trustees take seriously the demands of the Houston Federation of Teachers, which delivers the support of the AFL-CIO to candidates it supports.
52 
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	The only way to assure the continued improvement of Houston's public schools is to get politics out of the schools. So the final lesson from Houston is that urban schools must be placed at arms' length from direct democratic control. Ultimately in a democracy the people must rule. But must they rule directly? Some institutionsthe military, the federal judiciary, the Federal Reserve Board, and public higher education, to name a fewserve the public better when they are buffered from direct democratic control. Urban schools would also serve the public more effectively if they were taken out of the middle of the political arena.
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  	Determining how best to do this should be a high priority for policy-makers. A first step for Houston would be the election of at-large trustees. In some cities, appointed boards are probably needed. Urban school boards everywhere should grant as many charters as possible and, wherever possible, contract with a variety of public and private agencies to manage schools. And unless compelling reasons exist not to, all business and support functions should be outsourced to private vendors.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	An enormous amount of work remains to be done in Houston. The issues are complex, and therefore the solutions are complex. Almost every policy change that has an upside also has a potential downside. In education, like most other important human enterprises, grand strategy is not enough. The devil is in the details. Houston still needs some grand strategy, and a thousand details need attention. My hope is that with much hard work and some good fortune, Houston will be able to continue, even accelerate, the reform of its public schools and that the lessons learned in Houston will be of value to school reformers everywhere.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Comment by G. Alfred Hess, Jr.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Donald R. McAdams has presented a powerful picture of school district improvement. His story is one of intrepid reformers elected to the Houston Board of Education in 1990 and their struggles to improve their city's schools over the next seven years. Frustrated in their efforts to enact their vision of reform via decentralization, establishment of a common core of academic requirements, and accountability for performance not compliance, the board fired one superintendent, outgrew another who left the district, and finally hired one of its own members to implement its vision.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	By hiring a dean of a local school of education who was not certified as a school district administrator, Houston in 1994 helped start a pattern of nontraditional urban school district leadership that would include army generals (Seattle and Washington, D.C.), a county human services director (Milwaukee), a city budget director (Chicago), and a local prosecutor (San Diego). In all of these cities, and others such as New York City, reform has implied thinking outside the normal educator's box. A key element in getting ''outside the box" in Houston, as it was in
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  	Chicago, was shifting toward a performance-based approach to reform. By focusing on student success, both in test scores and in graduation rates, reformers in Houston put their vision of improvement to the test as well. As in Chicago, decentralization was a vehicle for encouraging the desired improvement.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Developing the Houston Matrix
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	A major problem for both Houston and Chicago is how to measure that improvement. McAdams indicates that the Houston Independent School District (HISD) had no way to measure improvement in 1992, as decentralization was beginning. Houston was phasing out the use of nationally standardized tests (the Metropolitan Achievement Test), and the Texas Assessment of Academic Skills (TAAS) was still in the process of development, not yet providing a stable ruler. But the Texas state system was emerging, with a ranking system that placed schools in four categories based, along with attendance and dropout rates, on the percentage of students passing all three TAAS tests (reading, math, and writing). Schools in which 90 percent of students passed all three were called exemplary; those with 65 percent passing, recognized; with 20 percent passing, acceptable; and with fewer than 20 percent passing, low performing. HISD adopted this pattern but restricted the acceptable category to schools with more than 40 percent passing and added a fifth category, low acceptable, for schools with between 20 and 40 percent passing.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Improvement goals for the percentage of Houston students passing all three tests were also established, with low-performing schools expected to increase annually by 8 percentage points, low acceptable schools by 6, acceptable by 4, and recognized schools by 2 points. Schools that met their goal were rated acceptable; those that doubled the goal, recognized; and those that tripled the goal, exemplary improvement. Low-performing schools that were not improving were candidates for intervention, which McAdams describes as being, "in effect, reconstituted."
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Thus, one major contribution of the Houston story is the idea of combining performance level ratings with performance improvement ratings to create a matrix of performance. McAdams and his colleagues wisely recognized that accountability that focused solely on achievement level can send a discouraging message to schools trying to educate students
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  	who are most severely disadvantaged. Any performance level ranking system is likely to end up reflecting the socioeconomic class of the students enrolled in the schools being ranked.
53 Attaching a set of improvement goals and a graduated ranking by amount of improvement provides a more sophisticated way of thinking about school improvement.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	As a way of testing the usefulness of the Houston performance matrix, I created a similar matrix for elementary schools in the Chicago public schools (CPS). Several adaptations were necessary, given that Chicago reports its scores as the percentage of students at or above the national norms on a standardized test (Iowa Test of Basic Skills), not a criterion referenced test such as the TAAS. I also utilized changes over four years instead of annualized changes, which tend to be unstable (see table 1).54 Fifty-five percent of the Chicago elementary schools were at the acceptable or higher levels (though this represents a fairly low level of general student performance). Forty-five percent of Chicago elementary schools would be in the low performing or low acceptable category, and about a third of these schools were placed on probation in 1996 (because fewer than 15 percent of their students read at or above the national norms). However, to get off probation, they must have 20 percent reading at the norm, equivalent to moving into the acceptable level of performance. At present, such performance levels are all that are measured in Chicago. The data in the Houston-like matrix reveal that 54 percent of the low-performing schools have improved by at least 4 percentage points over this period, and another 30 percent have made some gains, though less than the established 4 percentage point goal extrapolated from Houston. Similarly, 54 percent of low acceptable level schools had gains exceeding the goal, and another 27 percent had made some gains. Thus, while Chicago school leaders currently focus on the number of schools on probation and the number getting off probation (a focus on absolute performance levels), they miss the degree of improvement that the Houston-like matrix makes visiblethat 58 percent of elementary schools are meeting or exceeding a set of improvement goals, and another 17 percent of these schools are making some progress from their prior level. While this adaptation of the Houston matrix has been simplistic and arbitrary, it does help to show the value of combining both absolute performance levels and degrees of improvement when thinking about measuring the success of urban school reform efforts.
	

	

	















 

  	
  	
  	
  



	






	
	
	Table 1. Degrees of Improvement in Chicago Public Elementary Schools in Reading by Levels of Student Performance on Iowa Test of Basic Skills, 199497
				Degrees of improvement, 199497


	
Category of performance		Falling levels

		Minimal gains

		Achieving goals

		Double 

goal gains

		Triple 

goal gains

	
	Summary


	Exemplary (> 45% at or above)						
		Number of schools		24

		

		48

		

		

		72


		Percent in category		33.3

		

		66.7

		

		

		100.0


		Percent of total		5.2

		

		10.3

		

		

		15.5


	Recognized (3345%)						
		Number of schools		17

		1

		3

		1

		31

		53


		Percent in category		32.1

		1.9

		5.7

		1.9

		58.5

		100.1


		Percent of total		3.7

		0.2

		0.6

		0.2

		6.7

		11.4


	Acceptable (2032%)						
		Number of schools		37

		23

		26

		15

		29

		130


		Percent in category		28.5

		17.7

		20.0

		11.5

		22.3

		100.0


		Percent of total		8.0

		4.9

		5.6

		3.2

		6.2

		27.9


	Low Acceptable (1019%)						
		Number of schools		33

		46

		44

		27

		23

		173


		Percent in category		19.1

		26.6

		25.4

		15.6

		13.3

		100.0


		Percent of total		7.1

		9.9

		9.5

		5.8

		4.9

		37.2


	Low Performing (< 10% at or above)						
		Number of schools		6

		11

		13

		4

		3

		37


		Percent in category		16.2

		29.7

		35.1

		10.8

		8.2

		100.0


		Percent of total		1.3

		2.4

		2.8

		0.9

		0.6

		8.0


	Improvement totals						
		Number of schools		117

		81

		134

		47

		86

		465


		Percent in category		25.2

		17.4

		28.8

		10.1

		18.5

		100.0






Note: Percentages may not total 100 because of rounding.
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  	Weaknesses of the Tests
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	But the comparative matrix also discloses a weakness in the Houston effort to measure the impact of school reform. By utilizing a minimum competency test such as the TAAS, school officials in Texas (and Houston) blur the continuing gaps in achievement between more advantaged and less advantaged schools and districts. They also largely lose their ability to compare their students with those in other states, a problem McAdams tries to mitigate by a data-less reference to gains on the National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP).
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	This problem must be faced by advocates of standards-based reform. If they establish new criterion referenced tests to measure achievement based on newly adopted standards (which may vary significantly from the implied standards adopted in the course of the creation of off-the-shelf norm referenced tests), they subject themselves to the criticism that they are hiding their poor performance in comparison with other jurisdictions. For this reason, Chicago is considering maintaining use of the Iowa tests even after establishing new standards-based tests. This choice leads to the other extreme of administering three sets of tests (the Iowa tests, the Chicago tests, and mandated state tests at half the grades) during the spring, turning it into a testing season instead of a learning season.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	In the Texas case, the problem seems more severe, because the TAAS appears to be a relatively low-level, minimum competency test. When 84 percent of the students in the state pass the TAAS reading test, it indicates that the standard for passing is established at about the level that the sixteenth percentile student achieves on standardized tests. Thus, closing the gap in minimum competency between Houston and the rest of the state, while important to do, is of considerably less significance. But this is primarily a problem related to the limitation of the measurement ruler. The TAAS test reveals how many students make it over a rather low set bar.
55 It does not indicate by how much most students were getting over the bar, nor does it stretch students to get over more ambitious standards. This is the problem with a single goal standard.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	By contrast, the assessment system in Kentucky, as originally designed, set a much higher proficiency standard, which was expected to take twenty years for all Kentucky students to reach.56 But it also set intermediate achievement levels (novice, apprentice) and a higher standard (distinguished) to give a more rounded view of the range of student
	

	

	















 

  	
  	
  	
  



	




	Page 168

	
  	
  	

	

	
  	achievement, while schools and school districts were on the march toward universal proficiency. At the same time, the assessments were much more ambitious, eliminating multiple choice answer formats for open-ended ones (multiple correct answer questions) and involving both performance measures and portfolios that stretch the assessment process beyond one or two mornings a year. However, the ambitious nature of the Kentucky assessments led to their own problems as these diverse assessment forms were subjected to the more rigorous reliability standards usually applied by psychometricians to multiple choice tests. When the results of the Kentucky assessments did not closely map to results from NAEP and college entrance tests, they became a political liability.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	But utilization of commercial norm referenced tests is not a good answer either, because they are not designed to measure improvement. Norm referenced tests are designed to show how individual students compare with large numbers of other similarly situated students and to indicate the arenas being tested in which the student is strong, compared with others, and where the student is weak. This individual diagnostic goal is not very helpful in answering the burning question facing policymakers working to improve urban schools. For school improvement measurement, the relevant comparisons are not between individual students or even median scores of students in a grade or in the school as a whole, compared with those in other schools. School comparisons were critical to the reform effort in identifying schools in which students were not achieving as successfully as others across the nation. Without the availability of such comparative scores, reformers in Chicago would have been hard pressed to make the case that the Chicago schools needed to be reformed.
57 But showing the need for reform and measuring improvement under reform are two different things.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Chicago previously measured school achievement by publishing grade equivalents on the Iowa Test of Basic Skills at each elementary grade. When the 1988 Chicago School Reform Act mandated the goal that all schools would reach the national norms in reading and math, it essentially established a new measurement; that is, what percentage of students in each school are at or above the national norm? In recent years, the school system has been reporting the percentage of students in grades three through eight who meet this goal (and in high schools, the percentage of students in grades nine and eleven who do). However, in
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  	trying to use this number to track changes in school achievement, to identify which practices led to school improvement, huge unanticipated problems were encountered.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	In a study conducted by Anthony S. Bryk and his colleagues at the Center for School Improvement and, later, the Consortium for Chicago School Research, the problems became manifest.
58 The first problem was posed by the fact that the Iowa is not a test, but a series of tests that are not well-linked to each other, either from grade to grade within one form of the test or between different forms of the test. In response to criticism that the Chicago public schools had used the same form of the test for eleven years, thus compromising the integrity of the questions and relying on progressively outdated norms, CPS had started using several different forms of the test in successive years. This meant that scores on one year's test were not directly correlated to scores on the previous year's test, but year-to-year comparisons were regularly being made by school district leaders (and still are). Just as important, the gain in a student's achievement, from one year to the next, was not immediately as obvious as it would seem from the student's scores, not only because the forms had not been equated, but also because the differences from the norm of one grade to the norm of the next grade were not consistent between all grades (nor for various points in the scale between the same two grades, say for slower learners versus those above the norms). This nonequivalence between both forms of the test and grades within forms means that virtually any two sets of scores reported by the school system was like comparing apples and oranges.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	To overcome these difficulties, Bryk and his colleagues conducted numerous sophisticated equating studies between grades and forms of the test and designed their own progressive achievement scale to measure increasing knowledge and skills students were expected to master during these six years of elementary school. In that way, they sought to establish a stable measurement ruler by which student achievement could be gauged. This has produced a sophisticated set of productivity measures, by which schools can be judged to be improving, flat, or declining at each grade level. Yet to be developed is a meaningful summary statistic that indicates the overall status of each school that does not simply wash out into some vacuous average the tremendous grade-to-grade differences the study revealed.
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  	Thus, a major impediment to measuring urban school improvement under various reform efforts is the lack of an adequate set of assessments designed specifically to show whether or not schools are doing better now than they were. Under the paradigm of performance-based reforms, called for in the 1983 report A Nation at Risk, the relevant comparison is not between schools, but between a school and its own past.
59 For those who want to know whether or not schools are improving, the development of such a set of assessments should be a major priority. For those who simply wish to continue beating up on urban schools, norm-based assessments will continue to produce plenty of rhetorical fodder, influenced as they are by the socioeconomic status of the students taking the tests. Urban schools will probably never catch up with suburban schools on such measures, given the advantaged students suburban schools enroll. However, urban schools can dramatically improve the achievement levels of their more disadvantaged students and can bring them to meet high standards, not just minimum competency standards. But whether they have been successful cannot be known unless assessments designed to measure such improvement and high standards are developed.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Missing: School-Level Description
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	A third arena of concern involves what McAdams did not report in his paper. Some description is needed of how individual schools were, or were not, progressing, and some explanation of why reform seemed to work in some schools and not in others. Generally, McAdams skips over this arena. With the help of Catherine Clark, I discovered the Texas Education Agency's website, with performance reports on all Texas schools, including those of Houston. Given the shortness of time and the awkwardness of downloading information from that website, I focused on high schools.60 I did find that the amount of improvement in the percentage of students passing all three TAAS tests was not strongly correlated with either the percentage of disadvantaged students enrolled (r = 0.12) or the percentage of white students (r = 0.16), just as McAdams claims. But I did find myself wondering why two schools with similar student bodies, such as Kashmere and Yates, both overwhelmingly African American and with more than a third of their students considered to be disadvantaged, could have vastly different gains in the percentage of students passing all three tests. I also worried when I found predominantly
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  	Hispanic schools having much smaller gains than those observed in predominantly African American schools. And I was worried by huge jumps in achievement in a third of the high schools in 1997 that were out of character with previous performance trends in these schools (see table 2). I wish McAdams could have explored these issues a bit further. In Chicago, the focus has been on identifying these trends and trying to identify the characteristics of schools making gains and those not doing as well, but, as Bryk acknowledges, less attention has been paid to the kind of central-office and district reforms from which McAdams draws his lessons. Perhaps each can learn from the other on these issues.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	How and Where Should Democracy Be Utilized?
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	McAdams articulates what he sees to be "the major impediment to urban school reform: politics." He specifically relates his concern to John E. Chubb and Terry M. Moe's contention that urban school reform is impossible because such districts are under direct democratic control.
61 However, McAdams, ironically, then goes on to tell how he and his colleagues used politics to take over the Houston Board of Education and to carry out school reform in Houston. Would he have said in 1994 or 1995, as reform was rolling along, what he says now, when the reforms are threatened after reformers lost their majority on the Board of Education?
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Still, McAdams's fundamental point must be taken seriously, for the problems he describes involve the ongoing influence of special interests in electoral politics, which may be interrupted by special moments (such as the 1990 elections in Houston or the 1988 reform movement in Chicago), but which have staying power and persistence related to their direct self-interest in a way that reformers typically do not. Reforms in several cities (Chicago, Houston, New York City) have all involved new constraints on union power, on tenure for administrators and for teachers, and on breaking fiefdoms such as those created by categorical funding. Direct democratic control of school districts may be too susceptible to these various special interests to allow radical reforms to emerge. At the same time, enhancing school-level democratic participation, balanced by monitoring, accountability, and potential intervention from the central office, may be what is needed to allow individual schools to improve. This possibility makes the omission of local school lessons so disappointing in McAdams's account.
	

	

	















 

  	
  	
  	
  



	






	
	
	Table 2. Houston High Schools, TAAS Results, 199497
	

School	

	1994

	

	1995

	

	1996

	

	1997

	
	Change 199497

		1997 

percent disadvantaged

		1997 

percent white


	Davis		29.5

		24.3

		41.9

		48.0

		18.5

		52.2

		1.8


	Wheatly		12.4

		19.4

		14.1

		42.7

		30.3

		51.9

		0.5


	Austin		21.3

		19.8

		26.3

		24.4

		3.1

		47.0

		1.5


	Reagan		28.0

		25.5

		28.4

		42.7

		14.7

		43.7

		4.9


	Milby		39.6

		29.5

		37.9

		51.4

		11.8

		40.8

		3.5


	Jordan		37.4

		35.3

		35.2

		60.2

		22.8

		36.1

		1.9


	Kashmere		30.0

		34.4

		48.0

		86.2

		56.2

		35.6

		0.6


	Law Enforcement		73.8

		71.3

		77.5

		89.5

		15.7

		35.1

		9.6


	Yates		25.1

		17.8

		22.1

		40.7

		15.6

		33.8

		0.6


	Furr		20.4

		19.6

		24.1

		36.5

		16.1

		32.9

		4.2


	Washington		44.0

		42.9

		50.0

		79.5

		35.5

		32.4

		2.6


	Houston, Sam		19.2

		23.9

		29.0

		38.0

		18.8

		31.9

		9.0


	Sharpestown		32.2

		38.4

		37.9

		42.9

		10.7

		31.8

		16.4


	Lee		37.9

		35.4

		43.6

		48.0

		10.1

		30.8

		18.2


	Jones		33.2

		35.2

		38.3

		47.1

		13.9

		30.2

		6.3


	Madison		30.3

		30.0

		45.4

		34.5

		4.2

		29.9

		1.9


	Waltrip		33.0

		40.8

		41.8

		65.7

		32.7

		27.8

		27.8


	Worthing		24.5

		39.4

		52.5

		61.1

		36.6

		27.3

		0.7


	Sterling		41.2

		33.3

		43.8

		56.1

		14.9

		27.2

		3.2


	Scarborough		45.3

		50.5

		60.3

		62.9

		17.6

		25.6

		32.5


	Westbury		44.3

		41.4

		44.8

		52.9

		8.6

		24.6

		21.2


	DeBakey		91.8

		94.8

		97.4

		100.0

		8.2

		19.9

		15.8


	Community Services		26.4

		25.0

		53.8

		61.5

		35.1

		15.4

		37.5


	Bellaire		68.5

		67.0

		69.1

		77.2

		8.7

		13.0

		42.2


	Lamar		65.5

		65.9

		68.8

		71.9

		6.4

		9.9

		37.3


	Performing Arts		80.0

		91.7

		88.3

		95.6

		15.6

		6.0

		56.5






Note: Schools ranked by percent disadvantaged students enrolled. TAAS = Texas Assessment of Academic Skills. Percent 

disadvantaged versus change regression output: r = 0.119; percent white versus 1997 pass rate regression output: r = 0.475; 

percent white versus change regression output: r = 0.161.
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  	The lessons McAdams does draw are important. A shared vision is crucial. The constraints of board action are critical to recognize, but the importance of the board for setting an environment conducive to reform is also vital. The need for nontraditional educational leaders is reinforced in the experiences of several other urban school districts. Some might dissent from McAdams's view that only minority leaders can guide urban school reform, but not with his underlying point that race matters. Few would dissent from the point that how reform is implemented dramatically affects its significance, and implementation is an administrative responsibility. Putting a focus on results, not methods, is an embodiment of the major shift that has occurred in educational circles from concentrating on regulating inputs to measuring performance. More disagreement may arise over the importance of partisan politics and the role of business or the state from city to city. But few would deny the importance of governance in seeking to create urban school reform.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	The caveat I would offer for consideration, as different forms of governance for urban schools systems are examined, and a balance is sought between the appropriate roles of bottom-up initiative and implementation and top-down support, monitoring, and intervention, is to be leery of thinking the new, correct form of urban governance has been discovered.
62 Perhaps the new governance forms with which various cities have been experimenting are more important for their capacity to break open the box than are the particular forms that have been employed. Thus, while some salute the new forms that have emerged, for example, in similar ways in Chicago and New York City, others worry that, in the hands of less talented, more plebeian, and more self-interested leaders, the new authority arrangements may lead to new tyrannies that will then require new reforms.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Comment by Joseph P. Viteritti
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Donald R. McAdams's paper is wonderful to read because it is a story about success, about a real turnaround in an urban school system. Not many of these stories exist, unfortunately.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Let me describe a few things that are going on in Houston. Test scores are up. While some may disagree, I believe that test scores, if used correctly,
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  	are the best way to assess how well schools are doing. I think most parents do also. Dropout rates are lower. Schools have been found to be safer. The cost of doing business has been reduced. Twenty-two new charter schools have been established in Houston. A districtwide program of public school choice has been instituted. The words ''vouchers" and "scholarships" are not used in Houston, but the city has a plan in place that allows students to go to a private school at public expense when adequate space is not available in a public school. Currently three hundred kids are taking advantage of this program. Compare this program with the way overcrowding was dealt with in New York City: When space ran short, bathrooms were converted into classrooms.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Houston has contracted out a variety of remedial programs for students who have either behavioral problems or severe academic problems. Phonics has been introduced into the reading curriculum and was made a staple in the way reading is taught. Houston has a new student evaluation program. It also has decentralized its administrative apparatus to the district level but has had less success in decentralizing to the school level. The city now budgets on the basis of dollars instead of persons, which gives those in decentralized districts more discretion over how they are going to use their money.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Houston has started to experiment with incentive pay for teachers. It has begun out-sourcing activities such as food services, building management, waste disposal, human resources, and the correction of code violations. Out-sourcing is counterintuitive in bureaucratic systems. Bureaucracies do not like to give up anything. So, having something outsourced is a major accomplishment. How Houston was able to make all this happen is the interesting part of the story. So much across-the-board change is rare. One has to wonder what set of circumstances was in place in Houston that made it possible.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	McAdams's answers are several. One is what he calls an unconventional superintendent. This is another interesting story in itself because the superintendent was a former school board member who helped to compose a small majority that adopted the reform agenda. This majority also decided that he would be better able to do the job than the two incumbents that preceded him. Controversy arose over the school board picking one of its own. Some racial politics was attached to the board's action because the superintendent is black and the majority in the district is
	

	

	















 

  	
  	
  	
  



	




	Page 175

	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Hispanic. He got some flak from the state Education Department because picking a former member was an unconventional thing for the board to do, and state education departments do not like the unconventional. He had to jump through a couple of hoops to get certification to make sure he was able to meet the state's standards.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	The superintendent was dean of a local school of education and had been in education for many years. He had not worked his way up through the system or started in it as a teacher. This created some problems.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Also, the teachers union was not happy with what was happening. One ongoing battle involved the implementation of accountability systems. Everyone at various levels, including the teachers union, agreed that a need existed for more accountability and a better evaluation of principals. But many of the same people were not sure that taking the system down to the teacher level was necessary. That is part of a continuing debate in Houston.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	I heard a similar debate in New York. One of the big reforms being argued there is whether to remove tenure from principals. But the same people who are supporting that would not talk about removing tenure from the teachers or implementing any kind of accountability for teachers who are not performing well. Many of those in New York who want to hold principals more accountable for what goes on in their schools refuse to give them the kinds of autonomy and discretion that is needed to enable them to function as managersincluding the hiring and removal of staff.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	McAdams proposed a dozen recommendations that he derived from the Houston experience. I will now go through them.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	For reform to take hold, the superintendent and the Board of Education need to have a shared vision. McAdams spends considerable time talking about the role of the superintendent, and I agree with him. But I would add that the school board helps set the climate for the superintendent. If an unconventional board had not been in place, Houston would not have had an unconventional superintendent.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	The most nonconventional superintendents are very effective reformers. This, as well as what is meant by "nonconventional superintendent," must be discussed. After all, Houston's superintendent did come out of the education profession and knew what he was doing. The board did not get somebody from IBM or General Motors. What is a "conventional superintendent"? I think that he is somebody who has come up through
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  	the ranks of the school system, who started as a teacher and worked his way up through the bureaucracy. Very often, this person is of the same system for which a leader is being chosen. Why are those from the ranks so disinclined to act unconventionally? What happens in the process of working up from teacher to superintendent that excludes so many options like those Houston implemented in a period of just a few years?
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	McAdams believes that only minorities can reform urban schools. I do not like to believe this is true, but I am not sure it is not true. With the kind of racial politics that surrounds even the selection of a superintendent, I understand the point he wants to make. A side of me does not want to believe it because it means that only blacks and Hispanics should aspire to be urban school superintendents, and I do not want to see that happen.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	McAdams believes that, for reform to occur, the focus must be on results, not methods or process. I thought about Chicago when McAdams said that, because Chicago, in its reform effort, has spent substantial amounts of time discussing process. Democratic localism is one objective of its reform. Improved education may be or may not be related, depending on how democratic localism or how the parental role is defined. But, bottom line, the question is: Are kids doing better? The best way to know is to look at performance.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Party politics tends to be irrelevant, according to McAdams. The Houston school board was a coalition of Republicans and Democrats, and it seemed to eradicate any distinction or any meaningful difference between Republicans and Democrats. Could that happen in other places? A major political battle is being fought in New York over charter legislation. One of the key pieces of that battle is a concern by the Democrats that the bill was first proposed by a Republican governor, and they are not sure they want to go along with it. The merit of the argument has been pushed out of focus, and partisan politics is strong. As a general rule, the level of partisanship that surrounds education policy is a function of the state and local context. Houston, or at least McAdams's experience there, may be unusual.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	McAdams makes the point that reformers need support from the legislature to accomplish any kind of meaningful change. That raises an interesting question about Houston specifically and Texas in general. Given the forces that are ready to line up against reformespecially the
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  	teachers unionhow did change happen? How did the state legislature come to support things such as higher standards and accountability systems? What made the politics go the board's way?
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	McAdams said that the core issue is governance. That is arguable. I would begin to answer the argument with another question. It comes up at the end of McAdams's paper, when the bubble almost gets punctured. What will happen in the next series of school board elections, when the forces that opposed the kinds of reforms put in place move back in power? Is reform in the urban context episodic? The politics usually works so much against it. One gets the sense from the Houston experience that reform occurs when leaders take advantage of that magic moment when the stars are aligned. Only under rarified circumstances does something profound come aboutand it may not necessarily last a long time.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Governance is important because the leadership wants to institutionalize reforms as much as possible and make it difficult for the next regime to reverse or undo them. Once the major governance changes are made, eliminating them is harder than eliminating other things. Regardless, everything can be changed. The story in Houston will continue to be told.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	I would like to hear more from McAdams about the circumstances that allowed him to implement a significant reform agenda in Houston, given that the politics were working against the board and may turn again. Can that experience be applied to other cities, or is this just something that needs to come about on its own, taking advantage when the opportunity arises?
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  	1. This paper is a first-person narrative and analysis. I have, necessarily, named the people most directly involved in the struggle to reform Houston's public schools. It is not possible to explain what happened in Houston without describing, at least briefly, their actions, relationships, and sometimes spirited disagreements.
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  	2. John E. Chubb and Terry M. Moe, Politics, Markets, and America's Schools (Brookings, 1990).
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  	3. The literature on restructuring, alignment, or systematic reform is extensive. See Lorraine M. McDonnell, "Restructuring American Schools: The Promise and the Pitfalls," background paper commissioned for Education and the Economy: Hard Questions, Hard Answers, a conference sponsored by the Institute on Education and the Economy, Teachers College, Columbia University, Brewster, Massachusetts, September 57, 1989, which includes an excellent bibliography; Marshall Sashkin and John Egermeier, School Change Models and Processes: A Review and Synthesis of Research and Practice
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  	(Government Printing Office, October 1993), which also includes an excellent and extensive bibliography on restructuring; and Richard F. Elmore and Associates, Restructuring Schools: The Next Generation of Educational Reform (San Francisco: Jossey-Bass, 1991).
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  	4. Dr. Lance V. Wright, "School Improvement through Implementation of School-Based Management/Shared Decision Making at Selected Schools in the Houston Independent School District," a concept paper, June 8, 1990.
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  	5. Texas Education Agency, Department of Accountability, District Report for Performance-Based Accreditation, Houston Independent School District (Austin, Texas, July 28, 1993), pp. 56, 61, 147, 149.
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  	6. The Houston Independent School District's (HISD) new tax rate, at $1.384 per hundred valuation, was still 20 cents below the Harris County average, and annual per student spending was still $270 per year below the county average. Most of the increase covered a shortfall in state aid. Spending increased 13 percent, not 32 percent. And almost all of the new money was for a large teacher pay raise, deferred maintenance at schools, and new academic programs.
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  	7. Melanie Markley, "Tax Hike a Lesson in Politics Petruzielo Failed: 'I Didn't Play the Game on This Budget,'" Houston Chronicle, July 19, 1992, p. D1.
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  	8. Efforts to build a state system based on the Norm-referenced Assessment Program for Texas (NAPT) that measured year-to-year progress of student cohorts failed because the NAPT was technically flawed. The results from the statewide 1993 administration of the NAPT were unusable. The NAPT itself was discarded and never used again.
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  	10. Texas Education Agency, Office of Accountability, Statewide Accountability System: An Overview of the Accreditation Procedures as Revised by Senate Bill 7 (Austin, Texas, July 1993).
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  	11. The expected gains were as follows: 8 percent increase in Texas Assessment of Academic Skills (TAAS) pass rates for schools with pass rates 20 percent and below; 6 percent for schools with pass rates between 21 and 39 percent; 4 percent for schools between 40 and 64 percent; and 2 percent for schools between 65 and 89 percent. Schools that achieved the state standard, a student pass rate of 90 percent, would be expected to maintain pass rates above 90 percent. Schools that achieved the expected gain received an acceptable progress rating. Schools that doubled their expected gain received a recognized progress rating. Schools that tripled their expected gain received an exemplary progress rating. Schools that achieved less than expected gain were labeled minimal progress. Schools that slipped backward were labeled no progress. The HISD accountability standards also had a small component for dropout reduction, but no standards for ethnic or socioeconomic subgroup performance.
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  	12. Unfortunately, HISD's accountability system was not as stable as the board reformers had hoped it would be. In the two years that followed, we had to make several minor adjustments in part one, standards and measures, to accommodate changes in the state system. We also continued to fine-tune part two, responses/consequences.
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  	14. I have characterized these trustees as board reformers because they generated reform ideas, received reform ideas from others with enthusiasm, and worked vigorously to enact reform proposals. They did not always agree among themselves. Some of the other trustess suppported most reform proposals, and their support, on occasion, was critical.
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  	to enact reform proposals. They did not always agree among themselves. Some ofthe othertrustess supported most reform proposals, and their support, on occasion, wascritical.
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  	28. Corporate Partnership on Managerial Excellence, Investing in a Commitment to Quality: A Report of the Corporate Partnership on Managerial Excellence in the Montgomery County Public Schools (Rockville, Md., 1993).
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  	29. A number did not have valid degrees. Some could not speak English. A comprehensive investigation determined that nine had fraudulent transcripts. Two central-office employees were fired, and the Alternative Certification Program was completely restructured.
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  	30. Implementing the new curriculum had a significant impact on staffing patterns and required forty-one additional science labs, at a cost of about $7 million, and fifty-eight
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  	computer labs, at a cost of $4.3 million. The cost of foreign language and world geography materials was minimal. The impact on high school schedules was significant and led to considerable controversy.
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  	31. My analysis of the board and board member and superintendent relationships is necessarily an oversimplification of a complex, dynamic situation. Numerous other issues influenced behaviors. Some board members had closer relationships with board colleagues with whom they strongly disagreed on policy than they did with political allies. Some trustees changed their opinions significantly over time. Some trustees were fairly unpredictable.
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  	32. A few days later, about thirty people, representing the National Association for the Advancement of Colored People (NAACP) and more than a dozen labor, religious, and civic groups held a press conference to denounce privatization in Harris County, the city of Houston, and HISD. "Privatization, out-sourcing and the contracting out of services can lead to unnecessary layoffs that increase unemployment and welfare lines," said NAACP executive director Keryl Smith. "Today we're firing a warning shot," said Don Horn, secretary-treasury of the AFL-CIO. Robbie Morganfield, "Groups Fire 'Warning Shot' at Proposals to Privatize Jobs," Houston Chronicle, August 30, 1994, p. A9.
	

	

	


	[image: f612a5c174d3f31e346da8c026ee67e0.gif]
  	
  	

	

	
  	33. Minutes, Instructional Consultation Meeting (formal, regularly scheduled meeting between HISD administration and representatives of instructional employee groups), March 30, 1995.
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  	34. Minutes, Combined Consultation Meeting (formal, regularly scheduled meeting between HISD administration and representatives of all employee groups), April 4, 1995.
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  	35. Susan Besze Wallace, "Paige Two," Houston Post, January 15, 1995, p. A39.
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  	36. Melanie Markley, "Proposal for Dual Campus in River Oaks Is Rejected," Houston Chronicle, June 16, 1995, p. A33.
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  	37. The audit, known officially as a Texas School Performance Review, was a massive undertaking. The project manager was Betty Ressel, director for school performance reviews in Texas comptroller of public accounts John Sharp's office. The work was done by four management consultancies: Coopers and Lybrand, the prime contractor; Empirical Management; Neil and Gibson, student transportation; and, when a facilities review was added to the plan of work, MGT of America as a subcontractor to Coopers and Lybrand. Nearly fifty auditors worked on the project for about five months. The cost came to more than $800,000.
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  	38. Eliminating 320 positions114 administrators and 206 mostly low-paid clerical workers, custodians, warehouse employees, and so onaccounted for about $30 million of the $116 million in estimated savings. Six major recommendations, which included a few of these staff cuts, accounted for another $60 million of the gross savings: outsource or reorganize food service ($16.7 million or $12.5 million); maximize timely and efficient collection of delinquent taxes ($12 million); increase medicaid reimbursement revenues ($8.8 million); eliminate payroll costs of employees awaiting assignment or placed in nonproductive positions ($5.6 million); improve process for competitive bidding for health insurance ($8 million); and reorganize human resources management and payroll ($8.8 million). The report also contained ninety-one commendations. Most had to do with innovative instructional programs, community partnerships, cost savings initiatives, and revenue enhancements.
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  	39. In April, Sharp confirmed that in just six months HISD had completed or was implementing 88 percent of his recommendations. Sharp's final word was that HISD had "in six months moved as fast or faster than the most exemplary districts that we have looked at in terms of the number of things that have been implemented."
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  	40. HISD residents who had been enrolled in a public school the previous year and who were zoned to a "capped" school were given the choice of being bussed to another HISD school or attending a private school with which HISD had a contract. HISD paid contracting schools the full amount of added funds each child generated per year to fund the operating costs of educating a regular student in HISD. Contracting schools could not charge parents any additional tuition or fees. They would have to accept all HISD students who applied on a first-come, first-served basis or, if more students applied than could be admitted, take students on a "lottery" basis.
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  	41. Rod Paige, HISD superintendent, to community leaders, October 18, 1996; Rod Paige, HISD superintendent, to Parent-Teacher Association (PTA) and Parent-Teacher Organization (PTO) presidents, October 21, 1996. Houston business leader Rob Mosbacher played a critical role during this period helping Paige and board leaders shape the district's response to the Sharp audit and advising on Paige's New Beginning agenda.
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  	42. Reducing the number of board meetings was not a trivial issue for Paige and his staff. The superintendent's direct staff spent 10 to 40 percent of their time preparing for board meetings. Also, frequent board meetings tempted trustees to involve themselves in management issues.
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  	43. The new policy had four major provisions: (1) The district would no longer offer teachers continuing contracts. Teachers (after the probationary period) would be offered two-year term contracts. (2) Termination and nonrenewal of contracts for teachers and other term-contract employees would be for "good cause" only and follow procedures mandated by state law. (3) Termination procedures for noncontract employeessalaried and hourly and daily rate employeeswould no longer include an evidentiary hearing. Noncontract employees could appeal termination decisions to the next line supervisor, whose decision would be final. (4) Grievance hearings would be conducted as a conference instead of as a trial. No examination and cross-examination of witnesses would take place, and one step in the appeal process would be eliminated. The new policies outraged the Houston Federation of Teachers (HFT). They were "a final attempt to remove any opportunity for your non-administrative employees to yell 'foul' when they are treated badly," according to the union. The contract and termination changes were "insulting" to teachers, the union said. "We have never drawn a line in the dirt and said that if you cross over it you may never again be considered a friend of teachers,'' wrote HFT president Gayle Fallon. "Because this proposal attempts to take employees back to the 1950's as far as their ability to settle grievances internally with any sense of equity and strips contract rights from all new hires and current probationary employees, we are doing it on this issue." Gayle Fallon, president, HFT, to HISD trustees, October 1, 1996.
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  	44. Building principals retain management responsibility and authority over custodians and other campus employees, but ServiceMaster is responsible for training and the provision of services.
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  	45. The Education Code approved by the state legislature in May 1995 authorized the state Board of Education to approve up to twenty open-enrollment charter schools and allowed school boards to grant campus charters. Paige proposed what became the Coalition for School Improvement charter in January 1995.
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  	46. The Stanford 9 and Aprenda 2 were given for the first time in September 1997. The results, which will become baseline scores for HISD, were better than expected. Almost 134,000 students in grades one through eleven took the Stanford 9. More than 20,000 Spanish-speaking students took the Aprenda 2. Most percentile scores for most
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  	grades were in the high 30s or low 40s. The elevent-grade percentiles on the Stanford 9 were reading, 42; math, 44; language subtest, 46.
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  	47. Both low-performing schools are new, alternative schools.
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  	48. Four of the eight are new, alternative schools.
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  	49. Houston, 12.2 percent; Dallas, 2.8 percent; Fort Worth, 5.1 percent; Austin, 8.5 percent; San Antonio, 2.1 percent; and El Paso, 5.0 percent.
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  	50. John Sharp, Children First: A Report on the Houston Independent School District by the Texas Performance Review (Austin, Texas: Office of Texas Comptroller of Public Accounts, October 1996), p. 632.
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  	51. These numbers are for 199798. In July 1998, the Board of Education approved a $.075 property tax increase per hundred valuation for 199899, bringing the tax rate to $1.459.
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  	52. In Houston, the most influential special interests are employee groups, especially the Houston Federation of Teachers. Employees and their families nearly always vote. And the Houston Federation of Teachers can deliver the support of the AFL-CIO to candidates it supports. This has been problematic, because the HFT has vigorously opposed nearly every reform proposed by Paige and the Beliefs and Visions board: the HISD accountability system, decentralization, private sector contracts for administrators, teacher assessments that linked student performance to teacher evaluations, changes in teacher contracts and grievance policies to increase employee accountability, and out-sourcing. Recounting the battles between Paige and the HFT would require another paper. Just to illustrate, in November 1995, the HFT filed a lawsuit against Paige and board members Paula Arnold, Esther Campos, Cathy Mincberg, and me, charging that we had conspired together to bust the union. In January 1997, State District Judge John Devine dismissed the lawsuit. In May 1997, Devine ruled that the HFT lawsuit was frivolous and ordered the union to pay the district's legal fees$59,000. Paige called it a victory for tax-payers and children. The matter was later resolved on appeal.
	

	

	


	[image: f612a5c174d3f31e346da8c026ee67e0.gif]
  	
  	

	

	
  	53. A correlation of 1997 Houston high school pass rates on the Texas Assessment of Academic Skills (TAAS) with the percentage disadvantaged students in each school resulted in a Pearson's r of -0.56.
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  	54. Performance level categories were determined by applying the Houston categories against 50 percent at or above national norms; the improvement goals were also reduced in half.
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  	55. More than 70 percent of Texas students passed the TAAS in its first universal administration in 1994, according to data on the Texas Education Agency website (//www.tea.state.tx.us).
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  	56. For contrast, consider the Missouri Basic Essential Skills Test conducted during the 1980s. The percentage of students in the St. Louis public schools passing this test rose from 27 percent to 84 percent between 1980 and 1988, while median scores on standardized tests rose more slowly. After 1988, the state discontinued the test. See G. Alfred Hess, Jr., "The Costs of Educating Disadvantaged Students," a brief filed in Committee for Educational Equality, et al. v. State of Missouri, et al., No. CV190-1371CC, 1992.
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  	57. See Designs for Change, The Bottom Line: Chicago's Failing Schools and How to Save Them (Chicago, 1985).
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  	58. Anthony S. Bryk and others, Academic Productivity of Chicago Public Schools (Chicago: Consortium on Chicago School Research, 1998).
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  	59. National Commission for Excellence in Education, A Nation at Risk: The Imperative of Educational Reform (Washington: Government Printing Office, 1983).
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  	60. This selection may also have been influenced by my current three-year project monitoring the implementation of the Chicago high school design initiative.
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  	61. Chubb and Moe, Politics, Markets, and America's Schools.
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  	62. See D. C. Bloomfield and B. S. Cooper, Recentralization or Strategic Management? A New Governance Model of the New York City Public Schools (Columbia University, Center for Educational Outreach and Innovation, 1998); and Kenneth K. Wong and others, Integrated Governance as a Reform Strategy in the Chicago Public Schools (University of Chicago, Department of Education, 1997).
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  	4

Problems of Managing a

Big-City School System
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	STANLEY S. LITOW
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	AMERICAN SCHOOLS are once more the focus of attention. The results from the Third International Math and Science Survey (TIMSS) in 1998 rank U.S. twelfth-grade students third from the bottom, ahead of only Cyprus and South Africa in math and only slightly better in international comparisons involving twenty-one nations in science (Hong Kong, Japan, Korea, and Singapore did not participate).
1 Most striking, though, is that U.S. students fare best in the fourth-grade comparisons and steadily decline thereafter. Nothing is wrong with the children, while much is wrong with the schools.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Since 1972, the rate of student high school completionan essential ingredient for a stable work life in Americahas increased by less than 2 percent. Worse, according to a survey of employers, even entrants into the labor force with diplomas were not up to standard. Only 10 percent of U.S. students entering the work force with diplomas could solve "complex problems," only 12 percent could write, and a mere 22 percent grasped math well enough for the modern workplace. In 1997, IBM conducted research to examine the skills needed for entry-level jobs in manufacturing plants in California, Minnesota, New York, North Carolina, Texas, and Vermontpositions largely filled by high school graduates. The resulting study demonstrated that employees need a knowledge of algebra and statistics, not just basic math, yet only 7 percent of high school seniors nationwide had these skills. Graduates with these skills do significantly better on the job and are more likely to be promoted to better jobs. With regard to reading, a survey conducted by the American Management Association demonstrated that fully one-third of job applicants lacked sufficient reading skills to perform the job they sought.
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  	Some of the reasons for the disappointing school performance can be found by a deeper analysis of TIMSS and the work of a host of education analysts and labor economists who have come to a remarkable consensus in defining the problem and expounding on the possible remedies. Bill Schmidt and his colleagues at TIMSS, Chester Finn of the Thomas B. Fordham Foundation, Diane Ravitch of the Brookings Institution, John Bishop of Cornell University, Chris Cross of the Council on Basic Education, and Harold Stevenson of the University of Michigan are in remarkable agreement:
	

	

	


	
	
		
  	
  	

	

	
  	
	

	

	


	Teachers are poorly prepared for today's educational challenges, especially in crucial academic subjects such as math, science, and history.
		American academic standards are still far from world class.
		The U.S. curriculum is unfocused, and tests used to measure performance are not aligned to these standards.
		The practice of promoting students to the next level, whether or not they can perform at their current level, undermines the effectiveness of the entire enterprise.
		A failure to publicly release results or benchmark progress has made the U.S. rate of educational progress stagnant compared with the dramatic growth in other countries, especially America's economic competition.




	
  	
  	

	

	
  	U.S. students need to do much better to compete in the global economy. And students and their parents apparently agree. In a recent survey, 65 percent of students said they could do better if they tried and 70 percent said they would pay more attention in school and learn more if the standards were higher. Almost 80 percent of parents support higher standards, and a majority do not want students advanced unless they can demonstrate proficiency. These views are strongly held by minority parents, according to Public Agenda's surveys. Furthermore, students do not want to see other students promoted, unless they are prepared to do the next level of work. Based on all this information and emerging consensus, a good sense of the size and scope of the problem has been understood, as well as what needs to be done to address it.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	In 1996, IBM chief executive officer (CEO) Louis V. Gerstner, Jr., and Wisconsin governor Tommy Thompson convened a National Education Summit, which was attended by corporate leaders, governors from virtually every state, and President Bill Clinton. Attendees at the summit agreed that America's schools need world-class academic standards, high-quality
	

	

	















 

  	
  	
  	
  



	




	Page 187

	
  	
  	

	

	
  	assessments aligned with those standards, and clear accountability for performance. To quote Gerstner, whose longevity in the education debate is striking, "High standards are the sine qua non." The policy statement signed by the attendees outlined the kinds of significant changes that would need to be madechanges such as improved teacher training and professional development, more effective uses of technology, competition and reward programs to spur performance, and more creative and flexible uses of time within the day and year.
2 And they created a new organization called Achieve to sustain their efforts.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Systemic reforms dictate fundamental changes in the status quo, especially in the way schools are managed and governed. Repeatedly, reform efforts in education are frustrated by powerful bureaucracies, unions, other special interests, and the courts, in addition to the formidable inertia of the status quo. Fundamental change requires a wholesale redefinition of the roles of faculty, administrators, students, and parents, as well as a reallocation of resources and targeting of new investments in high-yield changes such as revisions in teacher compensation and technology infrastructure. When Gerstner addressed the National Governors' Association in 1995 in the speech that provoked the governors to hold a summit, he likened the U.S. education system to a business in need of a turnaround. He called for "a fundamental, bone-jarring revolution in K-12 education," in which all of the procedures and processes of the past are rigorously reviewed.3 However, effectuating such a revolution, as Gerstner knew, in education or in business involves confronting and eliminating systemic and institutional barriers to change, that is, collective bargaining agreements, a variety of education laws and regulations, and especially long-standing practice. The cost of doing nothingor too littlecould threaten the long-term economic viability of the United States.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	The Case of the New York City Public Schools
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	The New York City public schools are by a wide margin the largest public school system in the nation with more than 1.1 million children. Its one thousand-plus school buildings represent an infrastructure greater than that of the Cleveland, Miami, Philadelphia, Pittsburgh, and San Francisco public school systems combined, and its $9 billion-plus budget
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  	tops that of many states and large-scale corporations. But, while size may breed complexity in theory, it can also represent strength. For example, in a large system there ought to be economies of scale, especially in the provision of business-type services such as transportation, supplies, food, maintenance, and so on.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	The richness of New York City should present other advantages as well. In particular, the vast range of resources in New York City institutions could provide significant benefits. World-class art organizations, voluntary agencies, the country's richest foundations, and an impressive higher education sector offer resources that exist at a depth and size far greater than in any other community. This should afford the schools a plethora of resources to bring into classrooms and an abundance of support in the community. When it comes to providing private dollars to the schools, private philanthropy abounds. Roughly 60 percent of all America's philanthropic contributions in 1997 emanated from institutions with an address in New York City. With the largest and most diverse private and nonprofit sectors, enormous possibilities exist for technical help and support for schools that, if properly accessed, could significantly enrich the city's public education program. To date, the benefits of these advantages have yet to be fully realized by the school system.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	The richness, diversity, and size of New York City make it special, but certainly not unique. For example, Los Angeles has a rich and vibrant business and entertainment community; Chicago an impressive and rich industrial base; Boston a thriving higher education community; and most major cities have an array of cultural agencies and private foundations to draw upon. These resources often set them apart from rural or even most suburban locales. What makes New York City's schools unique, as well as complex, is the school governance structure.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	The New York City Board of Education, the school system's governing body, consists of seven members appointed by six different elected officialsthe essence of diffused accountability. Two members are appointed by the mayor and one by each of the five borough presidents. (All serve for four concurrent years.) On rare occasions in New York's history, the board included former cabinet and subcabinet officials such as Anna Rosenberg Hoffman, William VandenHeuvel, and John Doar; political leaders such as former deputy mayor Robert F. Wagner, Jr., and City Council finance chairman Edward Sadowsky; and business leaders such
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  	as Richard Beattie. Some active public school parents have also served on the board. However, few of its recent members bring important educational and civic experiences to bear. Perhaps more important, fewer still had experiences serving on major policy boards or any real engagement in education policy issues before their board appointment.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	In addition to the central board, there is a redundant layer of governance; thirty-two locally elected school boards with almost three hundred members survive as the legacy of the community control battles of the late 1960s. These local boards have operational control over elementary and middle or junior high schools, while responsibility for senior high schools rests with the central Board of Education. Control over special education is split between local and central boards. While recent changes in governance have strengthened the role of the chancellor, in practice the local boards are still important. New York City's school budget and labor-management issues are strongly influenced by the budgets of New York City and New York state and by the city's collective bargaining agreements. In addition, a separate entitythe School Construction Authorityhandles school construction, while the board's school buildings department has responsibility for maintenance and custodial operations. Consent decrees and court involvement cover both special education and bilingual education. The board's finances are monitored by a panoply of city and state agencies, including two comptrollers, the Financial Control Board, the city's Office of Management and Budget, and the mayor's Office of Operations. Nonetheless, too frequently, critical problems slip between the cracks, less for lack of oversight than for lack of consensus and collaboration by the board's overseers. This official and unofficial governance structure is worthy of Rube Goldberg.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	The management model for most U.S. public schools and school districts owes much to three significant major American enterprises as they existed at the beginning of the twentieth century: farms, business, and the military. Many of the dominant features of schools follow the nineteenth century agrarian model. The school calendar, the school year, and the nine to three o'clock school day were established to serve the American farming community at the turn of the nineteenth century. Students did not begin school before much of the harvest work had been completed; the school day ended when natural light was no longer available; and the school term ended in time for late spring planting.
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  	From industry at the turn of the century, U.S. schools learned the factory model of educationstandardized tests and curricula, assembly-line models of production, standardized work effort, and the hierarchical reporting relationships of teachers, assistant principals, principals, and superintendents. American educators, like American industrialists, believed that the mind was simply another muscle that needed regular exercise. Such exercise could be accomplished through rote memorization of words and numbers in classrooms at a given time during the day.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	From the American military and successful businesses of the early to mid-twentieth century, school systems learned to supervise factory-modeled schools with hierarchical management structures of command and control, limiting discretion or innovation in the classroom much in the same way it was limited on the factory floor. Standardized hours of operation and process controls were prevalent in both industry and in the schools. Time clocks survived in the New York City schools until just a few years ago.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Perhaps not surprisingly, the current management model of the New York City public schools was designed by a large New York City business organizationthe Economic Development Council (EDC), a now defunct citywide business organization and forerunner of the New York City Partnership. More than twenty-five years ago, EDC executives on loan from major New York City companies developed a centralized management structure for the New York City public schools that divided the central Board of Education's work into a series of divisions for budget, legal affairs, personnel, supplies, buildings, business and administration, food, transportation, curriculum, high schools, and so on. Executive directors of these independent units reported through chief executives to the chancellor via one or more deputy chancellors. The structure reinforced the hierarchical command and control nature of the system but made service to its customers, students, and parents a relatively low priority.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	In the face of global competition and technological change, America's business community has largely discarded these silo-like hierarchical structures in favor of flatter administrative structures, permitting more direct contact between supervisors and workers and collaboration among workers. Technology has fueled a good deal of this change. The American farm, too, has been transformed, especially by technology and science. Even the military has shifted decisionmaking to the ground level, as evidenced
	

	

	















 

  	
  	
  	
  



	




	Page 191

	
  	
  	

	

	
  	in Operation Desert Storm, and has adopted modern technology in its training and operations. Yet, the New York City public schools' administrative structure and organization chart, though changed somewhat, still owe much to that early work done by EDC a quarter-century ago.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	No transformation of an institution, let alone one as complex and challenging as the New York City public schools, is possible without real leadership, and in New York City, that leadership must be exercised by the chancellor.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Chancellor of Schools
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	The chancellor of schools in New York City is believed to have the largest and toughest urban education challengemanagerially, educationally, and politicallyin the country. Since the early 1980s, seven individuals have served as chancellor of schools, which works out to less than the average 2.5 years in length of service of other urban school superintendents. The chancellor of schools, like the superintendent of schools in other school districts, must perform three critical functions: An effective school system leader must first and foremost be an educational leader; second, an effective manager; and last, but perhaps most significant, an exemplary public sector strategist.
4 Some chancellors have been more willing and able to attempt educational reform than others.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Leader
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	As educational leader, the chancellor must chart a course that will significantly improve educational outcomes. This can be done only if the leader puts in place educational standards, long absent in New York City schools, against which the community can evaluate and measure results. These standards need to be high, applied universally to all children, clear, and, most significant, measurable. They also must be developed with the full involvement of the entire communityespecially the instructional staff. The leader must also utilize a measurement systemtests and assessmentsthat are clear and unambiguous. These measurements must be applied fairly for all students and the results publicly reported and used to ensure accountability for performance. This means that individual performance results are made available to parents, and school-by-school
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  	results available to the larger community. To promote positive behavior, faculty, students, and administrators must receive rewards for success and sanctions for failure. The most telling accountability is a financial remuneration system that rewards performance, that is, those who are successful should earn more money, and those schools and programs that are most effective ought to realize some financial rewards as well.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	A key component related both to school accountability and the ability to reach high standards is the development of a system of staff training and professional development that receives serious programmatic and financial attention. Conventional teacher training programs are simply not effective. The leadership of large, urban school systems must take training seriously, ensuring that academic content is enriched and that teachers have sufficient practice teaching to enhance success in the classroom. The education leader must also focus on tailoring professional development activities to the specific needs of teachers and schools. The school leader must help inspire a system that offers teachers and principals the range of skills they need to help students meet academic standards. Teachers should be well educated before they enter the classroom; professional development must be available during their careers. Ongoing professional development for teachers must be solidly grounded in the academic subject matter taught in the classroom, be connected to curriculum and assessments, and, perhaps most vitally, be school-based, with hands-on opportunities to implement new skills directly in the classroom.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	The chancellor also must mobilize the school system's various internal and external audiences around this educational and instructional agenda, by involving key constituenciesparents, business, higher education, community organizations, civic and religious leaders, and the political establishment and mediaas partners in the effort. The chancellor must constantly challenge them to embrace new ideas and to use and support successful techniques and practices from other school systems across the country and around the world. Finally, the chancellor must attract resources to the system, both externally from government sources and the private sector and internally via aggressive reallocation of resources from programs that do not work to those that do. At the same time, the leader must be the system's greatest cheerleader yet its most clear-eyed critic. In exercising leadership, he or she must be strong enough to move power,
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  	control, and decisionmaking away from the central bureaucracy and build and support capacity at the school level. This last point may be most important in providing the kind of leadership that will encourage and support reformers at the building level.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Manager
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	In a large urban school system, effective management is vital. The school system's leader must assemble a cadre of managers with relevant experience within school systems as well as those with specialized talent and different experiences who have been recruited to the system. While executives in specialized areas such as technology, planning, labor relations, school maintenance, and legal affairs may occasionally be found within school systems among the ranks of former teachers, assistant principals, or principals, such skills are hard to find. In one urban district, a former math teacher has developed and managed a multibillion dollar budget, but superintendents cannot count on finding experienced financial managers among school personnel. Because many superintendents come from the ranks of former principals and educational administrators and may have little formal management training, they should be able to attract, supervise, and keep skilled managers who understand modern management techniques and have the specialized skills and experience to produce continuous improvement, using the most up-to-date technology and methods such as cross-functional teaming and benchmarking.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	The school system administrators must view the schools, teachers, students, and parents as their customers. To help develop a customer-focused view, central administrators need to identify customer satisfaction measurements that can be utilized to determine whether and to what extent central administration efforts support instruction and student achievement.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Finally, even the most effective chancellor cannot manage a system of the size and scale of a large urban district without access to the kind of data and data system that will help drive effective decisionmaking at the school and classroom level while providing accountability at the central level. This requires that the system have access to the most effective technology tools available and that these be integrated into day-to-day instruction and management of the system.
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  	Strategist
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	A school leader must think strategically. In urban districts, many of the tasks involved in running a school district require balancing and integrating a complicated set of financial, intergovernmental, legal, and administrative responsibilities. For example, in large, complex systems such as New York City, changes in personnel systems often involve changes in law, regulation, and certification that must be coordinated and plotted much as one might plan a complicated corporate takeover. Special education changes often involve legal, collective bargaining, and regulatory issues. Heavily unionized systems such as Boston, Chicago, New the tasks involved in running a school district require balancing and integrating a complicated set of financial, intergovernmental, legal, and administrative responsibilities. For example, in large, complex systems such as New York City, changes in personnel systems often involve changes in law, regulation, and certification that must be coordinated and plotted much as one might plan a complicated corporate takeover. Special education changes often involve legal, collective bargaining, and regulatory issues. Heavily unionized systems such as Boston, Chicago, New York City, and Philadelphia have placed many work-rule issues under collective bargaining. Budget agreements must be coordinated at all three levels of government because each is so dependent upon the other.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	A school leader must also be strategic in public relationships. Few chief executives are represented in the press the way a school system leader is. Education in urban districts is often covered by the media as a political or breaking story. Without an integrated strategic plan and the ability to reformat and revise that plan to adapt to various circumstances, a school system's leadership can be pulled in different directions to meet the problem du jour. Some cities have more than one daily newspaper, as is the case in Chicago, New York City, and Philadelphia, as well as electronic media and weekly publications. In those jurisdictions, the school leader must be an experienced communicator presenting his or her case to the public in a way that builds understanding and support.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Despite the enormous complexities of the job, most chancellors and superintendents have insufficient formal preparation for this work and rely heavily on instinct and the advice and counsel of others. It is not unusual for school leaders to negotiate a large-scale budget or collective bargaining agreement with nothing other than limited on-the-job training.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	To understand the totality of issues involved in running this or any other urban school system, I will reflect back on a number of experiences I had as deputy schools chancellor and chief operating officer of the New York City schools during Chancellor Joseph A. Fernandez's nearly four-year tenure. These real-life examples perhaps will help shed light on whether the kinds of changes that need to take place in urban schooling can be achieved given existing structures.
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  	In the Trenches
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	In September 1989, after a nationwide search, the Board of Education by unanimous vote selected Joseph A. Fernandez as chancellor of the New York City public schools. Fernandez, then superintendent of schools in Miami, the nation's fourth largest school district, was an urban educator with an exemplary national reputation. The question was never whether the New York City public schools wanted Fernandez, but whether he would accept the job were it offered. Fernandez was recommended to the board, along with two other well-known urban school superintendents, culled down from a list of twenty or more that included at least one of his successors. Nearly four years later when Fernandez left New York, columnist Jack Newfield commenting on his tenure said, ''Fernandez has the qualities of leadership. In an age of facile ambiguity, he is a captain with ideas, vision and boldness. He is steel in a season of styrofoam." Fernandez came in riding a crest of widespread accolades. He left an admired leader, yet one whose accomplishments were consistently tempered. The results of his tenure while decidedly positive are emblematic of what is troubling urban education. Although not scheduled to begin serving in his new capacity until January 1990, the chancellor-designee, while completing his responsibilities in Miami, embarked upon a three-month transition period, meeting with board members, board employees, city and state elected officials, business leaders, parent groups, advocates, legislators, and union leaders. From these meetings, he learned that the school system suffered from paralysis. Too many special interests controlled the school agenda at the expense of the children. Local school district affairs were dominated by disputes about perks and patronage and, in some cases, were simply corrupt. Parents felt powerless against a large, powerful bureaucracy and an even more powerful set of unions. The unanimous advice: Do not wait for new studies; hit the ground running; take decisive and immediate action; the system needs radical, not incremental, change.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Fernandez developed a plan that at its core included significant instructional changesin particular, the setting of high academic standards.
5 He refused to champion a specific academic approach or fad. Instead, he proposed shifting from a system of centralized control to one of school-based management and shared decisionmaking. He sought to loosen the
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  	strong central control of a remote bureaucracy and support and encourage activity at the school level. This type of modern business model flowed from his beliefs that groups of teachers, administrators, and parents, freed from top-down control and empowered with the right information, would develop the best instructional approaches and that, in a system of one million children, no one best way existed to organize schools or deliver instruction. The chancellor's thinking was that, with clear standards in place, schools could measure performance against a set of clear outcome measures. He also favored enhanced accountability at the school level via changes in state law governing tenure for principals, school hiring, and budgeting. He believed in opening the system to a variety of constituencies, especially parents and teachers, but also community organizations and cultural institutions. Business leaders were invited in, not simply for traditional join-a-school or adopt-a-school programs, but for real power-sharing partnerships.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Fernandez downsized the central administration, put pressure on poorly performing local districts, and pursued legislative change. He aggressively solicited private foundations and corporations to provide seed money to set up study groups to analyze priority issues such as the math and science programs, school overcrowding, and the arts. In a six-month period, he achieved significant legislative victories that had eluded his predecessors and was lauded in the New York and national press.
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  	However, despite public support for change and Fernandez's consistently high approval ratings, powerful special interests were able to mitigate and moderate virtually every specific reform he advancedeven his most important strategies. Political wrangling stalled his reforms and removed critical issues from the public's eye; the changes dictated by research, evidence, study, and analysis could be only partially implemented, and the revolution he attempted to foment in the system did not survive his tenure.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Dropout Prevention
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Killing a programeven an ineffective oneis often harder than starting a new one. This is particularly true in the public sector, and even more so in education. A case in point was New York City's Drop-out
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  	Prevention Program (DPP). The dropout rate is a clear measure of a system's effectiveness. New York City's was unacceptably high, even though DPP was budgeted at more than $120 million over the three-year period 198689. To address school attrition, DPP largely invested in supplemental guidance in schools, without any systemic effort at reforming ailing schools. It did not address the quality of school leadership or the instructional program. According to an evaluation of the program by Columbia University's Teachers College, despite massive expenditures over a number of years, no substantial changes in school operations had taken place and no substantial improvement in the dropout rate was evident.
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  	Fernandez was determined to begin a total program restructuring consistent with the research findings. But legislative leaders who had helped create the program were reluctant to see the chancellor expose its weaknesses. Veteran board administrators shared this view and consistently urged a strategy of protecting existing programs at all costs. Despite their opposition, the chancellor sought to scrap the program and replace it with an initiative that would integrate services after school with curriculum and instruction during the school day. As a consequence of the chancellor's changes, the dropout rate was cut from 22 percent to 16.2 percent in the new program's initial two years of operation, with further reductions achieved thereafter.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Although the program was successful, compromise was required to obtain legislative and especially Board of Education acquiescence to sustain its funding. The compromised program preserved some funding for support services from community-based organizations (including many that legislative leaders were interested in) but diminished the full measure of resources that would be needed to maintain effective school-based academic services. While the dropout problem was more severe in certain schools than in others, central Board of Education members resisted targeting efforts only on those schools most in need, favoring instead a program that would spread resources across schools in the various boroughs they represented. This sort of political compromise, accommodating geographic, political, and often racial or ethnic concerns, is standard fare in urban districts. While the chancellor refused board members and key legislators the fuller role that they requested in selecting
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  	staff and in many other program elements and spending decisions, in this instance, politics undermined the full effectiveness of the program.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Disruptive Students
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	The chancellor determined to seek a remedy for students who were disrupting the entire school environment. He believed that a relatively small population, in some schools only a dozen or more students, set the tone for broader school discipline problems and school safety issues. Because expulsions would turn a school problem into a neighborhood problem, he determined to find an effective, in-school solution. He created a plan for so-called borough academies for these students. "600 Schools," a code name for schools offering custodial care to students with behavior problems, were eliminated in New York City in the early seventies pursuant to a court ruling that exposed them for what they werea failed program that promoted racial isolation. Advocacy organizations and civil libertarians consistently struck down any attempt to reinstate any special programs for disaffected students, even though school administrators and teachers increasingly called for some way of removing disruptive students. In past years, chancellors were immobilized by this debate, while the rate of violent incidents in the schools escalated. Often disruptive students became what the system referred to as "road's scholars," transferred from school to school by administrators, with little productive educational or social intervention provided. Despite urgings to the contrary by members of the central Board of Education and legal advisers on the chancellor's staff, Fernandez decided to create new small school settings in every borough for students who had become particularly disaffected and perhaps disruptive in the regular school environment. He also put together training in conflict resolution for teachers and a set of prevention programs drawn from nationally recognized models.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Some, including members of the central Board of Education, representatives from the mayor's office, local school officials, and other elected officials were vocal in their fear that any plan would be confused with the old "600 Schools" and tried to kill the plan. Several others, especially educational and civil liberties organizations, threatened legal action even before a program design was fully formulated.
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  	For the schools to withstand legal challenge, the program was voluntary, not compulsory, and the number of schools limited. Through numerous meetings with school employees, unions, the media, and advocates, Fernandez sold his ideas. He worked extensively with neighborhood groups that resisted having these schools in their backyard. The chancellor maintained his resolve, eventually opening one program in each borough of the city.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Once operational, these schools worked well. They offered lower class size, access to more support services and counseling, internships, work opportunities, and flexible academic programs. In a smaller setting, students got more attention while the schools they left became more orderly. A private not-for-profit operatorWildcat Service Corporationran one of these schools under a unique contract that caught the attention of union leaders who ultimately agreed to look the other way when it came up for approval at a board meeting. The Wildcat program is similar to a charter school, even though New York state does not as yet have a charter school law. These programs helped to relieve pressure on other schools, but the compromises to get the program off the ground to avoid legal challenge were significant. The voluntary nature of the program, while not crippling, delayed the schools' implementation and limited their effectiveness. And limiting the number of schools to be initiated reduced its overall effect on the system.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Legislative Change
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	To enhance accountability and improve performance, the chancellor eliminated two of the most vestigial organizations of the school system. Both had been protected by state law. The first was the Board of Examiners, a featherbedding perch for school administrators that wasted more than $7 million a year duplicating the testing provided by the National Teaching Exam (NTE), which most other school districts in the state depend upon in addition to school-based interviews. Maintaining both hurdles had the effect of delaying the recruitment and hiring process. The Board of Examiners utilized existing and retired school administrators to design and administer paper and pencil tests for teachers and administrators over and above the NTE and interviews that most other
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  	school system used. When the Board of Examiners chose not to give a test for chemistry or math teachers, it could effectively deprive the system of such teachers until it got additional budget. The chancellor eliminated the board through changes in state law over the objections of key unions, certain superintendents, and a powerful legislative committee chair. This was a signal accomplishment given that the board had outlived other campaigns to scrap it.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	When chancellor-designee Fernandez initially suggested to the Speaker of the New York State Assembly that he wanted to eliminate the Board of Examiners, he was told it could never happen. It was too tough politically, and powerful forces were aligned against it. "Why don't you come up with a nice after-school programsomething that costs under $5 million. We'll get you the money for it," the Speaker offered. The then-chairman of the New York State Senate Education Committee (who had no constituents in New York City) was even more blunt. He told the chancellor that the board would never be eliminated, and, if he chose to press the issue, it would hurt the New York City public schools' chances to receive increases in general state aid to education and their ability to have a stable capital budget program.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	So-called building tenure, a right that existed for principals nowhere else on the planet, was the second unique New York City institution targeted by the chancellor for elimination in favor of strong in-service and skills upgrading programs. The elimination of building tenure proved no less difficult than the elimination of the Board of Examiners. Former mayor Edward Koch, who supported the effort, said that it could not succeed. "They will block it in the legislature," he advised. He did say that, it Fernandez was successful, someone should "erect a statue of you in Central Park." (When the Board of Examiners was eliminated, Fernandez reminded Koch about the statue. Koch's rejoinder''You don't want a statue. Don't you know what pigeons do to statues?!")
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Even these two highly visible victories were compromised in some measure to ensure the final result. In the end, the Board of Examiners was eliminated, but not entirely. A compromise created a cumberstone and costly intermediary process that still exists, diverting some resources and delaying hiring. Building tenure was also eliminated, but legislative sachems only allowed its demise pursuant to a collective bargaining agreement with the principals union, setting the stage for further negotiations.
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  	Today, principal tenure remains, though not to a specific school, and removing a principal is time-consuming and expensive. It can be done but seldom happens.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Budget Issues
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Facing enormous fiscal problems in his first two years, on the scale faced by the schools during New York City's brush with bankruptcy in the mid-1970s, Fernandez won important legislative and regulatory victories that translated into hundreds of millions of dollars in savings.
8 To manage the severe budget shortfalls of the 1970s, one of his predecessors had laid off large numbers of teachers, shortened the school day, and stripped the system of art, music, and guidance services. Fernandez instead proposed to fill the holes in his budget with revenues and savings achieved via an array of management improvements. For example, he negotiated an early retirement bill that saved $150 million; obtained mandate relief over state categorical programs, especially special education, that saved $30 million; secured a revision in state building aid formulas that netted $15 million; and devised a novel plan to reimburse the school system for special education costs by making the New York City schools a licensed medicaid provider (permitting billing directly to the federal government) generating $100 million more. In the aggregate, these victories avoided the necessity of laying off any instructional personnel and helped achieve close to half a billion dollars in revenue over a two-year period.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Fernandez also convinced the teachers to defer pay and the state to agree to make aid payments on accelerated schedules. These savings helped the schools avoid the cuts and service disruptions that occurred under previous chancellors and wait out the economic downturn until improved budget circumstances returnedas they did in the middle 1990s. But many of these savings also came with strings. For example, while artificial class-size restrictions for moderately handicapped children were altered, the state Education Department required an expensive and individualized review of each student, including a built-in appeals process, that dragged out the reform effort and delayed the realization of some of the savings. Another reform that was quietly blocked involved
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  	of mildly handicapped students, who were supposed to receive stop-to-stop instead of door-to-door transportation. However, at the behest of the state, individual parents were given the right of appeal, often reversing the change and negating budget savings. Special education buses were not only more expensive because of door-to-door service, but also, unlike regular education, each special education bus had a matron (sometimes a relative of the driver). An early-retirement bill proposed by the chancellor was ultimately redrafted at the eleventh hour by the teachers union, working in concert with legislative leadership. The resulting bill was more costly, and political wrangling delayed its implementation.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	The Media
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Important allies in support of these efforts were leaders of the New York City media. All four of New York City's top daily newspapers consistently supported Fernandez in editorial after editorial. The New York Times and the Daily News were particularly effective in opposing building tenure and the Board of Examiners. Over a five-month period, the Daily News ran a dozen full-page editorials lambasting opponents and supporting Fernandez. During the early legislative sessions of 1990, 1991, 1992, and 1993, Fernandez made repeated trips to Albany to meet with key legislators. High-profile media coverage elevated the importance of the issues. At one meeting with a key member of the State Senate, Fernandez walked into the legislator's office fingering a copy of that morning's full page Daily News editorial. "These things mean nothing to me!" the senator bellowed. Clearly, just the opposite was true.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Despite their support, however, the media often missed the nuance involved in educational issues once implementation began. For example, after a particularly difficult budget negotiation with the mayor was concluded in the chancellor's favor, giving the school system $31.5 million in specially designated funds to spend on programs to make the schools safer, a city budget official made a "below the line cut" of $28.4 million overturning the chancellor's victory. A memo, from a budget official, outlining these decisions said it all: "The Board of Education is receiving $31.5 million of the lottery funding. There was also a concomitant decrease of $28.4 million in tax levy funds during the adopted budget.
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  	This leaves all the lottery funding intact, and it should all be used for new programs."
9 Because the effect of this action was missed by the media, parents, teachers, and administrators fully expected new school safety programs, not knowing that the chancellor had lost the specific resources to fund them. The media also sensationalized or trivialized issues. Headlines characterizing schools that would participate in a controlled condom availability program as "Condom High Schools" or labeling a training program for principals as "Reform School for Principals" hardly enhanced the public's understanding of education.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	The public support that Fernandez built around education through strategically planned and executed campaigns helped him to achieve vital reforms. Still, at the level of detailed implementation, the activist chancellor was too often reduced to a cog in the wheel of compromise. In some instances, as in one teacher contract negotiation, he was excluded from the final discussion of a money settlement that featured only the union leadership and the city administration. In each case of negotiations, formal and otherwise, special interests mitigated the full effect of reform; they were able largely to escape public attention. This is an old story. But, for a school system badly in need of radical, not incremental, change, the results were costly, slowing the reform effort and often offering less accountability than may have been apparent to the public. Had the chancellor complained too publicly, he would most certainly have endangered other efforts down the road.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	New Schools
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Fernandez's most lasting impact on the system was achieved late in his tenure. The chancellor felt that many New York City high schools, serving two thousand to three thousand youngsters or more, were too big to be effective. More important, he believed that more than just one or two exemplary models existed for providing education to a quarter of a million high school students. For too long, schools had ignored the research on what works and refused to replicate the isolated successes of individual schools. Research from the Rand Corporation and studies of magnet school programs, among others, pointed to the effectiveness of small, theme-centered schools where students have exercised choice. Based on
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  	this research and the severe overcrowding in the system, Fernandez seized on systemwide overcrowding as a way to force the creation of more than seventy new small secondary schools via a system of choice and competition in the public schools. In launching this initiative, however, his goal was more than just the creation of new schools. He wanted to provide a research and development laboratory within the system for piloting new educational strategies for all schools and a source of choice and competition to reinvigorate existing schools. He hoped not only to create new school designs, but also to experiment with radically new governance structures, that is, schools led by teachers; the replacement of assistant principals with master teachers and mentor teachers; and different hours of operation, different themes, and new assignment and assessment systems. He also wanted to pioneer new personnel systems that offered schools greater say in who would be on their faculty, specially designed curriculum, and greater accountability to parents, the community, and the public. Essentially, he wanted to create a public charter school system that would exert market pressures on schools to change in fundamental ways. Working with a variety of school-based and nonprofit intermediaries such as the Fund for New York City Public Education (now called New Visions) and the Coalition of Essential Schools and aided by planning grants from a host of private sources such as the Surdna and Diamond foundations, the chancellor's plan was designed to maximize resources and offer a set of real choices to students and parents. He hoped to exert pressure on school districts and central administrative structures.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	What resulted was a flood of rapid-fire, impressive innovations: a high school for the environment, several for public service careers, the study of infrastructure via a School for the Physical City, a museum school, a theme school in health careers, several centered around the performing arts, one in marine biology, two in finance, and a Choir Academy built on the success of the Boys Choir of Harlem. The grade configurations for these schools differed, including K-12, K-8, 58, and 612. Some involved closing and reopening schools that did not work, such as Julia Richman High School in Manhattan, one of the city's large, impersonal high schools. Some of the partners were traditional, including education institutions such as Brooklyn College, Syracuse University, Pratt Institute, Medgar Evers College, and Kingsborough Community College. Others were not, such as community agencies El Puente, the Door, the
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  	Council on the Environment, ACORN, and churches in the South Bronx and Brooklyn. Many businesses also were involved, ranging from Goldman Sachs to Citibank to Salomon Brothers.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	The speed with which some of these schools were developed was remarkable. For example, in October 1991, the chancellor accepted a concept plan, prepared by the Council on the Environment, to establish a High School for Environmental Studies.
10 The chancellor requested and received a $20,000 planning grant from the Surdna Foundation to refine the curriculum and address issues such as student selection, site preparation, and the budget. A team of school planners and foundation staff expanded the plan to a full-scale design. The school opened on schedule in September 1992 with a group of 150 ninth graders. It was initially housed in the old Stuyvesant High School building, then moved to a new building in the fall of 1994. Just three months later at the end of a busy day, the school principal, a teacher, and twenty students appeared unannounced in the chancellor's office to thank him personally for the opportunity to attend the new school. In a 1997 New York magazine article on the most effective New York City high schools, the school was cited for its innovative curriculum and effective programs. It and several other new schools were on a list of the ten best high schools in the city.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	The partnerships with universities, community groups, and businesses not only enriched the schools with substantial new private resources but also held the promise of creating a new and politically powerful constituency for public education in New York City. Valued resources such as college faculty, campus facilities, corporate volunteers and contributions, and corporate mentors and internships were obtained. They produced exciting educational innovations and enriched those that were traditional in nature. And, they brought an impressive array of corporate, foundation, and community funding to the schools. School bureaucrats instinctively feared all outside institutions and their involvement and effect on curriculum and personnel decisions, but the new partnerships were an important source of continuing support for the public schools.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Power sharing with these partner institutions was anathema to local politicians and school boards, as well as the Board of Education bureaucracy and the central Board of Education. For one powerful borough president, the plan to work with East Brooklyn churches or ACORN, which had caused political difficulties for the borough president on the housing
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  	front, was "totally unacceptable" and would have to be rethought. Another school board chairman and superintendent refused to have a new school located in their community in spite of the offer of a donated building and a $1 million grant from a private corporation. A third district threatened to sue to block a new school in its neighborhood. A fourth school board chairman, retaliating for the chancellor's support of an innovative school design, evicted a bilingual school from its school space and, out of pique, sent students and parents to a school on the other side of the district. The chancellor stepped in and reversed the decision after a legal challenge. Over an eight-month period, the chancellor's personal intervention was required in twenty instances to permit innovative school designs to go forward.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Negotiations with teachers unions over a waiver of seniority of assignment in staff recruitment and with the principals union over whether schools of a few dozen or a few hundred students would have to hire a full principal or assistant principal were resolved only after personal intervention by the chancellor. When thwarted in official bargaining, some of these groups attempted to go over Fernandez's head to board members or other political officials. The funding for space to accommodate these new arrangements and the planning required to get them off the ground were repeatedly blocked by the city administration until Fernandez devised a mechanism to provide state reimbursement for leases and leasehold improvements. Moreover, the process of approving leased space was torturous. Compromises were repeatedly made to enable this revolutionary program to go forward.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	The concept of starting one or two new schools or opening annexes to relieve overcrowding is hardly new, nor is it unusual to grant waivers permitting more latitude in hiring decisions to a few schools. During the 1980s, a few theme schools were opened in New York City, notably in East Harlem's District 4 by Anthony Alvarado, then its superintendent. What was new, however, was the scope of Fernandez's reform. His effort was a welcome change for most New Yorkers, but many school principals, superintendents, their unions, and members of the central Board of Education perceived these changes as a threat. Consequently, the new schools quickly became isolated from the rest of the school system. Faced with hostility from their local districts, the chancellor gave the schools special rules, budgets, and space arrangements. While this provided support,
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  	it exacerbated the tension in the districts. Admissions policies had to be negotiated and renegotiated to demonstrate that the new schools would fully serve all segments of the community and not receive special treatment. While the teachers union publicly backed these new schools, the supervisors union clearly did not. In alliance with a supporter on the central board in the midst of a political campaign, the supervisors union struck a deal locking in unnecessary staffing and costs to these schools well into the future.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	It is too early to tell whether small schools with innovative programs will mimic market pressures and revitalize the rest of secondary education. Early results, however, appear promising in the schools themselves. Most of these schools are working well, and their results warrant not only their continuation, but also expansion of the effort to innovate. Moreover, the reform has now survived through two new chancellors and has been adapted by other school systems in the United States. A recent evaluation compiled by New York University documents significantly higher graduation rates among these schools in addition to higher attendance and lower rates of school incidents. It also demonstrates that over time per-pupil costs were lower, not higher, in the small high schools. However, budget and collective bargaining battles slowed efforts to spread this reform into existing neighborhood or zoned high schools after Fernandez's departure in 1993. His successors had less of an interest or willingness to support educational innovation. The system's ownership over this reform lagged somewhat, and the reformers lost a powerful ally at the top of the system to promote and continue the reform agenda.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	School-Based Management, Shared Decisionmaking
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Supporters of the status quo opposed and rebuffed full-scale implementation of Fernandez's plan for school-based management. The principals union fought this initiative even before Fernandez began work, promising that it would never get off the ground. The union objected to the extent of teacher involvement in school-based management committees and feared that school-based management and shared decisionmaking would threaten the autonomy of principals. But, resistance from principals was minor compared with hostility from local school boards and their superintendents. Some local district superintendents refused to allow
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  	schools in their district to participate in school-based management and shared decisionmaking, fearing the loss of their own power. In spite of the interest at the school level, one Queens district blocked participation by any of its schools. While school-based management did come to pass after extensive negotiations with the supervisors union, local superintendents, local boards, and the central board, the reform did not provide for full control at the school level over many vital issues needed to make decentralization work, including budgets, scheduling, hiring, and curriculum.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	However, school-based management, though severely compromised, showed that parents, teachers, and administrators, working together, could improve educational programs. In one school, the school-based management committee initiated transitional classes so new immigrants could be integrated into the school. In another, cooperative learning models were adopted. In a third, a special reading program was funded by cashing in an unfilled assistant principal's position. In other districts, after-school programs were expanded, classes were shortened to create special guidance programs. In one school, an after-school program was developed in which bilingual students were hired to teach Spanish to teachers. Hundreds of new instructional and administrative approaches were created by the schools operating under school-based management.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Corrupt Practice
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Fernandez did not tolerate corruption or abuse of public trust. Over his nearly four-year tenure, he took action against twenty-one of thirty-two local school districts, two-thirds of the districts in the city.
11 He forced a district with racially exclusive hiring procedures to adopt the principles of diversity by using a threat of legal challenge. In another district that refused to serve severely handicapped children from its own community, he explained the positive results of inclusion. In other districts, he challenged incompetent principals. He was frequently being sued by the school boards and superintendents he superseded or replaced. When he stripped local boards in Brooklyn or the Bronx of their hiring authority because they intended to put in place inept principals or took control of a drug budget in a South Bronx district that had failed to operate even one program or ensured parent participation in principal
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  	selection, Fernandez was attacked by the local boards and by politicians connected to them. In their view, he was a centralizer who did not respect community control. Decentralization has nothing to do with padding a payroll, hiring friends and relatives, taking kickbacks in textbook purchases, or selling principalships. Local boards invariably supported other local boards and superintendents, no matter how corrupt. Ironically, though these battles had citywide support, they ultimately diminished the chancellor's power, robbing him of the local political support he needed in other key educational and budgetary fights. Even more significant, these battles diverted substantial amounts of his attention and entangled him in difficult legal challenges and procedural maneuvers.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	When Fernandez attempted changes in the system, opposition came from many sources, beginning with the central Board of Education and extending to legislative leaders, community and local political groups, the thirty bargaining units that represented most of the more than 100,000 school employees, and city and state budgeteers. Even before Fernandez officially began his work, he had built up a powerful set of enemies, and clashes with the city government and the mayor's budget aides began virtually the moment city budget shortfalls were identified. After one public disagreement over city cuts in funding for coal inspectors for the three hundred city schools with coal-burning furnaces, the deputy mayor retaliated by suspending garbage pickups in New York City public schools.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Clashes with local school boards and local school superintendents over budget and policy issues were regular occurrences. However, fights resulted even more frequently over local hiring decisions, perks, and patronage. A report prepared by a special investigator exposed one school district in Brooklyn where each job was identified by the initials of the school board member to whom the employee owed his or her position. It was no coincidence that this district had the lowest ratio of school aides-per-student in the city and the highest ratio of students-to-teachers, and their school performance was among the lowest in the city. In this district, jobs clearly came before learning.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Every special interest group had its advocates. Individual state and city legislators championed the interests of unions of teachers, custodians, school guards, and school nurses; nonpublic schools; and even individual contractors. It often seemed as if everyone, from those selling services to those selling goods, had a champion in city or state legislative bodies
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  	or, closer to home, on the central board itself. The same legislators requesting concessions for their causes were also key to the passage of legislation and action on state and city school budgets. In addition, because central board action was required on every decisioneven those as minor as contracts for boiler or roof repairs or acceptance of grantsa needed item could be held hostage by any central board member seeking satisfaction, usually some form of educational pork barrel, related to that or some other item.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Fernandez was an activist chancellor with an agenda for change who tried to move a system captured by powerful unions and other special interests. He was supported by a host of people within and outside of the public school systemBob Wagner, Jr., and Carl McCall, the board presidents at the start and end of his tenure, respectively; business leaders; teachers; parents; and the media. Many people shared his vision and supported his commitment to change, but the special interest opposition was certainly daunting. Like the checks and balances of the federal government, education in New York City is characterized by an inordinate number of constituencies that can prevent systemic change from taking place. Battling with some leaders, while negotiating with others, is contentious and time-consuming, and the results are not always satisfying.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Clearcut wins are rareeven modest changes involve compromise, two steps forward and, too often, one or two steps back. Legislators who vote on the school budget may receive the lion's share of their political campaign contributions from one or more of the school system's employee unions, bus contractors, or other special interests. A chancellor traveling to Albany, hat in hand, or just across the river to the City Council may find a legislative leader more sympathetic to one or another special interest than the community's general educational interest.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	The story of the New York City public schools reflects the facts of life in any intensely political education system. Chancellors, deputy chancellors, and their top managers must work within a diffuse system of politics and governance. Some would argue that any good public administrator, whether in social welfare, public safety, or public education, must practice the delicate arts of politics and tough compromise and the precarious balancing of interest groups and constituencies. With tough-minded leadership, progress can be made, though too often it is incremental and evanescent. And yet, it is hard to imagine that this type of
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  	system will not, in the long run, filter out or diminish efforts to bring about the prompt, serious, systemic structural changes that must be made to achieve the needed seismic improvements in student performance. For this to occur, sweeping changes are needed, not the small and uncertain advances that the stakeholders in the status quo permit.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Structural Changes
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	If the major urban school districts were businesses, they would be classic candidates for a corporate turnaround. A business in need of a turnaround generally hires a chief executive officer with the express understanding that he or she will institute the difficult, structural, and systemic changes that will turn red ink to black. Working in the interest of shareholders, CEOs either do what it takes to force improvements in operations and ultimately in corporate culture or businesses do not survive. They go bankrupt.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Successful business turnarounds demand multiple transformationsin basic cost structures, means of production, marketing strategies, and other areas. These changes come in waves, driven by the pressure of quarterly earnings reports, financial analysts, and the support of shareholders. For ongoing profitability and growth, the businesses must relentlessly benchmark against their competitors, infuse their organization with new talent, and encourage their corporate cultures to embrace innovation and performance. The integration and use of the most up-to-date technology are essential to a business turnaround. Businesses must do this or they will fail. Can anything less be expected from the U.S. public school systems? No, but in a public education setting, the customersespecially children and parents, but also taxpayers and the general publicoften are ignored as powerful special interests resist change.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	A straightforward agenda for reform is needed in urban schools to improve academic performance.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Standards
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	High academic standards are central to any effort to boost performance. These standards must cover every academic area and must be explicit and easily understandable, grade by grade. Curriculum must be
	

	

	















 

  	
  	
  	
  



	




	Page 212

	
  	
  	

	

	
  	aligned with these standards, and to provide effective measurement, an assessment system must be put in place that systematically and frequently tracks progress. Technology can help. Rewards for performance and sanctions for failure are essential to developing a performance-oriented culture. Standards should regularly be benchmarked against other school systems and, via a continuous improvement process, should be regularly set and reset. The recent efforts by Achieve, an organization set up by governors and CEOs, allow people to benchmark their standards across the states and internationally using the World Wide Web and a specially designed benchmarking process piloted in the states of Michigan and North Carolina.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Centralized Bureaucracy
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Educational bureaucracies must be radically reshaped to make them smaller and flatter. In addition to setting standards and responsibility for testing and assessment, central bureaucracies need to perform a limited but important set of functions such as budget, intergovernmental relations, legal, labor relations, and monitoring for quality. Most key educational decisions should be made at the school level, and schools need to have control over personnel, scheduling, curriculum, and their own budgets. A combination of contracting out and contracting in for services such as guidance, after-school, recreation, vocational exploration, and so on will allow a broad range of services at reduced cost.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Professional Development
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Employee preparation programs and professional development programs must be radically redesigned to be less theoretical and more experiential. Urban systems must exert their influence as employers to change the training offered in higher education and must also use professional development to produce their own cadre of effective school site managers, classroom teachers, and administrative leaders. As employers, the school systems must use their clout to demand better educated teachers, especially in areas such as math, science, history, and geography. They must also integrate technology fully into teacher preparation programs. In addition, the allocation of time between practice teaching, on the one hand, and classroom and lecture programs, on the other, must be reversed.
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  	Teachers need to spend far more preparation time in the classroom doing interdisciplinary learning and being apprenticed to mentor teachers and significantly less time in methods classes and lectures. Traditional programs that train educational leaders need to be reformulated to include management training, especially preparation in budget, personnel management, strategic planning, and use of technology.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Services
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	School systems have failed to meet the needs of children who present special educational challenges in spite of a host of specialized services such as remediation, special education, bilingual education, and English as a second language. Many of these programs are pullout type programs that mandate identification, placement, services, and reviews. However well meaning these programs were at the outset, in their current form they impede academic progress. Federal and state regulations for special education and bilingual education must change to place the focus on outcomes, not processes and service designs at the school and classroom level. Individual schools and classroom teachers must be allowed to make decisions about all but the most challenging problem students. New technology can be particularly effective in providing individualized instruction to children with special needs.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Basic Structures
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	The use of time within the school day and year has changed little over the years. Given increased expenditures and higher academic standards, the school day and year must be extended and reformatted with more time, more flexibility, and more individualization. In Charlotte, North Carolina, parents can get on-line access to students' portfolios, where they are able to compare student work with academic standards and see examples of student work. This mechanism helps them become full partners in their child's education and radically restructures home-school conversations. In West Virginia, teachers and students can work on customized material at night and on weekends. In Atlanta, Georgia, and Rochester, Minnesota, teachers and administrators have used technology to fashion interdisciplinary curriculum in math and science, offering middle
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  	school students the opportunity for high-quality laboratory science linked to the pre-algebra mathematics that can prepare them for the full academic math sequence. These examples serve to demonstrate how the structure of the traditional school day, week, and year can be altered to produce more learning and student-friendly scheduling.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Market Focus
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Public school systems need to use competition between schools to replicate the effects of market forces stimulating experimentation and change. For this reason, choice and charter school programs within the public schools are needed, not to replace public educationwhich they cannot and will not dobut to push the reform of it. However these programs are structured, they must be held to a consistent set of performance standards. Market focus and rewards and sanctions need also to be employed in recognizing positive behavior by school faculty, administrators, and students, as well as entire schools.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	The Context for Reform
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	For these agendas to be realized and for them to proliferate in an urban school district such as New York City, enormous strategic acumen on the part of the school system's leadership will be required. But the chancellor or school superintendent's leadership will not be enough. Support from the city's political and civic sectors are essential if school reform is to reach individual classrooms. This top-down support for school reform is necessary to permit local, bottom-up efforts to take hold.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Engagement of the general public will also be a required part of a bottom-up reform program. The full support, not just general acquiescence of the public, is essential to initiate reform and to see these changes through to implementation. Without comprehensive support from top to bottom, special interests are likely to defeat large-scale restructuring and reform. City elected leaders need to recognize the absolutely central role that public schools play in the city's economic well-being and must provide active support, not just funding, for initiatives to overhaul the system.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	With political support, the community may be ready to tackle the specific changes in governance that will help achieve these reforms.
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  	First, the quality of school boards must be improved significantly. Board members must focus on school policy issues and allow the superintendent to implement policy. In New York City, local district boards should simply be eliminated. They serve no useful purpose except to divert attention from schools. Instead, each school should have a policy board, composed of parents and teachers to help set overall policy and provide guidance over the school's new-found authority.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Second, the members of the central Board of Education should be prohibited from interfering with the day-to-day management of the system, thus permitting the superintendent to fulfill his responsibilities as CEO. In New York City, many board processes need to be revised. For example, formal resolutions should not be required to accept a small grant from a foundation or government source, approve small maintenance contracts, or approve a raise for a board employee. No corporate board would spend time on such trivia nor divert its professional staff from important work to pay attention to this level of detail. For better efficiency, the board should meet no more than once a month. No corporate board meets more than twenty-five times a year. Board members can do without offices, chauffeurs, cars, or full-time aides, all of which encourage interference, full-time work, and excessive involvement in school operations. The mayor of New York City, with a mandatory screening panel set up to ensure quality, modeled after judicial screening panels, should appoint all school board members for greater quality and accountability. Mandatory training should be provided to all central Board of Education members, and members should have overlapping terms to guarantee continuity. Longer contracts for all school superintendents, with meaningful annual performance reviews, are another essential ingredient to reform.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Third, the central bureaucracy (which numbers in the thousands) can be reduced and radically restructured. At IBM, central headquarters consists of a building housing approximately five hundred people, though the corporation is a $75 billion business with 300,000 employees worldwide. A similarly lean central school administration in a city such as New York might employ perhaps three hundred to five hundred people to set standards, assure quality control, delegate responsibility, and monitor finances down to the school level. In addition, while large-scale private operation of public schools may be an unproven notion, school systems should be encouraged to outsource purely business and administrative
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  	functions and redeploy the desired financial savings, much as some units of government have already done. Services such as transportation, purchasing and supplies, business and administration, maintenance and repairs, food services, and other nonacademic services are likely targets. Performance-based contracts would offer significant savings.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Fourth, principals must become part of management. No single reform would be as significant and important as this one. Principals are the vital front-line managers of the system. They set the tone for the entire instructional program. They must be driven by performance objectives, have appropriate rewards and sanctions to dispense, and be fully accountable to the system's leadership. These should be year-round jobs, not nine- or ten-month.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	In New York City in 1998, political support for the schools is relatively strong from both the city and from the state. The state enacted a school aid increase of about a billion dollars, close to 40 percent of it targeted for New York City. But, this support comes largely as a result of the region's fiscal health and a strong local and state economy. When that economy sags, as it might, will the financial wherewithal be there to sustain spending? Or, like the mid-1970s and early 1990s, will budget cuts fall disproportionately on the schools? And what about financing the system's longterm capital needs for new and better facilities and upgraded technology? These capital needs should have high priority and a long-term, stable financing mechanism.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Conclusion
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	This paper is not about how to set academic standards or how to design better tests, though both are vital to the success of American education. This paper is not steeped in academic research such as the effect on educational performance of class-size reductions or teacher salary increases, though an understanding of both is especially vital, given efforts at national and state levels to act in both of these areas. Instead, it attempts to give a clear pictureoperationally and from the trenches, so to speakof what is involved in the operation and management of a big-city school system. Without this understanding, discussions of class-size reduction and changes in curriculum are academic.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	In the private sector, success is built around the ability to develop and design long- and short-term business strategies and then execute them
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  	crisply and effectively, along with rigorous quality controls. The private sector has been faced with this challenge in a world of fast-paced change, technological revolution, and global competition. Businesses that have learned this lesson survive and prosper; those that did not close down. The private sector cannot always be relied upon as a model for schools, but some important lessons can be learned about the value of competition, leaner management, and the need to make continuous improvement based upon the needs of the customers.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	American's schools and urban school systems exist in the same fast-paced world. And, the fates and futures of business and education are intertwined. Each has an enormous stake in the other's success. Schools desperately need the support of business and an educated and informed public to move from a system grounded in the past to a culture that promotes high performance for all. And, businesses need well-functioning school systems from which to recruit competent workers, but more important, to lend stability to the communities where they operate. As the millennium approaches, the United States faces no challenge that compares with the challenge of improving the public schools.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Comment by Michael Casserly
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Many urban school districts across the country are now experiencing noticeable improvements. They are not always of the same depth, the same breadth, or the same level, but the movement is forward. By 1998, perhaps only a half dozen or so major cities are performing at rock bottom. Half of those are probably ready to move ahead at the end of the year or so.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	The indicators of progress seen over the last couple of years provide a great deal of optimism about the future of urban education. Test scores, generally, are up. Dropout rates appear to be down. Attendance is improving. Bond ratings and operating levies are passing voter muster like never before.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	While Stanley S. Litow's summary of the issues is built, essentially, around his experience in New York City, it offers broad observations for urban schools nationally.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Litow begins his overview of issues of big-city school management by talking about the evidence of poor educational performance, not just in
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  	urban school systems but also for the nation as a whole. He uses as evidence some familiar data from the Third International Math and Science Survey (TIMSS) report, from Advanced Placement coursetaking, and from similar studies leading up to the 1996 Education Summit attended by governors and corporate leaders, who called for higher standards and more accessible technology in schools across the country.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Litow then describes many reforms that he and Joseph A. Fernandez started in the New York City schools. He makes a convincing case for Fernandez's canonization; to my mind, Fernandez is truly one of America's greatest educators.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Litow examines some of the issues surrounding the scale of the New York City school system, how it is governed, and how it is structured. It is unique among urban schools with its thirty-two community districts. It has separately appointed community superintendents and locally elected school board members.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Litow also paints a picture of the prerequisites of a successful urban school chancellor, superintendent, or chief executive officer. Those successful ingredients, according to Litow, being one part educational leader, one part manager, and one part public strategist. Fernandez embodied each of those three, and they are found to a greater or lesser extent in many other successful urban school superintendents.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Litow goes on to describe some battles that he and Fernandez fought in the three years that they were in office, over community localization, dropout prevention, alternative schools, the decentralization of the New York City schools, the Board of Examiners and teacher examinations, building tenure, the creation of smaller schools, local school board corruption, and the like.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Litow presents six lessons for progress in urban schools and success in urban schools. First, reduce central bureaucracies in urban school districts. Second, improve the professional development of teachers and staff in urban schools. Third, create compensation and incentive programs in urban schools that are based on performance. Fourth, implement high standards across the system. Fifth, use school time better. Sixth, increase spending our technology and pursue more innovation in public school choice, governance, curriculum, and other such models.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Despite the divisive rhetoric, the politics, the press, and the pushing and tugging over one issue or another, a substantial consensus has
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  	emerged over what urban school districts must do to perform better. It is simple:
	

	

	


	
	
		
  	
  	

	

	
  	1.
	

	

	


	Do not try to do everything. Fewer, but tighter, goals should be set for what the U.S. school systems are all about, and those goals should be based on high standards and high expectations for the kids.
	2.	Stronger supports should be developed for teachers and leaders.
	3.	A stronger school climate, more conducive to learning, is needed.
	4.	Better and more balanced systems of accountability for student achievement should be established.
	5.	Community involvement and parental support in schools should be increased.
	6.	The effectiveness of how urban schools spend their money should be improved.
	7.	Schools and educators should do what works.




	
  	
  	

	

	
  	By and large, all of the rancor and conversation over the last several years boils down to this seven-point consensus about what is needed.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	The progress experienced by many urban school systems began because they are doing what this new national consensus calls for. They are not always doing them in the way that some people want, with the depth that some people want, or to the scale that some people want, but the reform agenda that people started to talk about in the late eighties has taken root in urban school systems across the country. The work that people have been doing to improve urban schools is starting to make a difference. People ought to be heartened by that.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	However, some big issues remain, such as issues of governance, of management, and of leadership. As Litow point out, these issues can nullify other reforms around which some consensus has emerged.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Litow, Donald R. McAdams, and William Galston are correct in urging that politics be taken out of urban education, that politics has become a barrier to progress and improvement in urban schools. Nowhere but in cities do school systems operate in the same ecosystems as large corporations, the press, unions, strong mayors, and neighborhoods, all fractured over religion, language, and race and all fighting over the one thing that people care about mostthat is, the kids.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Local public school boards in big cities are fighting tooth and nail over the littlest things, which no board of any kind should be making decisions on. The reason that big-city boards of election behave this way is not
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  	that they have a special love for combat that eludes their suburban counterparts, but that they reflect the fractured and alienated nature of many communities. They come to the table, unfortunately, with a handful of votes and an armful of demands for scarce resources that no institution, public or private, could ever meet.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Removing public education from the realm of public politics may be what the United States has to do to save its public schools. However, careful thought must be given to the wisdom of doing that and about what the side effects may be. If public education is isolated, like the Federal Reserve Board, schools may become a quieter place, but not necessarily a better place.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Part of the noise inside of urban education has its roots in scare resources and race. Quieting the seeming chaos does not necessarily solve the deeper problems that define so much of urban America today.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Will attempts at creating public engagement, establishing a better sense of public ownership of schools, however weak, be further undermined if politics is taken out of urban education, leaving an institution all by itself with no participation? While I am not totally against taking politics out of urban education, the issue must be thought through more carefully.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Comment by Bruce MacLaury
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	If you have ever had the opportunity to be in the open-market committee room of the Federal Board of Governors, you would know that it is elongated to accommodate twenty or thirty people. It is quiet. The discourse is rational and, at the end of the day, a vote is taken and a decision made. I have yet to uncover anything in my experience with the District of Columbia public schools that is in any way analogous to that process. Stanley S. Litow said, ''A good sense of the size and the scope of the problem has been understood, as well as what needs to be done to address it." However, he maintains, awareness and recognition are not enough. I can only say "Amen." I have now had the opportunity to attend a good number of seminars and conferences as well as to be in the trenches. I agree with that statement. A good deal of consensus exists about what needs to be done, what the problems are. The issue now is
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  	not just awareness and recognition but also getting on with the jobthe whole tough issue of implementation.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	I would add one item to Litow's agenda for reform in urban schools, which includes clearer standards and high-quality assessments: strong principals for the schools themselvesthat is, leadership at the school level. A system is needed that weeds out those who should not be there and attracts and retains those who should.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Litow also said, "What makes New York City's schools unique, as well as complex, is the school governance structure." When you are talking about a system of more than a million pupils and more than a thousand school buildings, you have a system that is complex and unmanageable. The District of Columbia has a system with some seventy-seven thousand students. In numbers, New York has it all over D.C. However, in terms of complexity of governance structure, the school systems are a tossup. In the District, the Financial Control Board, established by Congress in 1995, formed an Emergency Board of Trustees with a three-and-half-year term of office of which one-and-a-half years has transpired. The control board displaced the elected Board of Education. To make matters worse, it did so a few days after the election or reelection of the Board of Education, whose members were relegated to the sidelines as advisers. And the president of the disaffected Board of Education was appointed a member of the Emergency Board of Trustees. So, an uncomfortable relationship is ever present as the trustees meet each week or every other week.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	The City Council and its Education Committee have their fingers in this pie, as they should. And that does not take into account the mayor and his chief financial officer. An unusual, if not unique, situation is that the chief financial officer of the schools, in effect, is appointed by the District's chief financial officer. Furthermore, while the chief financial officer of the schools is answerable in one sense to the superintendent, he is also answerable to (and replaceable by) the chief financial officer of the District of Columbia.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Congress, for better or for worse, serves as the D.C. public schools' state legislature, which underscores the complexity of the governance structure. One of the issues that has come before this governance structure is vouchers, because the Republican majority in the Congress believes that the District ought to experiment with a voucher system. I would
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  	be glad to see a voucher experiment tried in D.C., but not now, partly because charter schools will be opening at the potential rate of twenty per year. That is creating a new and dual school system: public charter schools and regular public schools. The governance structure for that dual system has not been thought about at all.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Lawsuits are also a consideration. The Board of Education, immediately upon being displaced by the control board, sued the control board to invalidate its appointment of trustees. The control board was affirmed at the district court level and affirmed in part and reversed in part at the appeals court level. The case is now back in the district court, which must decide whether the trustees exist or not.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	The schools' budget request goes up the various layers, and a consensus Districtwide budget is supposed to be presented to Congress. The schools do not have their own budget. They are part of the District of Columbia's budget, and, therefore, every council member is fighting for his or her turf in terms of public works, public safety, and so on. The schools are part of that contest.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Litow also said, "Consent decrees and court involvement cover both special education and bilingual education." A far greater distraction than the lawsuit about whether or not the trustees exist was that during much of 1997, as attempts were made to fix the deteriorating facilities of the D.C. public schools, Superior Court Judge Kay Christian was stopping schools from remaining open if any repair work were going on. Students and teachers had to contend with overnight displacement of classes when a fire-code violation was determined to exist in a school. As a result, kids were placed here and there all over the city.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	The so-called Mills Decree states that District schools, having failed to meet the needs of special education kids, are under the mandate of the court to assess and place students with special needs within fifty days. That is the shortest period of time anywhere in the United States. What it has spawned is an industry of lawyers who, when those fifty days expire, immediately petition to have the kids placed in private schools for procedural reasons, apart from any substantive reasons. Citizens of the District then pay the freight for the private school tuition.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	While the control board's finances are monitored by a panoply of city and state offices, too frequently problems slip through the cracks. And, despite this layering of people looking over the budgets and finances of
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  	the District schools, the trustees learned in March 1998 that, whereas they believed and were told by the chief financial officer that they were within budget, the next week they learned that a $40 million deficit existed out of a $500 million total budget. Apparently the personnel systems were not tracking the number of people who were on the payroll. As a result, the credibility of the trustees is about as low as the credibility of previous boards of education. As Litow points out, education administrators are dependent not only on good people but also on systems of accountability. I regret not raising the roof about not having systems that could track expenses and the budget and then link them with the personnel systems.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Comment by Joseph P. Viteritti
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Why are big-city school systems so difficult to manage? A major part of the explanation has to do with their being big systems. In governmental terms, this means that they are large bureaucracies. Sociologists since Max Weber have said that such forms of organization are characteristically depersonalized. To situate the most important human service in an institutional setting that by design is constructed to reduce the influence of human sentiment is counterintuitive. Considering that this human service is assigned to care for the most vulnerable of all human subjects, the idea of bureaucratic governance is absolutely mind-boggling. Things have been deliberately done this way for no less than a century.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Those who cast about in the streams of elementary and secondary education are not quick learners. Since the 1930s, organizational psychologists have been saying that Weber's ideal administrative structure is unhealthy for the people who work in it. Anybody with experience in an urban school system can testify to the high incidence of professional burnout; how the system takes the most idealistic of young people and transforms them into dispirited cynics whose chief occupational objective is to survive. The ranks of urban school systems are populated by some very special people. For the mere joy of working with children, they are willing to accept the financial sacrifices imposed by membership in one of America's lowest paying professions. Their reward is to be treated like cogs in a giant wheel whose opinions and insights are not valued by those in the administrative hierarchy who make decisions. Not surprisingly,
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  	creative educators in more than thirty states and the District of Columbia have teamed up with frustrated parents to develop more than eight hundred charter schools that strive to be free from the usual bureaucratic restrictions.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Only recently has it become apparent that Weber's bureaucracy would fail so famously in the one area of performance where he thought it to be superior to all other forms of organization, that of managerial efficiency. Stanley S. Litow has described the administrative structure that efficiency experts on loan from the corporate sector designed twenty-five years ago to make 110 Livingston Street (the central headquarters of the New York City school system) run like a business, so that the newly named executive directors in charge of its many bureaus could utilize the latest techniques of modern management and realize optimal performance. Litow and I have each had a turn trying to oversee that monstrosity, which continues to grow in size and ineptitude (I worked for three years for Frank Macchiarola, one of Joseph A. Fernandez's predecessors). Neither of us, I believe, fully appreciated at the time that we were dealing with a model of management that was of another era, the product of another century.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Today the model of modern management is the flat organization. Resources are transferred from central headquarters to the point of service delivery; decisions are made by those workers and administrators who are closest to the customer; support functions that are tangential to the central mission or technical expertise of the organization are out-sourced to other organizations with the appropriate skills. Not so in urban school systems. The pyramidal, hierarchic structure is still the order of the day. And New York does it with abandon.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	New Yorkers like to revel in the claim that their city is the biggest, richest, most cultured, and most diverse in the nation. They are a boastful lot. Like the Kramer character who used to trip through Seinfeld's door on Thursday evenings, they often take things a bit too far and sometimes even convince themselves that this greatness carries over into the school system. Even Litow, whowhen not reminiscing about the adventures of the Fernandez-Litow team in dark Metropolisis not ordinarily prone to excess, has succumbed to the temptation. In describing the enormity and the greatness of the New York school system, he concludes that while it is not unique, it is special. The opposite may be true: Given its size, it
	

	

	















 

  	
  	
  	
  



	




	Page 225

	
  	
  	

	

	
  	is unique; on the basis of its performance, it is not very special. It is the largest education bureaucracy in the United States.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Unlike Houston, there does not appear to be a significant and patterned turnaround in student achievement; there is no reason to believe that schools are becoming safer. No concerted attempt has been made to introduce phonics into the curriculum. Instead of considering outsourcing, Livingston Street holds on to a wide array of support services, which it continues to deliver ineptly and at a high cost.
12 No charter school law had been enacted in New York as of mid-1998. Rather than cut costs, the bureaucracy continues to grow. When I was at Livingston Street nearly twenty years ago, the budget was at $3 billion; it is now about $10 billion.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	While other districts such as Houston and Chicago are attempting to move decisionmaking down to the school level, New York is moving in the other directiontoward more centralization. A school governance law passed by the legislature in 1996, heralded by many as a historic reform, has further centralized management in the hands of the chancellor. The Board of Education in 1998 agreed to add another level to the corpulent central bureaucracy, this time creating new borough offices. Instead of the flat, plain, and simple corn-bread style of structure that is associated with modern-day corporate management, Livingston Street resembles a towering layer cake filled with rich ingredients that leaves one unsatisfied after consumption. Failure is accepted as normal: New York graduates a lower proportion of its high school students in four years than does the District of Columbia.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	The extent to which New York has failed to educate the children of its poorest people cannot be overstated. For some time, the Public Education Association of New York, in cooperation with the Industrial Areas Foundation, has been focusing attention on fourteen of thirty-two school districts in the city that have chronically exhibited low performance. Only 35 percent of the predominantly poor and minority children in these districts are reading at grade level. Dare to mention the possibility of providing these children with a publicly supported scholarship to attend a private or parochial school, as Milwaukee, Cleveland, and to a lesser extent Houston have, and you may be branded an enemy of public education by the local pundits. In the distorted dialogue on education reform
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  	in New York, loyalty to "the system" is often given a higher priority than a concern for children.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Fifteen years have passed since I completed my book on the New York City school system.
13 Written from the perspective of someone who had spent three years in the chancellor's office, I concluded then that the major dilemma faced by someone who tries to run a big-city school system is a political dichotomy between constituents and clients. The political constituency to which decisionmakers in educationboth at the local and state levelswere accountable represented a variety of educational and professional interests, but they did not represent the needs of children who attended the schools. That observation is still valid. The major obstacles that hinder big-city school systems are political not managerial. The bureaucracy is a symptom of ill-conceived, wrong-headed politics.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Even the teachers union, which was created to represent the professional interests of those individuals who work directly with children, has become bureaucratized. The system is so big that union leaders are forced to deal with policy questions on a macropolitical level in a way that is often out of touch with the needs of its best professionals, let alone students. Witness the union's ambivalence about charter school legislation and its inclination to support a weak law. What the union wants counts for much in New York, because it remains the single most powerful organization in the arena of educational politics.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	No chancellor of schools in New York enjoyed a closer alliance with the teachers union than Joseph Fernandez. He spoke of this relationship often, openly, and proudly. The friendship permitted him to do things that may not have otherwise been possible, but it also set limitations on what he could accomplish. School-based management, which was his emblematic achievement in Dade County, never amounted to much in New York. He tried, but real power was never transferred to the schools. A chancellor cannot be an equal partner with the union in New York because the union is simply far more powerful. Local politicians, members of the Board of Education, and state officials are all attuned to the union's position on important issues. The union has virtual veto power over the selection of the chancellor. It controls the legislature, which makes education policy in the stateboth houses, both sides of the aisle. Getting into bed with the union is like sleeping with an elephant: You move when it moves and in the same direction or run the risk of having your bones crushed.
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  	Fernandez's close relationship with the union allowed him to advance the single most important accomplishment of his administration. His true legacy, which Litow notes, was to set the stage for the development of a network of small innovative schools that eventually became a part of the New Visions initiative. Some of these schools can trace their origins back to the early eighties, and the final agreement was implemented by Fernandez's successor, Ramon Cortines. But Fernandez's role in developing the entire enterprise was crucial.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	It remains to be seen what will come of these innovative institutions and whether they will affect the rest of the system. They do not enjoy the same level of autonomy, nor are they held to the same level of accountability as charter schools. Their school-based approach to decision-making is not especially compatible with the centrist philosophy of incumbent chancellor Rudy Crew. Crew has turned a cold shoulder to many reformsnot only a strong charter school law, but also school choice, contracting arrangements, and out-sourcing. One idea that Crew has latched onto, and is worthy of attention, is the ending of social promotion. He has announced his intention to reinstate a version of the promotional policy designed by Ron Edmonds for the Macchiarola administration (and eliminated by Fernandez), which has much promise as a mechanism for elevating teaching and learning standards. For its potential to be realized, however, Crew must develop a new curriculum that defines standards teachers and students should aim for; he must identify appropriate instruments to determine whether students are learning what is supposed to be taught; and he must develop a remedial program to address the needs of those students who do not meet the standards. Beyond this, not to place the entire burden of the higher standards on the shoulders of students, Chancellor Crew must create mechanisms for dealing with schools and personnel that have consistently been associated with unsatisfactory academic performance.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Perhaps in responding to Litow's paper I have given too much attention to New York and neglected the larger picture of urban education in America. As other participants of the Brookings conference have suggested, the overall prognosis is not good. A 1998 Education Week survey concludes that, while two-thirds of the fourth and eighth graders in suburban and rural districts performed satisfactorily on national exams in reading, math, and science, only 40 percent of their peers in urban districts
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  	did.
14 The data for poor and minority children are even more discouraging. Many urban educators and scholars are quick to cite such data as evidence of a continuing national tragedy. While opening their hearts to grieve about America's most stubborn social dilemma, they often get weak in the knees when it comes time to orchestrate an appropriate response. A mismatch exists between the diagnosis of the problem, which is undeniably severe, and the remedies prescribed, which are usually unimaginative and faint.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	To the extent that urban education can be dealt with as a managerial or leadership problem, city schools need to be run by individuals who do not aspire to be school superintendents in the conventional sense. City schools do not need maintenance men who will tinker on the edges of reform for the purpose of perpetuating themselves or the present institutional arrangement into the twenty-first century. Survivors do not rock boats. They cannot afford enemies. City schools need leaders who identify with the interests of students and understand, as Weber did, that the system is a means to a higher social objective, not an end in itself. City schools need risk-takers.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	I regret to say that a relatively small number of professionals in public education fit the bill, who identify more with the clients rather than the system or its political constituents. They do exist. I have had the good fortune to work with three such people: Macchiarola in New York, Robert Spillane in Boston, and Waldemar Rojas in San Francisco. City schools also need to look outside the ranks of the education profession to find leaders who come to the table with a fresh look and are not bound by traditions or the bureaucratic culture of the "once best system." Howard Fuller immediately comes to mind as an unlikely candidate for school superintendent who was willing to adopt an unorthodox agenda on behalf of children not well served by the system. Eventually the politics turned against him and he elected to leave. But at that point he had already helped win an important battle to provide educational opportunities to poor children that would not have otherwise been available.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Yes, more Howard Fullers are needed. Even extraordinary people such as Fuller, however, cannot get the job done on their own. One thing that Milwaukee and Houston (and perhaps Chicago and Cleveland) seem to have in common is a powerful business community, which was ready to use its influence on behalf of meaningful school reform. At first blush it
	

	

	















 

  	
  	
  	
  



	




	Page 229

	
  	
  	

	

	
  	seems like an uncanny political alliancestuffy white businessmen teaming up with poor black and Hispanic parentsbut it works. These are two groups that, for different reasons, have a direct stake in the improvement of urban education. With hope, such collaborations will be seen elsewhere.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Leaders are needed who are prepared to redefine not only the job of the superintendent but also the idea of public education. The most important role of the superintendent is to set clear educational standards for schools. The superintendent should have the authority (and the will) to close schools when they do not measure up to standards. Support services, a distraction from the central mission of educating, should be contracted out. School-level personnel should have the authority to decide budgetary priorities, select staff, and purchase support services either from a vendor of their choice or one endorsed by the central administration. The superintendents of the twenty-first century must understand that they cannot run schools from headquarters, nor should they try.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	The main goal of public education should be to provide parents and students with as many high-quality instructional alternatives as possible. In districts where students do not have access to quality public institutions, these choices should include private and parochial schools. Any private or parochial school that participates in a publicly supported choice program should be held to the same high academic standards as public schools, as if they were charter schools. Choice of this kind remains unpopular in public education circles. Many public school administrators would argue that giving parents an option to send their children to private or parochial schools would lead to an evacuation of public schools. These administrators have no confidence in their agency. They would rather see children languish in failing institutions than have real educational opportunities. Deep down inside, they do not believe that poor children are capable of performing better. They are system advocates, not child advocates.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Urban schools need visionary leaders who welcome competition, have confidence in their product, believe in their students, and are determined to put the interests of children before all others.
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  	A HEATED DEBATE IS RAGING concerning the merits of single-sex schools and classes. From New York to California, school systems are defying the canon of coeducation in the name of gender equality for girls and equal opportunity for minority students, both male and female. From the Young Women's Leadership School in East Harlem to dual academies in San Francisco, single-sex education has become as hotly contested as bilingual education in legal and academic circles.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Fueling the fires of the debate is a 1998 report from the American Association of University Women (AAUW) that dismisses as nonconclusive the research findings supporting single-sex education and calls for more focused attention to eradicating gender inequities throughout the coeducational system. Lurking in the background are civil rights groups, emboldened by the Supreme Court's 1996 decision declaring unconstitutional the all-male admissions policies of the Virginia Military Institute (VMI). For the American Civil Liberties Union (ACLU) and the National Organization for Women (NOW), single-sex public schools are not only unconstitutional but they also run counter to the letter and spirit of Title IX, the 1972 federal statute that prohibits sex discrimination in federally funded educational programs. Hovering over the controversy is the Office for Civil Rights (OCR) of the U.S. Department of Education, which is empowered by law to withdraw federal funds from school districts found in violation of the Title IX statute or its implementing regulations.
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  	Single-sex education evokes almost visceral responses from educators, policymakers, and scholars on both sides of the controversy. On more careful reflection, supporters call for establishing experimental programs to remedy a wide range of educational and social problems. Among those problems, they emphasize low self-esteem and comparatively low interest levels in math and science among adolescent girls; peer sexual harassment in the schools; gender inequities in the classroom; high rates of teen-age pregnancy among minority girls; school violence; and high dropout, drug abuse, and crime rates among young black men in urban areas. They suggest that within coeducation lies a "hidden curriculum" of male dominance, differential teacher expectations, and attitudes that serve to prepare students for gender-specific roles in society. They perceive within coeducational schools an adolescent subculture that, they maintain, tends to impede academic development. They argue that single-sex public schooling provides educational options to parents and children who lack the economic means to purchase them in the private school market.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Opponents, meanwhile, maintain that such programs smack of benevolent sexism; deny young women and men the interpersonal skills to relate to each other in the real world; and fail to promote tolerance, multiculturalism, or sex equity. They fear the return to a pre-Title IX world where gender-segregated public schools and classes shortchanged girls on educational resources and tracked them into a finite set of low-paying careers. Opponents view single-sex education, at best, as a short-term political fix that ignores pervasive gender inequities in the schools and, at worst, as a dangerous mechanism for reinforcing persistent gender and racial stereotypes. As a matter of public policy, they see the programmatic diversity inherent in the concept as a wedge in the door of school choice on a grander scale and a potential threat to public schooling as it now exists.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	For the American public, the media have reduced the debate to sound bites and attention-grabbing headlines that dramatically oversimplify the matter. The issues surrounding single-sex versus coeducation are complex and multilayered, raising questions within questions. The discussion that follows attempts to cut through that complexity, drawing a significant but often overlooked distinction between first- and second-generation
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  	single-sex public schools and programs, between pre-Title IX separate education as primarily a tool of oppression with few exceptions and recent initiatives for girls and minorities as tools of emancipation. Intent and ultimate goals are at the heart of that distinction.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	The purpose here is to sort through the following questions, systematically examining the debate from the inside out, from the core of legality to the outer margins of public policy and the various empirical and causal layers in between.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Do single-sex public schools and classes comply with constitutional norms and federal statutory law?
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Are there measurable effects that flow from single-sex schools and classes?
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Does empirical evidence exist to support the proposition that single-sex as compared with coeducation benefits girls or boys, whether white, black, or Hispanic, or, in the alternative, is evidence available that it harms members of any of these groups?
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	What are the desired outcomes of the approachhigher achievement scores in math and science, more positive attitudes toward these subjects, increased self-esteem, more positive identity, or behavioral and attitudinal changes that ultimately lead to self-fulfillment and career success?
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Is either increased parent and student satisfaction with the single-sex learning environment or educational diversity in itself a sufficiently persuasive justification to support single-sex schools and classes as a matter of law or policy?
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	If comparable benefits between single-sex and coeducational approaches are found, are they sufficiently strong to justify implementation of single-sex schooling for certain populations or as an option for all students?
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	If the reported effects are mixed or only mildly positive, do these inconclusive findings alone justify dismissing single-sex schooling outright without countervailing evidence supporting coeducation on any of these indices? Does an educational justification exist for coeducation's normative dominance?
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	These key questions must be addressed to move the discussion toward informed policy choices for school officials, parents, and students.
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  	Defining the Policy Debate
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Judging from the controversy now swirling around single-sex schools, one would think the concept is a recent phenomenon. In fact, single-sex education has a long history and tradition in the United States (and elsewhere). All-boy and all-girl private academies dominated the education of the upper classes from the early days of the republic until recent decades. Admittedly, single-sex schooling was not a matter of choice. Separate institutions for female students grew out of the exclusionary admissions policies of all-male institutions. However, coeducation has been the method preferred in the public sector since the beginning of mass schooling more than a century ago. But coeducation has not always translated into equal opportunities for women. The uncertain and somewhat deceptive connection between these two concepts has pushed some gender equity advocates to reconsider single-sex education.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Coeducation Becomes the Norm
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Coeducation typified public schooling even before the common school movement of the mid-1800s. Initially it was considered a pragmatic, cost-effective means of educating children in sparsely populated rural areas in the late eighteenth and early nineteenth centuries. In contrast, large urban centers such as Boston, Chicago, New York, and Philadelphia resisted coeducation for some time. School officials feared losing to the private academies the children of the upper classes whose parents vehemently opposed the intermingling of their children, and their daughters in particular, with lower-class boys.
1 Despite this slow start, however, coeducation gradually became the norm in densely populated cities. By the turn of the century, 98 percent of the public high schools across the country were coeducational with only 12 cities out of 628 reporting that they operated any single-sex high schools.2 
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	The number of single-sex schools increased slightly in the early decades of the twentieth century in the name of vocational education. Progressive reformers, believing that the children of recent immigrants were not academically inclined or fit, established vocational classes on an elective basis within the coeducational high school. These programs were highly sex-segregated. School officials tracked males into classes such as drafting, woodworking, and auto mechanics, preparing them for higher
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  	paying jobs than those opened to young women who were offered separate classes in home economics, dressmaking, and secretarial skills. Some of these classes were separated by school policy, while others were a matter of choice constrained by socialization. Large urban school districts, in particular, adopted sex-segregated stratification at the high school level. Vocational or technical schools, along with schools for pregnant girls, formed two notable exceptions to coeducation. A third exception included a small number of select college preparatory schools such as the Boston Latin School for Boys, Philadelphia's Central High School for Boys, and Hunter College High School for Girls in New York. One by one, each of these schools became coeducational through the 1970s and 1980s in the wake of Title IX.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Public coeducation has remained the rule throughout the past century with few qualified exceptions, most notably in Baltimore and Philadelphia. Despite this orientation, until recent decades public coeducation was not intended to equalize opportunities between males and females; it was to prepare women for marriage and motherhood with perhaps a brief detour into a limited set of gender-appropriate occupations, such as teaching, nursing, or secretarial services, before their real life's work would begin.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Generally speaking, the question of single-sex versus coeducation within the common school model was of marginal concern to early school reformers who were more interested in assimilating masses of immigrants into American society. The distinction between the two approaches did not become critical until the rise of the women's movement of the 1960s and 1970s. Women's advocates of that period focused on the institutional sexism and hidden curriculum of coeducational schools and the flagrant gender inequities perpetuated by the vocational curriculum. At the same time, they fought to tear down the admissions barriers to women in the limited number of academically selective public secondary schools and more numerous elite private schools and colleges. During this era, most proponents of women's equality shared a set of firm beliefs: that single-sex schooling reinforced stereotypical notions of women's abilities and interests, that women could and should develop the same aspirations and career goals as men, that they should be mainstreamed into the social and economic life of the country, and that coeducation was the most effective approach for achieving these goals.
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  	Civil rights groups, primarily the American Civil Liberties Union and the NOW Legal Defense and Education Fund, initially tried to build on the separate but equal doctrine rejected in Brown v. Board of Education to challenge all-male exclusionary policies in academically elite state-supported institutions, including the University of Virginia and Central High School in Philadelphia.
3 At the same time, women's rights advocates also pressed for statutory reform in the adoption of Title IX and its implementing regulations. The statute was enacted in 1972 to promote equal educational opportunity for women. Regulations adopted in 1975 by what was then the Department of Health, Education and Welfare (HEW) covered admissions, counseling, employment, and curriculum.4 While neither the law nor the regulations expressly prohibit all single-sex public schools, school systems around the country, under pressure from HEW's Office for Civil Rights, gradually transformed most of the existing single-sex schoolsboth vocational and academically selectiveinto coeducational institutions, for fear of violating the law. Regardless of congressional intent, Title IX became the major impetus for promoting equality for women through coeducation.5 
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	By the early 1980s, single-sex education in the United States seemed to be dying a slow but certain death. By 1981, among six thousand school districts included in a nationwide study conducted by the Office for Civil Rights, there were only 86 all-male and 106 all-female schools. The majority of the boys schools were vocational-technical, while many of the girls schools were for pregnant students.6 Through the 1970s, many single-sex private schools and particularly boys schools, although exempt from the admissions provisions of Title IX, had also converted to coeducation in unprecedented numbers largely in response to waning interest in single-sex education and a declining school-age population. Between the mid-1960s and mid-1970s, the independent school balance shifted from 62 percent single-sex to 66 percent coeducational, with more gradual change in the following decades.7 
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Some of this activity was in the form of mergers between formerly all-male and all-female institutions. The chief exceptions to the pattern of coeducation were a small number of independent schools and colleges and secondary schools run by Catholic religious orders, all resolutely clinging to their mission of educating women. At about the same time, a confluence of intellectual and social forces drew national attention to the
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  	education of girls in coeducational schools. This set the stage for a 1990s reexamination of single-sex schooling and a resurgence of interest among young women to opt out of coeducation.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Girls, Adolescence, and Schooling
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	In the early 1980s, Carol Gilligan's book In a Different Voice challenged classic psychological theory attaching a positive value to certain characteristics that are culturally defined as "masculine" such as separation, detachment, subordination of relationships, and abstract thinking while negating other characteristics that are culturally defined as "feminine" such as attachment, caring, and interdependence. Gilligan made clear that the distinctions she found between the two modes of thought were not based on inherent differences between the sexes but on factors of social status and power combined with reproductive biology to shape the different life experiences of men and women.
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  	In her subsequent research on students at the Emma Willard School, Gilligan underscored adolescence as a critical period in the lives of women, calling it a "watershed in female development, a time when girls are in danger of drowning or disappearing."9 She found that, between the ages of twelve and fifteen (the age, she noted, when dropping out of school becomes more common in the inner city), girls' knowledge seems to become buried.10 She saw young women caught in a struggle to balance their own values of caring and relationships against the larger culture's values of autonomy and self-sufficiency. She observed how girls are more likely to manifest psychological problems such as depression and eating disorders during this period, how they respond more negatively to stressful challenges in early adolescence, and how they reveal more disturbances in self-image.11 
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Gilligan's purpose was to chart the course of female psychological and moral development and to refute earlier assumptions based in a misplaced focus on male development as the norm. She did not intend for her research to promote the educational separation of the sexes, a clarification she made a decade and a half later in a friend-of-the-court brief submitted to the Supreme Court in the Virginia Military Institute case.12 Nevertheless, her work supported the general proposition that men and women are not necessarily the same, whether innately or through social conditioning,
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  	and that their distinct ways of perceiving reality should be afforded equal value. Her findings and conclusions on that difference would lend theoretical credence to the empirical findings of educational researchers examining gender equity over the next decade. Her research on the unique issues faced by young adolescent women struggling to develop a strong sense of self would give theoretical force to the debate over the education of girls, particularly in the middle school years.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	During the 1980s, a number of scholars both in the United States and abroad generated findings on single-sex education primarily in private independent and Catholic schools. The discussion of this body of research was confined largely to the academic community. The observational studies conducted by Myra Sadker and David Sadker over the course of two decades, culminating in their 1994 book Failing at Fairness, ultimately sparked the debate over the education of girls in coeducational schools.
13 Through observations of more than one hundred classrooms, they found that boys dominated discussions and were more likely to be praised, corrected, helped, and criticized by teachersall reactions that foster student achievement according to the Sadkers.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Following on the heels of the Sadkers' research were a series of reports published by the American Association of University Women. These reports gave new currency to the debate over single-sex education. The first, released in 1991, presented the results of a survey of three thousand girls and boys ages nine to fifteen of varied ethnic and racial backgrounds. The study documented a disproportionate loss of self-esteem and interest in math and science among girls as they approach adolescence.14 Only 29 percent of girls and 46 percent of boys retained the high self-esteem in high school that they had exhibited in elementary school. The loss was most pronounced among Hispanic girls. The percentage of girls indicating that they "like math" dropped from 81 to 61 during those years as compared with a drop from 84 percent to 72 percent among boys. Interest in science showed a similar decline from 75 percent to 63 percent among girls and 82 percent to 75 percent among boys of the same age range. The following year, a second report prepared for the AAUW by the Center for Research on Women at Wellesley College drew on data from a compilation of 1,331 studies to confirm the earlier findings of the Sadkers: that women were underrepresented in the school curriculum,
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  	that teacher behavior and tests tended to favor boys, and that girls lagged seriously behind boys in math and science.
15 A third AAUW report, published in 1993, found that 85 percent of girls and 76 percent of boys had reported being sexually harassed in school.16 
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	At the same time, the Center for Research on Women at Wellesley College conducted a sexual harassment survey through a questionnaire published in the September 1992 issue of Seventeen magazine. Only forty-two hundred of the magazine's 1.9 million subscribers returned the questionnaire, a 0.2 percent response. This obviously was a self-selected group of respondents. According to the report, which was published with the cosponsorship of the NOW Legal Defense and Education Fund, 39 percent of the girls responding reported being sexually harassed at school on a daily basis during the previous year, with most harassers being male.17 A 1996 AAUW report drew on qualitative research including participant observation, interviews, and document analysis to examine the social and institutional challenges facing young adolescent girls as they form identities and negotiate the middle school environment.18 
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	The first three AAUW reports, in particular, touched off a heated discussion in the popular press and academic journals. The merits of the sexual harassment report were debated on national television. The second report alone generated more than fourteen hundred stories by journalists and newscasters. The San Francisco Chronicle reported the "Dreadful Waste of Female Talent," and the New York Times warned that "Bias against Girl Is Found Rife in Schools, With Lasting Damage."19 
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Critics challenged all three reportsthe first for its methodology, which relied on self-reporting; the second for its alleged overstatement of the "gender gap" and its reliance on a small body of research; and the third for its overbroad definition of sexual harassment.20 Nevertheless, the AAUW had grabbed the attention of the educational establishment and unintentionally planted the seeds for a renewed interest in single-sex schools for girls as a safe haven from the reported harms of coeducation. The unintended use of these reports would come to haunt the AAUW in years to come as public discussion surrounding the association's 1998 report would cast doubt as to the advisability of single-sex education.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Gilligan, the Sadkers, the AAUW, and the Wellesley Center for Research on Women together had painted a painful portrait of growing up
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  	female in America. The combination of Gilligan's theoretical perspective on adolescent development, the Sadkers' classroom observations, and the compelling data presented in the reports despite arguable flaws in the underlying methodology touched off a national discussion among educators, psychologists, and feminists concerning gender equity, gender differences, and the lack of self-esteem and self-confidence among adolescent girls.
21 The impact of this discussion soon began to reach the admissions offices of all-girls schools. According to the National Coalition of Girls Schools (NCGS), applications to member schools have increased by 21 percent since the coalition's founding in 1991.22 The National Association of Independent Schools reports similar enrollment increases in member schools. For the first time in a number of years, enrollment in girls schools increased significantlyby almost two thousand from 33,826 to 35,662 students between the 1995 and 1996 school years, down from 40,178 in 198687. Enrollments in independent coeducational schools increased more steadily throughout that same period, from 274,955 in 198687 to 376,568 in 199697.23 The data also generated a flurry of activity in school districts around the country with single-sex math and science classes suddenly gaining favor. But single-sex education took a surprising turn in the 1990s as race and gender became conflated in an effort to reverse the downward educational and social spiral of minority students, particularly black and Hispanic males.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Minority Boys and the Afrocentric Academy Controversy
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	While researchers were battling over the validity of the gender gap findings, inner-city school districts were experiencing a simultaneous movement that would propel the single-sex debate into another dimension. Urban school districts were exploring the concept of gender separation as a mechanism for broadening the educational opportunities of minority students, particularly black and Hispanic males, caught in the maelstrom of poverty. Proponents of all-male Afrocentric academies pointed to the failure of the civil rights agenda to improve the lives of poor inner-city residents. Neither compensatory programs nor court-ordered racial integration had proven successful in raising the achievement of low-income minority students. Low-income black men in particular were becoming reduced to a dismal statistic. As black men became
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  	increasingly swallowed up in substance abuse and crime, black boys suffered from the absence of positive male role models in their lives. The rationale underlying Afrocentric school programs borrowed many of the gender-based principles advanced by proponents of single-sex schooling for girls, including same-sex (and race) role models and mentors, greater leadership opportunities, and higher academic standards and expectations. Added to these principles was an African-centered curriculum to enhance self-esteem and develop a positive identity.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Proposals for all-male immersion programs raised concerns within and outside the black community as to the competing needs of black females for whom teen-age pregnancy, single motherhood, and academic failure have led to a lifetime of poverty. Critics of the all-male immersion concept argued that, while black men have been described as an ''endangered species," black and Hispanic low-income women bear the triple burden of being poor, female, and minority. The data on both males and females, taken together, presented a vivid and troubling picture of a social and economic underclass wracked by institutional failure and family disintegration.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	According to the Children's Defense Fund, dropout rates among sixteen to twenty-four year olds from low-income families in 1994 reached 39.5 percent for Hispanics and 23 percent for blacks as compared with 14.3 percent for whites. Only 43 percent of blacks and 35 percent of Hispanics were enrolled in a college prepatory course sequence in 1994 as compared with 50 percent of whites.
24 While birth rates for teen-agers in all racial and ethnic groups have declined in recent years with the sharpest drop among blacks, the numbers are still troubling. In 1996 more than 10 percent of Hispanic and 9 percent of black females between the ages of fifteen and nineteen gave birth.25 Nearly one in four black American men in their twenties is in jail, on probation, or on parole; only one in five in the same age group attends college. Among black males aged eighteen to thirty-four, homicide is the leading cause of death.26 
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Local politicians, school board members, and educators began to draw on these striking figures to press for gender and racial separation as a desperate measure to address desperate circumstances, all the while pushing the legal envelope on racial segregation and gender discrimination. From all-boys Afrocentric academies for at-risk students in Detroit and Milwaukee, to an all-boys kindergarten class in Dade County, to an all-girls academically rigorous program in New York City, these small,
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  	experimental programs for black and Hispanic inner-city students became a lightning rod for a growing backlash against single-sex education. The mounting legal opposition would split the civil rights community and force school districts across the country to either rethink their plans or risk the political and financial costs of litigation.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	The Many Faces of the Law
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	The most basic question concerning single-sex education is whether the concept, in its various forms, violates the law. An affirmative answer renders the educational policy arguments moot. But ironically, according to constitutional and administrative standards, the legal question ultimately turns on the strength of the policy arguments. Over the past decade, as school districts have experimented with single-sex schools or classes, civil rights groups have used the federal Constitution and statutory law in an attempt to stop the movement dead in its tracks. Leading the charge are the American Civil Liberties Union and the National Organization for Women, which maintain with unshakable resolve that single-sex programs violate the equal protection clause of the Fourteenth Amendment and Title IX of the Education Amendments of 1972. The equal protection clause states, "No state shall  deny to any person within its jurisdiction the equal protection of the laws"; Title IX of the Education Amendments of 1972 and its implementing regulations prohibit educational programs receiving federal funds from treating students unequally on the basis of sex.
27 In the past decade, court orders and agency rulings have set school districts around the country on a roller-coaster ride of legality with no clear end in sight.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	The Philadelphia Case: Who Wins? Who Loses?
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Two decades ago, civil rights groups used similar constitutional arguments to open the doors of prestigious all-male public schools to women. The Philadelphia case is particularly instructive from both a legal and policy perspective. Central High School for Boys was a selective magnet school founded in 1837 by an act of the Pennsylvania legislature. The city based the exclusion of women on a separate school for girls, which remains one of the few all-girls public schools in the country today, in
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  	practice if not in theory. The case went through two rounds of litigation, first in federal and then in state court.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	In 1977, in Vorchheimer v. School District of Philadelphia, an equally divided Supreme Court (thereby having no precedential value beyond the Third Circuit) affirmed without opinion an appeals court ruling upholding the constitutionality of Central High School.
28 The appeals court had concluded that Central High School for Boys and the Philadelphia High School for Girls (Girls' High) were of equal quality. The court expressed concern that parents and students should be allowed to exercise their freedom of choice in the absence of convincing evidence as to the psychological or academic harms of single-sex education. The court placed the burden on the challengers to prove the harms of the approach, a perspective that stands in stark contrast to the current debate, which places the burden on supporters to prove its benefits. While the decision focused on the particular facts, the court implicitly recognized the value of educational choice per se.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	After Vorchheimer, the separate but equal doctrine rejected two decades earlier as to race seemed constitutionally permissible as to gender. Several years later, however, female students again sought and were denied admission to Central High School and brought suit this time in state court, claiming violations not only of the federal Constitution but also of the Pennsylvania state constitution. The court found that Vorchheimer did not bar the federal claim even though the facts and the law were identical. In the court's view, the plaintiffs' counsel in Vorchheimer had failed to present relevant evidence comparing the quality of the education provided at the two schools.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	In Newburg v. Board of Education, the state court compared the two schools on a number of indices of educational quality, including the size of the campus as compared with the size of the student body, the number of books in the school library, the number of faculty members holding Ph.D. degrees, the course offerings in mathematics, the extracurricular programs offered, student scores on achievement tests, and average acceptance rates to colleges.29 Having found the girls high school deficient, the court concluded that the two schools were not "equal" in the legal sense and therefore violated both the Fourteenth Amendment and the Equal Rights Amendment to the Pennsylvania state constitution. The court ordered Central High School to admit girls.
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  	The school district did not appeal the ruling, which was strongly opposed by Central High. But it was met with less than enthusiasm by the students and staff of Girls' High, who feared the impact of the decision on their school's already dwindling enrollments. Several students and graduates of the school made an unsuccessful attempt to intervene, but the court held it was too late; they had not been parties to the trial court proceeding.
30 The students, alumnae, and staff of Girls' High remained unimpressed with Central's stately library (thought to be the largest public school library in the United States), the school's $1 million private endowment and scholarship fund, or its illustrious alumni roster.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Despite the well-intentioned efforts of the ACLU, NOW, and the Women's Law Project in Philadelphia, the principal of Girls' High expressed a sentiment in the course of the litigation that would continue to resonate throughout the single-sex schooling debate. "What the three girls [who brought the litigation] are doing is not helping women," she stated. "They're just destroying another opportunity for [them]."31 In the end, although Girls' High was forced to technically admit boys in the aftermath of the litigation, none has enrolled in the fifteen years since the court's decision. Meanwhile, Central High proved far more attractive to women and moved quickly to a gender-balanced population. The effective result is that, while girls within the Philadelphia public school system now can choose between an academically prestigious education that is either single-sex or coeducational, that option is closed to boys.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Central High School was a prototype of a first-generation single-sex school, an academically prestigious institution that operated for the sole benefit of males. It was established at a time when the prevailing belief among educators was that women were not fit for this level of intellectual endeavor nor was it appropriate for them to pursue the careers for which the school prepared its graduates. A decade beyond the dismantling of single-sex education at Central and similar all-male public secondary schools, civil liberties groups would use the same arguments to challenge single-sex programs even when the objective was to include previously excluded groups such as women and minority males.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Detroit: A Civil Rights Dilemma
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	From the early to mid-1990s, opponents of single-sex education brandished the sword of the 1991 district court opinion in Garrett v. Board of
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  	Education, enjoining the Detroit School District from opening three all-male Afrocentric academies for at-risk students.
32 The academies would emphasize male responsibility; provide mentors, Saturday classes, individualized counseling, and extended classroom hours; and require students to wear uniforms.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	The district presented statistics demonstrating that black males were 39 percent of the graduates from Detroit public schools as compared with 61 percent black females, that the male short-term suspension rate was twice that of females, that 54 percent of black males dropped out of school as compared with 45 percent of black females, and that homicide was the leading cause of death among black males over age nine.33 The court found that these statistics, while troubling, fell short of demonstrating that the exclusion of girls was substantially related to the school board's stated objective to combat high homicide, unemployment, and dropout rates among black males. The court found no evidence that the system was failing males because of the presence of females; the court concluded that the system also was failing females.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	The court relied on two earlier rulings by the Office for Civil Rights, one requested by the Dade County Public Schools and the other by the Wisconsin Department of Public Instruction, declaring that segregation of students in all-male classes or schools violated Title IX.34 The court followed OCR's lead in reading the law's exception for the admissions policies of elementary and secondary schools as applying "primarily" to those schools that had existed as single-sex before the enactment of Title IX and not as an authorization to establish new single-sex schools.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	The case never went to trial but instead concluded in a preliminary injunction with the judge finding that the plaintiffs were likely to succeed on the merits. The school board agreed to admit girls rather than risk the cost of further litigation that it believed it could not win. The schools have continued to offer an African-centered curriculum to an approximately equal number of girls and boys chosen by lottery with priority given to siblings.35 The Detroit decision has no precedential value outside the eastern district of Michigan. Nevertheless, it has served as a powerful deterrent to other school systems considering similar programs for black males.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	The legal arguments challenging the Detroit and similar all-male Afrocentric programs focused on sex discrimination against females.
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  	The political controversy, however, centered on the race issue, which found local and national black leaders on opposite sides of the divide. Even though the population in these communities was predominantly if not totally black, the mere suggestion of racial segregation made Afrocentric schools difficult to justify politically. Scathing criticism of the academies came from the psychologist Dr. Kenneth Clark, whose research had provided controversial social science evidence to support the Supreme Court's decision in Brown v. Board of Education striking down segregated schools as inherently unequal.
36 For Dr. Clark, these schools constituted "academic child abuse."37 He characterized them as a "damaging psychological procedure" and a "shameless," "flagrant" "violation of Brown.''38 
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	The National Association for the Advancement of Colored People (NAACP) Legal Defense and Educational Fund also voiced strong opposition to the concept, arguing that these schools posed a real danger of resegregation and undermined efforts to eliminate segregation of black males in special education classes and separate schools for students with disciplinary problems.39 Just before the district court ruling in the Detroit case, the NAACP at its annual convention in Houston had adopted a policy proclaiming its "historical opposition to school segregation of any kind." In lieu of single-sex schools, the organization urged creation of "workable alternatives to the proposed segregated education for African-American males."40 Detroit delegates disagreed with that position; they opposed the resolution during floor debate, and local black leaders shared their concerns. The president of the Detroit Urban League captured the critical nature of the problem for the black community. "Unfortunately," he noted, "prisons are the male academies that we already have."41 
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Despite the political and legal flap generated by the Detroit initiative, urban school systems across the country continued to pursue single-sex education in alternative forms. Some even went underground to avoid legal challenge. A 1996 report published by the U.S. General Accounting Office cited numerous examples of single-sex programs throughout the country but failed to identify some of the districts.42 Each new program invited threatening noises from civil rights groups with an occasional administrative warning from OCR. Both tactics forced school officials to either admit members of the other sex or terminate the project. In
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  	Presque Isle, Maine, and Ventura, California, for example, separate math classes for girls were nominally opened to boys when faced with a Title IX challenge. In Irvington, New Jersey, separate boys and girls classrooms in the middle school were shut down by a new superintendent, citing guidance from state officials that the classes violated Title IX. In Des Moines, Iowa, state officials closed the door on single-sex classrooms operating on a voluntary basis in two public schools for part of the day.
43 Milwaukee continued its African-American Immersion School but opened admissions to all races and both sexes pursuant to an agreement with the Office for Civil Rights.44 In Dade County, Florida, a kindergarten and first-grade program for African American boys was forced to close down by OCR after its first year even though attendance rates had risen by 6 percent, test scores increased by 6 to 9 percent, and a decrease in hostility was noticeable.45 New York City revised its original proposal to establish an all-male school, the Ujamaa Institute ("Ujamaa" being the Swahili word for "family"), in response to opposition from civil rights groups who called the plan sexist and racist.46 The school district subsequently extended its admissions policy to include any student interested in an African-centered learning experience.47 
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	The legal uncertainty of single-sex education, the continuing achievement gap between low-income and other students, and the lack of adequate data to determine whether public, and not just private, single-sex schools produce academic benefits moved Senator John C. Danforth of Missouri in 1994 to introduce legislation that would have permitted the experimental establishment of single-sex schools on a limited basis. The Danforth amendment responded to OCR's interpretation of the law and the decision of the district court in the Detroit case. The proposal would have granted the Department of Education permission to waive what appeared to be a Title IX prohibition on single-sex schools and grant school districts permission to establish such programs on a voluntary basis for low-income educationally disadvantaged students. The department would have been authorized to award ten five-year grants to school districts for the design and operation of educational opportunity single-sex schools for both males and females with a comparable coeducational option.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	The proposal was roundly defeated despite support from prominent
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  	educators, researchers, lawyers, and government officials. Opponents of the amendment, including Senator Edward M. Kennedy of Massachusetts, rejected the concept of segregating the sexes for fear that even a limited experimental program might lead to further racial segregation in society and the ultimate shortchanging of women. Joining in the opposition to the Danforth amendment were the American Association of University Women, the National Coalition of La Raza, the American Civil Liberties Union, the Anti-Defamation League, the NAACP, and the National Organization for Women.
48 
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	New York City: Constitutional Claims in the Wake of VMI
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	After the Detroit compromise in 1991, the next round of litigation began in the summer of 1996 when Community School District 4 in New York City announced plans to establish a Young Women's Leadership School. With the ink barely dry on the Supreme Court's June 1996 opinion striking down the Virginia Military Institute's all-male admissions policy, the New York Civil Liberties Union, the New York chapter of the National Organization for Women, and the New York Civil Rights Coalition challenged the legality of the all-girls public school that was scheduled to open that fall in East Harlem. At that time, only two single-sex public secondary schools remained in the entire countryWestern High School in Baltimore and the Philadelphia High School for Girls, both selective college preparatory magnet schools with long histories of scholastic achievement and accomplished alumnae. Neither school technically excludes qualified male applicants, although both schools have remained de facto all-female and the curriculum of both is replicated at a nearby coed school. OCR investigations in 1992 concluded that neither school was denying admission to boys.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Unlike other city school districts, with the exception of ill-fated Detroit, New York forged ahead into uncertain legal waters without a ruling from the Office for Civil Rights, weighted down with the baggage of the VMI decision and the threat of imminent litigation. The VMI case and its implications for single-sex education nationwide immediately attracted national attention, while the East Harlem school provided a focal point around which the broader discussion could center. The school would offer a strong academic curriculum focusing on math, science,
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  	and technology initially to two seventh-grade classes, with a grade added in each succeeding year. As soon as the plans became public, the New York Civil Liberties Union fired off a letter to the New York City chancellor of schools charging that the all-girls school violated the federal Constitution and federal statutes including Title IX. Nowspecifically the New York chapteragain joined the opposition as it had in Detroit, along with the New York Civil Rights Coalition. The school became a hot topic for the media and the subject of educational discussion nationwide. The three groups subsequently filed a complaint under Title IX with the Office for Civil Rights of the Department of Education.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	School districts across the country have watched carefully to see how the New York case would be resolved. New York City officials have stood resolute, refusing to back down as they had in the early 1990s when they abandoned their plans for an all-male Afrocentric school. The school opened in September 1996 with fifty seventh-grade girls selected from among one hundred applicants. In September 1997, the school added approximately fifty new seventh graders and fifty ninth graders to the student body with fifty new seventh graders again added the following year. School officials plan gradually to expand into a college preparatory school through grade twelve. As of September 1998, almost two years after the complaint had been filed, the matter still remained under OCR investigation.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	The federal claims raised by the civil liberties groups are similar to those advanced five years previously in Detroit. However, to strengthen their case they now rely on the VMI decision and several interim Title IX warnings issued by the Office for Civil Rights to other school districts. They speak with certitude, dismissing the core holding of VMI and misreading the language and legislative history of Title IX. But even those skeptical of the educational and social merits of single-sex programs have rejected their position. The National Women's Law Center, which has represented girls and women in many of the major gender discrimination cases over the past two decades, has clearly stated that "neither the Constitution nor Title IX prohibits all public single-sex education, let alone all single-sex education. The law  recognizes that there are circumstances in which properly designed and implemented single-sex education can play an important role in combatting discrimination and dissipating traditional gender classifications."
49 Even the assistant secretary
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  	for civil rights in the Department of Education has publicly taken a moderate stand both on Title IX and on the impact of the VMI case. The statute, she has stated, does not prohibit separate schools by gender so long as the facilities and offerings are "comparable," while the majority of the Supreme Court in VMI "was very clearly speaking to the VMI case. It was silent on any other program around the country."
50 
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	VMI's route to the Supreme Court was as follows. In the late 1980s, VMI had received inquiries from 347 potential female applicants but responded to none of them. One of these women, a high school student, subsequently filed a complaint with the attorney general of the United States. Based on that complaint, the United States sued the Commonwealth of Virginia and VMI, alleging that the institution's all-male admissions policy violated the equal protection clause of the Fourteenth Amendment. The Supreme Court's 1996 decision in United States v. Virginia upheld that claim.51 
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	VMI is a prestigious military academy and, at the time of the Court's decision, the only remaining single-sex public college in Virginia. While VMI has a long-standing tradition of preparing men for the military, it primarily trains them for leadership roles in the corporate world and in government; only 15 percent of its graduates pursue military careers. In the course of the litigation, the state of Virginia proposed a separate all-female program, the Virginia Women's Institute for Leadership. The institute would be supported with state funds at Mary Baldwin College, a private liberal arts college for women. Both the district and appeals courts found the two programs to be "substantially comparable" and upheld the plan. The Supreme Court reversed and remanded the case.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Civil liberties groups maintain that the VMI decision renders all publicly supported single-sex schools unconstitutional. In VMI, however, Justice Ruth Bader Ginsburg, writing for the majority of the Court, stressed the narrowness of the decision and the unique facts of the case. In an artfully yet forcefully crafted majority opinion, Justice Ginsburg, citing several cases that she had argued before the Court on gender equality, restated and applied with a bite the standard used in gender discrimination cases for the past two decadesthat classifications by sex must be "substantially related" to an "important governmental interest." Adding more teeth to that standard, the majority noted that courts must apply "skeptical scrutiny," taking a "hard look" at ''generalizations or tendencies"
	

	

	















 

  	
  	
  	
  



	




	Page 251

	
  	
  	

	

	
  	based on gender and that categorical exclusions from a state-supported institution such as VMI must be backed by an "exceedingly persuasive justification."
52 Drawing on the rationale of Sweatt v. Painter, a seminal case in the racial desegregation of higher education, the Court held that equality must be measured by both tangibles and intangibles.53 The Court concluded that the state had failed to show "substantial equality"; the separate leadership program for women proposed by the state was but ''a pale shadow of VMI" in terms of curricular and extracurricular choices, faculty stature, funding, prestige, library resources, and alumni support and influence.54 
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	The state of Virginia offered two justifications for the exclusion of women from VMI: to preserve VMI's unique "adversative" approach and to provide diversity to an otherwise coeducational state system of higher education. The Court roundly dismissed the first, rejecting in particular lower court findings on gender-based developmental differences that pointed to typically male and female "tendencies." On the state's second justification, the justices reaffirmed the "state's prerogative evenhandedly to support diverse educational opportunities." In drawing the diversity line at "evenhandedness," they pointed to the circumstances surrounding VMI, where Virginia had denied to women a unique educational opportunity available solely at the state's "premier military institute."55 The Court noted the history of pervasive exclusionary policies within higher education until recent decades and suggested that the all-male college is very likely to be a device for "preserving tacit assumptions of male superiority."56 The majority warned that even "benign" justifications offered in defense of categorical exclusions would not be accepted automatically but must be grounded in a genuine purpose and not a post hoc rationalization.57 
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	The justices stopped short of renouncing all gender-based classifications, leaving open the constitutional door to single-sex schools under certain conditions. They tried to chart a middle course between competing visions of women's equality, between the quest for absolute gender equality and the recognition that women should be compensated for socially imposed disabilities. The justices recognized that the "inherent differences" between men and women are "cause for celebration." Gender classifications are permissible where they "advance the full development of the talent and capacities of our nation's people," but not where they
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  	are used "to create or perpetuate the legal, social, and economic inferiority of women."
58 The Court more directly responded to arguments advanced by twenty-six private women's colleges and recognized "the mission of some single-sex schools to 'dissipate, rather than perpetuate, traditional gender classifications.'"59 
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	The VMI case clearly is more akin factually to the first generation of all-male public institutions that generated litigation dating from the 1970s and 1980s than to the new second-generation models as exemplified by the New York and Detroit initiatives. VMI excluded women from a prestigious program based on stereotypical notions of women's capabilities and, as the Court concluded, perpetuated the "inferiority of women" and the superiority of men. Second-generation single-sex programs have just the opposite intent and projected effect. The new crop of single-sex schools, for both females and minority males, focus not on the "inherent" deficiencies of the categorically excluded sex as was the case with VMI, but on socially and environmentally created deficiencies of the included sex to "advance full development of  [their] talents and capacities."
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	The recent wave of single-sex initiatives compensate for past discrimination and aim at eliminating arbitrary barriers that historically have impeded the advancement of certain groups in society, particularly women and racial minorities. Unlike most of the single-sex public school programs of the pre-Title IX past (with the exception of a handful of academically rigorous schools), which prepared girls for a clearly defined narrow role in society, the present-day model is designed to expand students' options, developing in them the knowledge and skills to compete in mainstream society. According to the Court in the VMI case, this type of compensatory program complies with the equality standard of the Fourteenth Amendment. Nevertheless, critics fail to recognize these subtle but significant distinctions, their vision clouded by the memory of hard-fought battles to open the doors of academically prestigious secondary schools, colleges, and universities, both public and private, that historically had excluded women.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	A confusing inconsistency exists in oppositionist arguments that single-sex education merely resurrects the "separate but unequal" doctrine struck down by the Court more than four decades ago in Brown v. Board of Education. First, students attend single-sex programs on a voluntary
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  	basis and not under legal mandate as was the case with racially segregated schools. Second, these schools do not impose a badge of inferiority on students but instead enhance their self-esteem and their educational and economic opportunities. Choice within the context of single-sex schooling is markedly different from southern "freedom-of-choice" plans initiated in the 1960s to circumvent school desegregation mandates. There the intent was perniciousto disempower black children, circumscribe their options, and permanently exclude them from the mainstream. In theory, the child's choice was free. In practice, it depended on black initiative, stamina, and fortitude to circumvent numerous bureaucratic obstacles and to withstand the violence that often erupted when blacks tried to attend white schools.
60 In the case of single-sex education, choice is freely exercised and the intent is to empower students to develop their own life plans within mainstream society.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Title IX: Caught in a Web of Ambiguities
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	The concept of compensatory justice is also key to the discussion of Title IX. Enacted as part of the Education Amendments of 1972, the statute provides as follows: "No person in the United States shall, on the basis of sex, be excluded from participation in, be denied the benefits of, or be subjected to discrimination under any education program or activity receiving Federal financial assistance."61 
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Title IX is enforced by the Office for Civil Rights of the Department of Education as an agency authorized to award funds for educational purposes. The statute directs OCR to promulgate regulations based on legislative intent and to enforce the law by terminating federal funds from noncomplying institutions and by "any other means authorized by law."62 As Senator Birch Bayh of Indiana, cosponsor of the original legislation, noted, Title IX was designed to be "a strong and comprehensive measure [that would] provide women with solid legal protection from the persistent, pernicious discrimination which is serving to perpetuate second-class citizenship for American women."63 
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	With regard to admissions policies, the statute expressly applies "only to institutions of vocational education, professional education, and graduate higher education, and to public institutions of undergraduate higher education."64 It explicitly excludes the admissions policies of religious
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  	educational institutions whose tenets are inconsistent with the law, military training schools, and undergraduate public institutions of higher education that traditionally and continually from their establishment had a policy of admitting only students of one sex at the time the statute was enacted.
65 The statute is silent as to admissions in private undergraduate colleges and elementary and secondary schools, other than vocational schools.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Opponents of public single-sex schools cite the Detroit case where the district court interpreted the explicit and implicit exemptions for admissions policies as "applicable primarily to historically pre-existing single sex-schools and not as an authorization to establish new single-sex schools."66 However, neither the language of the law nor its legislative history supports this interpretation. A more reasonable reading is that Title IX implicitly excludes the admissions policies of all institutions not expressly covered.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Remarks by Senator Bayh confirm this interpretation. Despite his stated personal belief that it would be "fairer to require all schools to adopt sex-neutral admissions policies," he understood that Congress could not justify such a blanket requirement without further study. He therefore proposed that the commissioner of education hold hearings to respond to issues raised by the types of institutions exempted, including the question of requiring single-sex high schools to admit students of both sexes. He expressed amazement that the Office of Education had not maintained statistics on "how many elementary and secondary schoolseven public schoolsare restricted in admission to one sex."67 Senator Bayh's reference here to both public and private schools is noteworthy. The Senate sponsor of the legislation himself apparently believed that the initial Title IX legislation would exempt the admissions policies of single-sex elementary and secondary schools, both public and private, pending further congressional action. That action never took place, letting stand the original exemption.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Whether Title IX covers a particular educational practice, however, turns not only on the statute itself but also on regulations adopted in 1975 by what was then the Department of Health, Education and Welfare and now enforced by the Department of Education. The regulations distinguish between sex discrimination in admissions and in access to course offerings. As to the first, the regulations repeat the language of the statute and expressly limit the provisions covering admissions "only to institutions
	

	

	















 

  	
  	
  	
  



	




	Page 255

	
  	
  	

	

	
  	of vocational education, professional education, graduate higher education, and public institutions of undergraduate higher education."
68 As to course offerings, the regulations seemingly present a broad prohibition, banning institutions from "provid[ing] any course or otherwise carry[ing] out any of its education program or activity separately on the basis of sex, or requir[ing] or refus[ing] participation therein by any of its students on such basis."69 
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	The regulations, however, recognize gender differences and the importance of maintaining privacy and safety interests. Separate teams for contact sports, grouping students in physical education activities by ability assessed by individual performance, providing separate portions of classes that extensively address human sexuality, and permitting separate musical choral groups based on a particular vocal range or quality all fall within exceptions to the general ban on single-sex programs or activities.70 The regulations also permit separate programs for pregnant students as long as participation is completely voluntary and the program is comparable to the program offered nonpregnant students.71 
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	In recent years, the general prohibition against separation of the sexes in educational programs or activities has formed the basis for arguments challenging single-sex classes within coeducational schools. The exceptions provided in the regulations do not cover any of the core academic subjects such as math, science, and computers, which currently are the focus of many of these initiatives. However, a convincing counterargument draws from another key provision within the Title IX regulations that permits schools to take "affirmative action" to "overcome the effects of conditions which resulted in limited participation therein by persons of a particular sex" even when no formal findings of discrimination exist.72 Single-sex classes, and single-sex schools for that matter, are designed to overcome socially and environmentally imposed conditions that have impeded academic advancement among certain student groups. Those conditions have limited academic interest and participation in subjects such as math, science, and computers among young women and limited academic achievement among low-income minority students, both males and females.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	An alternative argument raised by opponents of single-sex schools is based on the "comparability" clause of the regulations. Here school districts are prohibited from discriminating on the basis of sex in "any 
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  	school or educational unit" unless "comparable" courses, services, and facilities are offered to those who are excluded.
73 Civil rights groups give the comparability requirement a strained reading. They go so far as to reject the concept of even a separate school for the excluded group and require that comparable means "identical" and only in a coeducational setting. However, the comparability requirement does not mandate expressly that courses, services, and facilities be provided to the excluded group in another single-sex setting. In other words, a public single-sex school for girls need not trigger a legal obligation to establish a comparable single-sex school for boys (although it is legally questionable whether the opposite holds under the affirmative action rationale) as long as educational opportunities of equal quality are offered even in a coed setting. In the case of the Young Women's Leadership School in New York, for example, the school district maintains that it already provides numerous "comparable" opportunities for boys within several coeducation schools throughout the district.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	School districts that have established single-sex schools and classes, therefore, have available three defenses to OCR charges of noncompliance with Title IX. First, they can argue that OCR is acting ultra vires; that is, that the agency is acting beyond the scope of its power and misinterpreting congressional intent in applying Title IX to the admissions policies of public elementary and secondary schools. Second, school systems can maintain that the comparability requirement is flexible and not limited to offering an identical single-sex program for members of the opposite sex but can include a similar educational program provided in the context of coeducation. Third, in view of research findings on low achievement particularly in math and science and diminished self-esteem among girls, combined with the social and academic problems of minority students caught in a cycle of poverty, single-sex schools and classes can be justified as affirmative action measures for certain populations within the meaning of the Title IX regulations.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Whether framed in the language of "affirmative action" under Title IX or as an "exceedingly persuasive justification" under the equal protection clause of the Fourteenth Amendment, the legal standard provided by federal law places school officials under careful judicial and administrative scrutiny to prove single-sex schools and classes exist within the bounds of the law. The evidence clearly lies in empirical research supported
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  	by anecdotal reports documenting both the failure of the predominant system of coeducation to develop fully the talents of all students and the academic, social, and developmental benefits that at least some students derive from single-sex education.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	The Research Evidence
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Research findings on single-sex education lend themselves to varied and conflicting interpretations. The conclusions drawn depend on a number of factors, including the underlying question, who is posing it, the tested impact or effect, programmatic objectives, pedagogical practices, and the needs of the particular student population. Despite the indeterminacy, lawyers, policymakers, educators, and parents are looking for definitive answers based in empirical evidence that point the way toward either single-sex or coeducation.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Lawyers ask whether the findings are sufficiently persuasive to meet the federal legal standards. As a statutory matter under Title IX, are single-sex classes and schools justifiable as "affirmative" steps toward overcoming the effects of conditions that have resulted in limited educational participation by girls in general or by minority boys? Even if permissible under Title IX, single-sex programs must comply with constitutional norms under the Fourteenth Amendment. Is there an adequately tight fit between the means used (separation of the sexes) and the governmental interest to be served (improving academic achievement, developing interest and opening access for women to certain traditionally male-dominated career opportunities, enhancing self-esteem, compensating for prior discrimination, providing diverse educational opportunities)?
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Policymakers undoudtedly raise legal concerns, but they also weigh the benefits and the costs of establishing single-sex classes and programs on a limited or on a more extensive basis. On one side of the balance are the potential gains in academic achievement and opportunities along with the value of providing students and families with educational options. On the other side are the arguable but avoidable dangers of racial and gender stereotypes, unequal services, racial resegration, and diversion of public resources from addressing broader systemic and societal problems dealing with gender and race.
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  	Early Research: From Youth Culture to Women's Colleges
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Contemporary challenges to the canon of coeducation find their sociological roots in the publication of James S. Coleman's 1961 book, The Adolescent Society.
74 Here Coleman examined the value systems of adolescents in ten schools and communities, leading him to conclude that the youth culture in secondary schools exerts a negative effect on intellectual activities. In what he referred to as "the competition for adolescent energies," adolescent values emphasizing popularity rather than academic achievement resulted at least partially from the coeducational organization of the schools. The "cruel jungle of rating and dating," he maintained, proved particularly harmful for girls whose primary emphasis was on making themselves into "desirable objects for boys." He concluded that "coeducation in some high schools may be inimical to both academic and social adjustment.''75 Coleman understood that his findings were not applicable to the universe but only to "some" high schools.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Despite the intuitive appeal of Coleman's findings, his conclusions did not stem the tide of coeducation in the following two decades. Nevertheless, his research has resurfaced in recent years to support single-sex education for girls and minority males, two populations that seem especially vulnerable to the nonacademic values and social pressures that serve as academic distractions to at least some and perhaps many students in the typical coeducational school.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Coleman's work was set aside for several decades while the research focus shifted to higher education. Some of the earliest policy arguments supporting single-sex education relied on data gathered from students and graduates of women's colleges in the 1960s and 1970s. Studies conducted during this period found that, as compared with women attending coeducational institutions, students at single-sex colleges were more satisfied with their overall college experience and more likely to major in nontraditional disciplines and to demonstrate higher levels of self-esteem and leadership skills.76 Research findings also documented that graduates of women's colleges had achieved greater success in their chosen occupations and greater marital happiness.77 A survey of nearly five thousand women's college graduates from the classes of 1967 and 1977 found that nearly half had earned advanced degrees and almost half were working in traditionally male-dominated jobs such as lawyer, physician, or manager,
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  	while 90 percent stated that their colleges were successful in fostering students' self-confidence.
78 
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	The population examined in these early studies formed a highly selective group of women, many of them attending elite private colleges at a time when access to prestigious all-male institutions was closed to them. Research conducted after coeducational options for women had been broadly expanded has yielded less consistent findings. Similar results on measures of student satisfaction with the women's college experience, except on the issue of social life, have been reported. Single-sex students also have demonstrated a greater likelihood of obtaining a degree.79 Contrary to earlier studies, however, more controlled research has yielded less positive results. Controlling for Scholastic Aptitude Test (SAT) scores and socioeconomic status, a broader-based sampling of students, only 10 percent of whom had attended Seven Sister schools and 20 percent high-quality four-year schools, found that graduates of women's colleges were less likely to obtain a graduate degree than graduates of coeducational institutions. However, they were more likely to hold a high-prestige job than their counterparts from coeducational institutions. This difference between educational level completed and job prestige may be a function of the comparative quality of the undergraduate experience; that is, the particular single-sex college degree may have had greater purchasing power in the job market.80 
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Despite the appeal of the early research findings on women's colleges, the obvious differences between the college and secondary school setting and the populations served render this data of limited direct relevance to the current debate over single-sex education. This observation, however, does not suggest that these studies should be dismissed outright. Research on women's colleges, while now outdated, has helped shape contemporary discourse on single-sex schools and has provided insights into the factors that may contribute to the academic advancement of women, including role models, high expectations of students, collaborative teaching and learning techniques, opportunities for student leadership, peer support, and faculty who are committed to women's development and who believe that women are capable learners.81 These institutional factors also could prove significant to the education of other groups who have been foreclosed historically from full equal opportunity, particularly low-income minority students.
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  	Examining the Evidence: Is the Glass Half-Empty or Half-Full?
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Before the mid-1980s, single-sex education was held in such disfavorparticularly in the public sectorthat little interest or opportunity existed for researchers to pursue comparative studies. The modern-day retreat from single-sex public schooling in the wake of Title IX effectively eliminated the field and subjects for meaningful research in the United States. Since the 1980s, however, renewed interest in the concept has generated repeated analysis and discussion of a limited body of social science research in a seemingly fruitless search for conclusive findings. These studies draw largely from three research contexts: studies from abroad examining private and government-operated schools, studies from the United States examining private independent schools, and studies of Catholic schools. Each of these settings presents institutional and cultural distinctions that prove problematic when applying the findings to the American public school context. Nevertheless, in the absence of more directly relevant data, the existing research studies have now become critical to the current debate over single-sex schooling.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	The bulk of research on single-sex schooling has compared student performance and behavior by gender and school type. Recent studies have focused on the relative cognitive and affective benefits to be gained by black and Hispanic minority students, and particularly males, educated in single-sex settings. The discussion that follows addresses the key issues raised and findings made in each of these contexts.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	A number of studies include at least a partial review of the research. Two comprehensive and politically significant overviews, however, demand particular discussion for their distinct perspectives, their differing conclusions, and their potential impact on educational practice. The differences stem, in part, from the particular studies and outcomes selected for examination and from the specific position supported by the sponsoring organization. With that caveat in mind, these both establish a framework for examining the research questions asked and the conclusions drawn before moving on to several major studies that have helped shape the research agenda and the policy debate over the past decade. The first overview was commissioned by the Office of Educational Research and Improvement (OERI) of the U.S. Department of Education during the Bush administration. The second is the report Separated by Sex, released in 1998 by the American Association of University Women.
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  	In 1992, OERI convened a group of scholars and practitioners to examine the effects of single-sex education on students from the academic and social/affective dimensions. The meeting resulted in the publication of a two-volume report. The second volume consists of nine papers prepared and presented by researchers and practitioners, including several heads of all-boys and all-girls schools, both independent and Catholic, all supporting the concept of single-sex education.
82 The first volume presents an overview of twenty studies on single-sex schooling.83 Many of the studies conducted abroad did not control for student and family background characteristics including socioeconomic status, parents' education, prior achievement scores, and curriculum track.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Among the reported findings from the United States were that girls in single-sex schools experienced significantly greater improvement in science and reading achievement between the second and third years of high school than their coeducational counterparts; that female graduates of all-girls schools subsequently attended more selective colleges, had higher educational aspirations, and were more satisfied with the college environment; and that both white girls and minority students of both sexes outperformed their counterparts in coeducational programs on a variety of academic measures.84 Several studies indicated that while girls may benefit from single-sex schooling, coeducation may be more conducive to academic achievement for boys.85 Research conducted in Nigeria and Thailand found that boys in coeducational schools demonstrated higher achievement levels and held less stereotypical views of math than did boys attending single-sex schools.86 The same findings were made for girls in single-sex schools. However, several studies examined in the OERI report found little or no differences in outcome measures between the two approaches for either boys or girls.87 
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	The report concludes that, despite the inconclusive research findings, sufficient empirical evidence is available to support the proposition that single-sex schools may produce positive outcomes, particularly for young women, and that the countervailing evidence to reject that proposition is not sufficiently convincing. The report recommends future directions for research comparing the effects of single-sex and coeducation, including drawing data from larger samples, examining the effects of single-sex classes, and exploring the differential effects of specific educational practices within single-sex and coeducational schools. The report recommends that researchers agree on the use of specific and more appropriate
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  	statistical techniques and control for individual differences. It further suggests that future research efforts both expand the set of outcomes examined to include such measures as dropping out of school and teen parenthood and compare the effects of different models and practices on different racial-ethnic groups. The report sounds a warning that unless current findings are extended and refined, little opportunity will arise to learn from single-sex schools because few of them will survive.
88 
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Here was a government report challenging the conventional wisdom of coeducation and supporting single-sex schooling, a position that should have ignited a storm of debate and further research on the topic. Yet it received scarce attention in the educational community or in the press. By the time the report was published in 1993, the Bush administration appointees who had commissioned the study had left the Department of Education. The report disappeared from view, only to resurface as an occasional bibliographic entry in subsequent studies.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Five years later, a similar report examined much of the same research but within an expanded database, including papers presented by several of the same researchers participating in the OERI project. In contrast to the OERI analysis, this report created a firestorm of controversy in the popular press and sent shock waves throughout the educational community.89 This time, the American Association of University of Women, the same group whose series of reports in the early 1990s had sparked a similar debate over coeducation for girls, was voicing its opinion, and the opinion was that "separating by sex is not the solution to gender inequity in school."90 With only a select group of educators and researchers reading the full report, the group's press release became virtually the sole piece of evidence in the court of popular opinion. The release listed among the report's findings that "there is no evidence in general that single-sex education works or is better for girls than coeducation"; that "some kinds of single-sex programs produce positive results for some students including a preference for math and science among girls"; and that "there is no significant improvement in girls' achievement in single-sex classes."
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	The media ran with the first and third of these findings but ignored or underplayed the second, which qualifies the other two. In the days following the report's release, newspaper headlines read: "All-Girl Schools Questioned as a Way to Attain Equity"; "Report Casts Doubt on the Value
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  	of Single-Sex Schooling"; and "Separate and Unequal? A Study Finds No Evidence That All-Female Classes Are Better, But Some Girls Are Happy on Their Own."
91 As William Raspberry rightly noted in the Washington Post, "There's hardly anything in the AAUW study to support the news reports." The AAUW had placed an embargo against premature release of the report that suggested significance, according to Raspberry. "Reporters naturally think it their duty to find that significance and not get lost in inconsistencies. But in this case, the inconsistencies may be the heart of the story."92 
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	In the days following publication of the report, AAUW officials underscored those inconsistencies while drawing a definitive conclusion in favor of coeducation. In a commentary published in the Chicago Tribune, Maggie Ford, president of the AAUW Educational Foundation, stated flatly, "Single-sex education does not solve the problem of gender inequality."93 Appearing on the Today show, AAUW president Janice Weinman reaffirmed that conclusion. "Separating by sex is not the solution," she stated. "Good education is. What the study showed was that, in general, you cannot conclude that separating by sex makes the difference."94 In an interview with the Houston Chronicle, she elaborated: "Girls cannot be put in situations in which they're seen as the exception to the rule. They need to be seen as part of the rule." For those who remembered the AAUW's opposition to the proposed Danforth amendment back in 1994, these statements were not surprising but they were nonetheless troubling. The likelihood of negative fallout from the report was obvious. Ellen Goodman of the Boston Globe suggested that the report would "leave anyone skeptical about putting too much of the public hope or education money into P.S. Mars and P.S. Venus.''95 Newsweek speculated that the AAUW report "could dampen some of the enthusiasm for single-sex schools in the rest of the country."96 
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	The National Coalition of Girls Schools immediately published a counter-press release. The coalition called the AAUW to task for its blanket assertions rejecting single-sex education as "the solution" to gender inequities while the experts the group had convened had concluded that "there is insufficient data to make a definitive judgement." The NCGS statement continued with a list of quantifiable areas in which all-girl education does work: NCGS students score almost one hundred points
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  	above the national mean for the SAT, receiving a 594 verbal and 575 math as compared with scores of 503 and 494, respectively, among girls nationwide taking the test in 1997; 77 percent of NCGS students taking Advanced Placement examinations score a 3 or higher; 7.8 percent of NCGS students were National Merit semifinalists in 1997, while another 13 percent received letters of commendation.
97 
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	The AAUW report is divided into two main parts. The first is an extensive literature review divided into two sections: attitudinal and environment variables and achievement variables that cover both single-sex classes and single-sex schools. The second part of the report consists of four papers presented in a roundtable discussion among sixteen researchers. A careful reading of the report belies the negative conclusions highlighted in the association's press release as well as statements made by AAUW officials and subsequent press reports. Of the four roundtable presenters, only one flatly rejects single-sex education. The other three suggest either that it works for certain populations or that the educational and research communities define more clearly the pedagogical practices that fall within the concept and proceed with caution before investing additional public resources in a concept that begs for further empirical support. The report summarizes suggestions made by various roundtable participants for further research in single-sex education. Implicit in the notion of research is further implementation that, judging from press reports and public statements, AAUW spokespersons seemingly would find inadvisable.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	In a nutshell, the report speculates that perhaps it is not the single-sex setting itself that yields benefits at least to some students, but certain organizational elements that typically characterize single-sex schools, including smaller classes, a strong academic curriculum, parental involvement, orderly classrooms, and nonsexist teaching practices. Yet the report fails to offer sufficient empirical support for that speculation. The report expressly admits that "researchers do not know for certain whether the benefits derive from factors unique to single-sex programs, or whether these factors also exist or can be reproduced in coeducational settings." The thrust of the report, nevertheless, is that the remedy for gender inequity is not to separate girls from boys but to reproduce these elements in the coeducational public school.
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  	Among the report's findings from the existing research are the following:
	

	

	


	
	
		
  	
  	

	

	
  	
	

	

	


	Consistent evidence is found from a variety of settings that girls in single-sex schools perceive subjects such as math and science as less "masculine," suggesting this to be a factor intrinsic to the single-sex environment.
		Contrary to popular belief, no consistent relationship appears between sex stereotyping and type of school; the separation of girls and boys does not decrease the reinforcement of gender roles.
		The relatively few studies on single-sex classrooms yield inconsistent results. While girls perceive single-sex math and science classes to be superior, no evidence is available that this perception or preference is accompanied by achievement gains.
		Research findings on the effects of single-sex schools on student achievement are inconsistent. Some studies have found no differences in achievement attributable to school type but more significant differences resulting from socioeconomic status. Others have shown positive effects.




	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Single-Sex Classes: Hard versus Soft Evidence
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	The AAUW report accurately notes that few research studies have been conducted on single-sex classes, an approach that is gaining increased interest in school districts across the country. Those studies that exist, most of them from abroad, generally report no differences in achievement between students in single-sex and mixed classes. Some studies indicate, however, that students in single-sex math classes develop more positive attitudes toward the subject and higher confidence levels that are statistically associated with achievement and greater rates of persistence in advanced mathematics classes for girls.
98 They also report an overall preference among females for the single-sex classroom environment.99 
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Several underlying questions demand attention before drawing any conclusions from these findings. What are the goals of the programacademic, social and behavioral, cultural, or a combination of some or all of these? What outcomes are educators attempting to achieve and are these the same outcomes that researchers are examining? What does it mean to say that a particular pedagogical approach is "better"? Does it mean that it produces higher achievement in the short-term as measured by some objective standard or could it mean that it produces enhanced
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  	interest, more positive attitudes, or certain behavioral changes that lead to long-term success and academic pursuit?
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Single-sex classes cover a wide range of goals and implementation strategies, thus drawing valid conclusions as to the effectiveness of the single-sex class concept is difficult. In recent years, school districts have used the approach primarily in three contexts. The first model separates students by sex in specific elective subjects, particularly advanced math and science and more recently computers, to address diminished achievement and interest reported among girls as they progress from elementary through middle and high school. The second model separates girls and boys for all or the major part of the school day, which is the model adopted in some of the Afrocentric programs such as those operating in Milwaukee and Baltimore. A third approach is to provide, within a coeducational school, single-sex classes that are an integral part of the regular curriculum beyond math and science. The model that has gained the most interest in school districts across the country is the all-girl math, science, and computer class.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Some researchers have challenged the basic assumption that school achievement among females is consistently lower than among males.
100 A careful examination of the data tells a far more nuanced story than might have been told a decade or two ago. Recent research findings on boys, and specifically minority boys, reveal lower scores on national reading tests, higher dropout rates, and higher referrals to special education as compared with girls.101 A 1998 AAUW report suggests that social conditioning may skew the educational experience for boys as well as for girls. The report acknowledges that boys also face inequities in schools, with girls predominating in advanced English, foreign language, and arts classes, for example.102 Females continue to surpass males on standardized tests of reading and writing skills while the math-science gender gap in favor of males has narrowed significantly since the 1980s. National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) data from 1992 to 1994 indicate that, while the percentage of fourth-grade male students performing at the "proficient" level in reading remained at 24 for both years, the percentage of females increased from 30 to 32.103 Data on verbal-writing ability gathered from seventy-four tests administered to twelfth graders nationwide indicate similar gender differences in favor of females.104 
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  	The emerging interest in "boys studies" has proven useful and necessary in highlighting the unique and serious educational issues surrounding male students. But it has also clouded the unique, although perhaps less compelling, issues surrounding females. A close look at the data over time makes clear that the debate over gender and achievement is too complex to be reduced to simple and fixed formulae. It also clarifies and justifies continued concerns over female achievement in math and science without raising those concerns to overstated crisis proportions and without negating the gains made over the past decade. For example, while female students significantly increase their performance advantage over males in writing and language arts between grades four and eight, males increase their performance advantage over females in math concepts and natural science between grades eight and twelve.
105 And while the percentage of female graduates in 1994 who had earned high school credits in precalculus, trigonometry, statistics, geology, and biology slightly surpassed that of boys as compared with 1992 data, boys still demonstrated higher enrollment rates in calculus, Advanced Placement calculus, and other courses in advanced mathematics as well as Advanced Placement chemistry, physics, and honors physics.106 
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	NAEP data from 1996 reveal that while females and males both demonstrate average scores of 272 in math at grade eight, females continue to lag behind males in grades four and twelve.107 Females also continue to lag behind males in science, with the gap widening to a statistically significant level by grade twelve. At that point, their respective average scale scores are 148 and 152 as compared with 149 and 152 at grades four and eight.108 Males continue to outstrip females in math on the Scholastic Aptitude Test; the average math score for females in 1998 was 496 and for males 531.109 
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	The relative differences between eighth-grade math, on the one hand, and twelfth-grade math and senior-year SAT math scores, on the other, could be a function of more males than females taking more advanced level mathematics courses in high school. The observed differences could also be a function of the greater spread in male achievement in general. Above the 90th percentile and below the 10th percentile are approximately four females for every five males. The low end reflects the greater number of males in special education classes. The high end represents a self-selected group that tends to take high-stakes tests such as the SAT
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  	and Advanced Placement examinations. As the analysis moves from national samples to self-selected samples, therefore, the gender differences become greater, indicating that while female students have made significant gainsparticularly in closing the math gapthey still have a distance to go to achieve equal representation at the top ranks in both math and science, which are the key to expanding career opportunities.
110 One can speculate that if students below the 10th percentile, with its greater representation of male students, were eliminated from the calculations, more consistently higher achievement levels across the grades might be observed among males as compared with females.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Advanced Placement exam data confirm a widening gender gap in math and science interest as students progress through the grades. In 1998, girls comprised only 12 percent of students nationwide taking the AB-level (including topics typically covered in an introductory computer science course) and 19 percent taking the A-level (including topics typically covered in a full-year course) computer science exams and only 38 percent of students taking the BC-level math calculus exam (including topics typically covered in an introductory Calculus I college course).111 Even girls who enroll in Advanced Placement classes may experience self-doubts. In a study of 160 high school girls taking Advanced Placement in mathematics and physics, 40 percent reportedly "played down good grades in mathematics in front of classmates and peers, especially male classmates and peers."112 These differences carry over into college and career planning. According to 1998 data, only 2.6 percent of female as compared with 15.2 percent of male college freshman plan to major in engineering and 1.4 percent of females as compared with 3.7 percent of males are planning a technology major.113 
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Female students do not lack a "math-science gene," but something operating in the social, school, home environment, or any combination of the three prevents girls from achieving beyond a certain level. Research on occupational choices suggests that women retreat from math and science because gender socialization inhibits their confidence in their abilities and expectations of success while causing them to place less subjective task value on these fields than on other possible options.114 This premise resonates with the concept of "academic disidentification," which has been advanced with regard to minority students and academic failure.115 
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  	The data clearly document a math and science gender gap that has narrowed significantly over time but continues to exist at the more advanced levels. The question remains as to how best to eliminate it completely. Empirical research on single-sex classes to date has been far too limited to prove useful in assessing policy options. However, single-sex classes in math, science, and computers have produced a substantial body of anecdotal assessments. These reports, while subjective, nonscientific, and not the sole basis upon which to carve policy and practice into stone, provide useful insights into the learning process and suggest directions for future program design and research. Many of these classes technically are open to both boys and girls to insulate the program from legal attack. However, they actively recruit from among the female population sending the clear message that "Boys need not enroll."
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	The all-girls algebra class operating in the Presque Isle (Maine) High School since the late 1980s is an example of this approach. Now called College Algebra with Emphasis on Women's Contributions in Mathematics, the course is offered as an elective for both male and female students, yet no male has chosen to take the course. School officials report that girls who have taken the class have tended to take more math and science courses in high school, are more likely to consider a career involving math, demonstrate enhanced self-confidence, and are more likely to improve their scores on the statewide math test from eighth to eleventh grade.
116 Another example is the Walker School, a private coeducational school in Marietta, Georgia, which started separating boys and girls in eighth-grade algebra in 1993. Many of its middle-level math and science classes are now offered only as single-sex. While school officials acknowledge that girls' achievement has not changed noticeably, the number of girls enrolling in upper-level math and science classes has increased from one-third to approximately 45 to 55 percent. As the head of a private coeducational middle school that has used single-gender math classes for the past four years notes, "What you can't measure in a quantitative way is how these kids feel about themselves. It's enough to know that I have more girls saying, 'I love math.'"117 
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	On a related note, educators have become concerned with the relatively low numbers of girls taking elective computer classes, thereby foreclosing them later from career opportunities. Washington Middle School in
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  	Olympia, Washington, offers an all-girls class combining technology skills with issues that are particularly interesting to adolescent girls, such as nutrition, eating disorders, career exploration, and women's self-defense. Before the class was instituted, twice as many eighth- and ninth-grade boys as girls enrolled in technology electives. The ratio between boys and girls is now more evenly balanced. As one eighth-grade girl observed, "A lot of girls that are shyer around boys will feel more comfortable in a class like this and will not be afraid to ask questions."
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Manchester High School in Connecticut offers both single-sex and mixed-gender sections of a course in Technology in the World using the same curriculum for both. Officials report that the program has enhanced the students' self-confidence and their interest in technology careers. It also has increased the number of girls in technology electives from 15 percent to 24 percent of total enrollment. Both the Washington and Connecticut schools technically open all their technology classes to girls and boys, again to meet the comparability requirements of Title IX. However, in Connecticut the course description for the all-girls sections reads, "for female students but open to boys by request," while the Washington school holds a promotional meeting only for girls when recruiting students for the special class.
118 
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	From a research perspective, the obvious question that remains unanswered in these reports is whether separating by gender is the only way or even the most effective way to achieve the same ends or whether alternative approaches could prove as effective. Schools might initiate after-school math and science clubs for girls or invite women engaged in math and science to discuss their careers or serve as mentors. A comparison of the effects of such alternatives and of single-sex classes would prove useful. The issue of single-sex classes in all their permutations demands more carefully controlled longitudinal studies. Nevertheless, the reported outcomes from the existing programs, however inconclusive, have expanded the discussion of single-sex education beyond short-term achievement gains to include the initial effects of short-term attitudinal and behavioral changes on long-term career opportunities and choices.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Single-Sex Schools: Gender, Race, and Socioeconomic Class
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	In addition to documenting the lack of conclusive empirical data supporting single-sex classes, the 1998 AAUW report concludes that research
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  	on single-sex schools has produced inconsistent findings. Several of these studies have played a critical role in shaping the current debate on single-sex schools for girls. Beginning in the mid-1980s, Valerie E. Lee, in collaboration with several researchers, and Cornelius Riordan separately reported on a series of research studies examining the effects of single-sex and coeducation on girls' and boys' achievement. Their field of research primarily was Catholic schools, although Lee subsequently extended her research into the private independent sector. Both researchers participated in the 1992 OERI and 1997 AAUW roundtable discussions.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	In two widely cited studies of secondary school students and graduates in the 1980s, the first with Anthony S. Bryk and the second with Helen M. Marks, Lee found positive effects of single-sex schooling for girls but few differences attributable to school type for boys. Both studies used data from High School and Beyond, a national survey sponsored by the National Center for Education Statistics in 1980. They drew data from sophomores in 1980 with a follow-up two years later in senior year. In comparing girls and boys attending single-sex and coeducational Catholic schools, they found that girls in all-girls schools expressed a more positive attitude toward academics and demonstrated higher achievement gains in reading, writing, and science than their coeducational counterparts. Single-sex school boys did not show statistically significant gains between sophomore and senior years but were more likely to enroll in math and science classes and less likely to sign up for vocational classes than their coeducational counterparts.
119 
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Lee subsequently found that these positive effects were sustained in college. Both females and males were more likely to attend selective four-year colleges and were more likely to have considered attending graduate school than their coeducational counterparts. The effect on girls from single-sex schools extended to attitudinal and behavioral outcomes, with members of this group holding significantly less stereotypical attitudes about women in the workplace and demonstrating a greater likelihood of being actively involved in politics by the end of college.120 Lee subsequently examined students attending independent schools for similar differences in achievement and attitudes, collecting data in 1989 and 1990. Finding no consistent pattern of effects for either boys or girls, she expanded the scope of the study and reported findings on why students and families choose a single-sex over a coeducational school.121 Unable
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  	to explain the inconsistencies between Catholic and independent secondary schools by differences in dates of data collection, motives of parents in selecting single-sex education, or historical differences in the status of single-sex versus coeducational schools between the two sectors, Lee shifted the focus of her subsequent research to examine school organization effects on student outcomes.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	It is significant that one of the leading researchers on single-sex education now has withdrawn her support for the concept. In 1992, she noted in her closing remarks to the OERI roundtable that "there is something important going on in some single-sex schools for young women" and therefore society should "not allow this option to disappear from the American educational landscape." Five years later, however, she did a complete turnaround in her AAUW roundtable presentation, unequivocally stating that "separating adolescents by gender for secondary schooling is not an appropriate solution to the problem of gender inequity in educational outcomes, either in the short or in the long run."
122 
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Riordan has remained steadfast in his support for single-sex schooling, although he has refined his position over the years. His research has received wide attention primarily for examining the effects of single-sex schooling on black and Hispanic male and female students.123 Similar to Lee, Riordan used the High School and Beyond survey data to compare the performance in sophomore and senior years on cognitive and affective measures of white, black, and Hispanic students attending single-sex and coeducational Catholic schools. His findings revealed that white girls and black and Hispanic students of both sexes fare better in single-sex schools, while coeducation might prove more beneficial to white boys. When scores were adjusted for initial ability, school variables, and home background, girls and minority boys attending single-sex schools demonstrated higher cognitive achievement, higher self-esteem, higher internal control, and more liberal attitudes toward working women than their counterparts in coeducational institutions. The opposite effect held for white boys in single-sex schools with their coeducational counterparts surpassing them on all cognitive and affective measures used in the study. While the affective differences were not large, the data seemed to reveal that white males attain healthier attitudinal outcomes in coeducational schools. Single-sex schools, meanwhile, provide minority males in particular with an environment and set of school policies that foster the
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  	growth of internal control mechanisms through which they believe that they are masters of their own destinies.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	How can the marked differential effect of single-sex and coeducation between white and minority males in particular be explained? Riordan suggests that white males in coeducational schools may gain an advantage by comparing themselves as a group to females who may serve as a ''negative reference group." In the competitive environment of predominantly white all-male schools, some low-performing males end up serving that function thereby driving overall achievement scores down. Offsetting these forces for minority and white female students in single-sex schools, he maintains, is the "greater receptivity" for school effects among low-status students together with the benefits of role models and what he calls the "adolescent subculture" of athletics, social life, and dating, which he found strongest among boys in single-sex schools. Riordan notes that, for both black and Hispanic boys and girls, about 70 percent of the test score difference between minorities in single-sex and coeducational schools can be explained by adjusting for school variables including curriculum, course work, homework, and the adolescent subculture. These formal and informal school structures apparently have a more significant effect on minorities than on white males. Riordan's findings confirm those of previous studiesthat the overall effects of school quality are greater among minorities and among the poor.
124 
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	In his remarks to the AAUW roundtable participants in 1997, Riordan acknowledged findings that appear to contradict the results obtained in his own studies and that of Lee and Bryk dating from the 1980s. Research on Catholic schools in the 1990s indicates that students in single-sex schools do not outperform their coeducation counterparts on various measures of achievement.125 Riordan maintains that Catholic school students as a group have become more affluent over the past decade and therefore recent findings are completely consistent with those of Lee with regard to private independent schools where no differences in academic achievement were observed between students in single-sex and coeducational programs. He concludes that the effects of single-sex education fall within a hierarchy of low-status characteristics (female, racial minority, low socioeconomic status). The greatest effects are found among black and Hispanic females from low socioeconomic homes, slightly diminished effects among black and Hispanic males from low socioeconomic
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  	homes, smaller effects still for white middle-class females, and virtually no differential effects among affluent students regardless of race or gender. While he agrees with Lee that certain organizational features including small school size and a strong academic curriculum explain the greater academic effectiveness of single-sex schools, he argues that they do not totally explain the difference. For him, features that flow out of school type, including role models, leadership opportunities, diminished youth-culture values, and an affirmative pro-academic parent and student choice are key to the success of single-sex schoolsparticularly for historically disadvantaged student populations.
126 
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Based on a cross-national study of four countries (Belgium, Japan, New Zealand, and Thailand), Riordan suggests that as single-sex schools become more common, the achievement differential between them and coeducational institutions may diminish.127 This may explain the more frequently reported achievement differences found in the United States than abroad. In many of the countries where similar studies have found no differences, a more even balance exists between single-sex and coeducational schools, both private and government-operated. In the United States, in contrast, single-sex schools form a small sector of the country's educational system and seemingly attract different students from those educated in the larger coeducational sector. In view of the strong resistance in the United States to the single-sex model, however, single-sex schools are unlikely to approach the numbers of coeducational institutions, particularly in the public sector, to realize this phenomenon of diminishing differential effects.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	In the meantime, the results of studies of minority students indicate that single-sex schooling may hold promise for transforming the lives of inner-city girls and boys caught in the downward spiral of poverty and the destructive forces that flow from it. In cities across the nation, the number of black and Hispanic children living in impoverished neighborhoods has risen to staggering levels, reaching 97 percent for blacks in Washington, D.C., and 86 percent in Detroit.128 
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	According to sociologist Claude Steele, at the root of academic failure for black students in particular is public schools' inability to develop and constantly reaffirm what he calls "academic identification"; that is, the belief that school achievement is a promising basis for self-esteem.129 Achievement levels among minority students lend credibility to this
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  	observation. Data from the National Assessment of Educational Progress in reading reveal a persistent gap of at least twenty-five points between the average scores of white students on the one hand and black and Hispanic students on the other at ages nine, thirteen, and seventeen.
130 The racial gap in math scores is equally troubling, ranging from twenty-four points between white and Hispanic students at grade twelve to thirty-nine points between white and black students at grade eight.131 Only 42 percent of eighth-grade students in urban school districts as compared with 66 percent in nonurban districts scored at basic level or higher.132 
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Another way to examine the achievement gap between white and minority students is to compare statewide data with figures drawn from urban school districts with significant populations of minority students. In Illinois, for example, while nearly three-fourths of the state's third graders in 1996 were rated "proficient" on the state reading test, less than half the students in Chicago met that standard. That same year, the average Connecticut fourth grader was ten times as likely as the average fourth grader in Hartford to achieve proficiency on all three of the state's mastery tests.133 Add these statistics to the compelling figures on crime, dropout rates, drug abuse, teen-age pregnancy, and homicide for minority youth, and the educational needs of minorities in the inner city reach crisis proportions. If research evidence suggests that single-sex education is most effective within low-income minority student populations, both female and male, then it is certainly worth serious consideration.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Conclusion
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Single-sex education is a complex web of unanswered questions and promising leads, all searching for a definitive resolution in the law, in policy alternatives, and in research findings. The three strands join together in an interactive relationship, each sensitive to developments in the other. As is often the case in education, the policy initiatives on single-sex schooling initially took off despite uncertainty in the law and limited evidence in the research.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	The legality of single-sex educationfrom schools, to classes, to dual academieshas been placed on hold, with OCR apparently taking a wait-and-see approach to the various single-sex models now operating throughout the United States. OCR's foot dragging in resolving the
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  	Title IX complaint brought by civil liberties groups against the Young Women's Leadership School in New York is clear evidence of this cautionary approach. The agency apparently has waited for the issue to play itself out more fully in the policy and research arenas. Agency officials are struggling to accommodate the law to an educational concept that at least in theory is gaining popularity among parents and legitimacy among educators and politicians. While some may argue that the core issue is educational and not legal, until the legal issues are resolved, single-sex programs remain in a holding pattern at best. The questionable legality of the approach merely serves the purposes of those who dismiss further research and implementation of single-sex programs.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	It remains to be seen if the American Association of University Women's 1998 report dampens enthusiasm for single-sex education as some commentators have predicted. The report itself is nonconclusive. However, the negative spin placed on it by the media along with conclusory statements made publicly by AAUW officials, despite their assertions of neutrality, have unjustifiably cast a dark cloud over supportive arguments based in research findings that single-sex education benefits at least some students. The credibility of these findings may prove significant to OCR's ultimate position under Title IX and may play a key role in the judiciary's application of the equal protection clause of the Fourteenth Amendment. Yet even if the agency or the courts were to dismiss research findings as inconclusive at best, documentation as to the achievement gap between white and minority students as well as continuing differences between male and female students in math, science, and computer participation, particularly at the most advanced levels, may prove of sufficient weight to justify gender classifications. Aside from research evidence on academic gains, the Supreme Court in the VMI case suggested that diversity itself may be a sufficiently persuasive justification for single-sex schooling provided the intent and effect are not to promote gender stereotypes.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Research findings also influence the thinking of policymakers and educators, particularly those who are searching for scientific evidence to support their preferences. The AAUW reports of the early 1990s, coming on the heels of the Sadkers' research suggesting that coeducation shortchanges girls, demonstrate how a limited body of controversial research findings can ignite a national debate, turn around the conventional thinking on
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  	educational practice, and quickly generate programmatic innovation at the local level. Time will tell whether a narrow set of reportedly inconclusive findings, capitalized upon by the media, will now send those same forces into retreat.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Opponents of single-sex education argue that the approach fails to hold up when put to the test of rigorous empirical research. But that assertion only leads to the question of whether coeducation or many other pedagogical approaches would fare any better. The continuing debate over whole language versus phonics and the ongoing controversy over bilingual education versus English immersionafter more than two decades of research studiesare two examples of how educational practices often take root with insufficient theoretical grounding. Part of the problem is the flawed nature of educational research itself, where it is impossible to control the many differential factors that operate across classrooms and schools and to isolate the particular element producing the observed effect. The other part of the problem is that, in the vast world of diverse student needs, practice often outstrips theory in the rush to remedy every newly diagnosed problem in response to popular or political pressure.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Perhaps researchers on single-sex education have been asking the wrong questions. As the anecdotal evidence on single-sex classes demonstrates, the focus on objectively measurable short-term outcomes in achievement score gains, for example, may simply divert attention from the real question of short-term behavioral and attitudinal changes that ultimately produce long-term effects in career choices and greater control over one's life plan. It could be that empowerment, and not higher test scores per se, is at the heart of single-sex education. Unfortunately, the personal benefits that flow from empowerment are not clearly apparent or measurable in the short-term.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Stripping away all the rhetoric of "benevolent sexism" and "silver bullets" and focusing on the educational issues reveals a perplexing inconsistency in the equality arguments advanced by the opponents of single-sex schooling. Their position, in fact, turns the equality ideal on its head. Over the past three decades, that ideal has come to mean not just "same is equal" but sometimes ''different is equal" and even "more is equal" when applied to various student populations. Since the 1960s, the economically disadvantaged in compensatory programs, linguistic minorities in bilingual education programs, and the disabled assigned
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  	to special education services have all received differential treatment, some of it mandated by law. Why should gender differences not be afforded similar recognition? Single-sex education, particularly for women and minorities, is merely an extension of the very concept of equality that these same civil rights groups have pressed before courts, legislatures, and administratice agencies.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Viewed in the context of the larger debate over school reform, single-sex education is another issue in which the principles of individual liberty (in the form of choice) and equality (in the form of equal educational opportunity) are clearly reconcilable and mutually reinforcing despite assertions to the contraryassertions grounded more in ideology and misplaced fears than in sound pedagogy. This argument is particularly salient in the case of minority students for whom inner-city public schools and three decades of compensatory programs have proven such a dismal failure. If equality is truly a fundamental goal of public education, particularly in the inner city, then public schools should afford to the disadvantaged, with potentially greater personal and social returns, the same choice and opportunity that historically have been enjoyed by those attending private schools.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	This is not to suggest that school districts mandate separate schooling or that it is appropriate for all students or even for all members of certain groups. Nevertheless, despite inconclusive findings on achievement gains, evidence exists that at least some girls experience a certain comfort level and develop greater self-confidence, interest, and academic identification in single-sex settings. The research also suggests that single-sex programs can prove especially beneficial to low-income black and Hispanic students. More significantly, no research has found that single-sex schools harm students in any palpable way, other than speculations on gender stereotyping and some suggestions as to the negative effects on nonminority boys. Given the general lack of harm to students, the inconclusive empirical findings on cognitive benefits to girls, the supportive findings as to the benefits to minorities, and the observational reports on affective gains and behavioral changes, it is seriously questionable whether government should mandate, as some opponents argue, that all public school students attend a coed school. The seemingly strong presumption now afforded coeducation defies logic. If neither approach has
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  	proven more significantly effective in terms of cognitive or affective gains, then why not place both on a level plane of educational acceptability?
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	The concerns raised by women's groups who challenge single-sex education, however, must not be summarily dismissed but addressed directly. Their expressed fears of gender stereotyping as a potential danger are understandable given the battles fought to break down the doors of exclusionary institutions. In view of that all-too-recent history, school districts must watch vigilantly to assure that single-sex programs do not slide back into pre-Title IX stereotypes that limit rather than expand the horizons of young women and certain young men. The faint possibility of backsliding, which is avoidable, however, hardly outweighs the clear potential benefits of the approach for some students. Without further implementation, school districts will never have the chance to test the strength of that potential.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	The debate over single-sex education and gender inequities continues to evolve. Researchers are now turning their attention to the developmental and educational needs of boys. Undoubtedly, school districts should focus more attention on identifying and remedying inequities wherever they exist. But the need for systemic change does not preclude more focused incremental reform. Single-sex education is no more costly than coeducation and therefore should not divert resources from systemwide remedial action. Ironically, the legal challenges themselves have brought undue attention to these programs, dissuaded school officials from implementing creative models, and made single-sex schools and classes largely symbolic while at the same time diverting public concern from broadscale change to promote gender equity throughout the system. As a result, both programmatic and systemwide efforts to address gender inequities have suffered.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Neither separating by sex nor any other single approach provides the definitive solution to gender inequities in the schools. But empirical research backed up by anecdotal reports indicates that single-sex education in its various forms may be one of several solutions along with certain organizational supports and teacher training. The assertion that particular features common to single-sex schools, including smallness of scale, equitable teaching practices, and a focused academic curriculum are what makes the definitive difference instead of and not in addition to gender separation is speculative at best and contradicts plausible sociological explanations
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  	to the contrary. Whether these features can produce the same academic and attitudinal effects in a coeducational setting demands further investigation.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	No conclusive evidence exists that single-sex education is better or worse than coeducation for all students, but it may be better for some. Given that fact, why not offer thoughtfully planned alternatives that generate useful findings for parents and students of all economic means to define for themselves what constitutes a "good education"? The only reasonable conclusion that can be drawn from the current controversy over single-sex education is that school districts across the country should continue to serve as laboratories of opportunity and diversity from which can emerge the most effective approaches to educating future generations of girls and boys, whether separately or together.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Comment by Cornelius Riordan
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Rosemary C. Salomone has written a comprehensive and excellent paper on single-sex schooling that examines the complicated web of policy, research, and the law. She argues that the policy debate over single-sex schools is tied to several independent sources: First, coeducation has become the norm for the organization of schools in America (and throughout the Western world); second, a literature emerged in the 1980s leading to the view that males and females may have different learning styles; third, a series of studies by the American Association of University Women (AAUW) and others documented in no uncertain terms that girls were shortchanged in schools and these schools were coeducational schools; fourth, independent girls schools responded to this AAUW-defined state of affairs by forming the National Coalition of Girls Schools (independent boys schools have followed with the International Boys' Schools Coalition); and fifth, minority males and females were failing in these coeducational schools at a more alarming rate than white students, leading to a desperate response from the minority community and minority educators for various remedies including single-sex schooling.
134 
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Several other factors at work here include the decline of women's colleges, the response generated by this decline, and the broader idea of national educational reform, which has centered on the study of school
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  	effects (that is, the extent to which attendance at one type of school instead of another makes a difference, which has played itself out to a great extent in terms of Catholic versus public schools, charter or alternative versus regular public schools, and schools attended by students with vouchers versus some other condition).
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	The distinction that Salomone makes between first- and second-generation single-sex schools is critical. Women were first excluded from schools altogether and only later were permitted to have schools of their own; the struggle to overcome this sexist discriminatory practice led to coeducation. This state of affairs is entirely different from an interest in single-sex schooling that emerges from the failure of coeducation to provide equality of educational opportunity. And yet, one can also appreciate the fear on the part of many feminists that single-sex schooling is a risky step backward. To go down the single-sex road, one has to be able to trust that exclusion from schooling is simply no longer the problem for girls and women and will never again be the problem and that females are clearly advantaged in single-sex schools mainly because these schools possess an academic value climate as opposed to the youth culture, anti-academic value climate that dominates coeducational schools.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	To make this distinction requires an enormous breadth of perspective and courage and is doomed to failure in the current milieu where values and policy are created and sustained by unsubstantiated press releases, a misinformed and undereducated press, a sound bite, Madison Avenue-controlled electronic media, a culture that values sports and violence far above that of the arts and the sciences, and political constituencies that are unable to face the reality that their previous positions on the issue may have been incorrect. It requires a historical understanding and the capacity to recognize that sex segregation, unlike race segregation, is no longer the challenge for gender equity.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Salomone cites three major court decisions establishing in practice though not in legal precedent that single-sex schools and classes are illegal. First in the early 1980s is the decision regarding Central School in Philadelphia, which held in Newburg v. Board of Education that Central School for Boys was required to admit girls. Second was a case in Detroit where an out-of-court agreement was reached in which an effort to establish male academies for African American students was rejected and the schools were required to serve both sexes. And third is the famous 1996
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  	Virginia Military Institute (VMI) decision (United States v. Virginia) that required this former men's military college to admit women. These three decisions have provided the basis for the widely held view that single-sex schools are illegal. Some critics of single-sex schools have pointed to the VMI decision as having declared that all publicly supported single-sex schools are unconstitutional.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	However, the legal issues are not at all cut and dry. To understand why this is so, you need to anticipate the next case or set of cases that may appear before the Supreme Court regarding single-sex schooling. One likely case involves the Young Women's Leadership School in New York City and another the state of California, which is now providing single-sex schools for girls and boys along with a coeducational alternative. These cases would be entirely different from the cases cited above in which either boys only were being served or the facilities and the resources were simply not comparable in any sense whatsoever.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	In the VMI decision, Justice Ruth Bader Ginsburg emphasized the narrowness of the decision and the unique facts in the case. I signed on to an amicus brief asking the Court to address the broader issue regarding the legality of single-sex schooling where it was provided for both males and females (which is what made VMI unique). In her majority opinion, Justice Ginsburg wrote that the decision applies only to VMI and not to other possible single-gender possibilities in other public schools.
135 In addition, Title IX regulations, now enforced by the Department of Education, have been interpreted to allow single-sex schools, though not single-sex classrooms.136 
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Over the past decade, virtually all efforts by some educators to experiment with single-sex schools or classes have been squelched by the threat of court action as in Philadelphia or Detroit. This is the case, Salomone argues, even though numerous rulings by the Office for Civil Rights and statements by the National Women's Law Center have indicated that "neither the Constitution nor Title IX prohibits all public single-sex education. The law  recognizes that there are circumstances in which properly designed and implemented single-sex education can play an important role in combatting discrimination and dissipating traditional gender classifications."137 
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Unlike single-sex schools of the first generation, single-sex schools of the second generation are designed to expand, not narrow, the education
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  	of students and to provide a true option of obtaining an equal education, especially in the case of females and minorities who otherwise will falter in coeducational schools, as forty years of evidence has shown. Salomone notes further that an inconsistency exists in oppositionist arguments that single-sex schooling will resurrect the "separate but equal" doctrine struck down by the Brown v. Board of Education decision. Single-sex schooling is entirely voluntary and not mandated, as was the case formerly with racially segregated schools. Furthermore, the schools do not impose an image of inferiority on students but are all about enhancing their self worth and their educational opportunities. In effect, they are based on a manifesto that they provide more rather than less, and all the evidence supports this claim. There is no inconsistency or contradiction of this contention regarding input.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	As one of the participants in the 1998 AAUW report that Salomone cites, I agree that using the AAUW press release or the media stories that followed it as a source for what the research says is inappropriate. Salomone makes that point in somewhat less direct terms. One can, however, effectively draw upon the review of research conducted by Mathematica for the Office of Educational Research and Improvement (OERI) 1992 report. This "report concluded that, despite the inconclusive research findings, there is sufficient evidence to support the proposition that single sex schools may produce positive outcomes for young women, and that the countervailing evidence to reject that proposition is not sufficiently convincing."
138 
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	The research is exceedingly persuasive in demonstrating that single-sex schools are effective in providing both greater equality and greater achievement, especially for white girls and African American and Hispanic American boys and girls. The data are both consistent and persistent when several specifications are made. Note first that I exclude single-sex classes from my contention for exceedingly persuasive positive effects. My argument centers on the notion of an academic culture that is endemic to single-sex schools and cannot be produced in one or two classrooms within an otherwise coeducational school.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Single-gender schools work. They work for girls and boys, women and men, whites and nonwhites, but this effect is limited to disadvantaged students. Research has demonstrated that the effects of single-gender schools are greatest among students who have been disadvantaged historicallydisadvantaged
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  	minorities, low and working class youth, and females (so long as the females are not affluent). Furthermore, these significant effects for at-risk students are small in comparison with the much larger effects of home background and type of curriculum in a given school.
139 All the hollering about types of schools applies only to these students. Over the past two decades, the data consistently and persistently confirm this hard to accept educational fact. Very few studies (and none in the United States) demonstrate that coeducational schools are more effective, either academically or developmentally.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	At least a dozen theoretical rationales provide support for the contention that single-sex schools may be more effective academically than mixed-gender schools, especially for minorities and white females. Each of these rationales is less applicable when the schools and the students are mostly from high socioeconomic home backgrounds or if single-gender schools are normative in the society or in a subculture. These rationales are as follows:
	

	

	


	
	
		
  	
  	

	

	
  	1.
	

	

	


	The diminished strength of youth culture values
	2.	A greater degree of order and control
	3.	The provision of more successful role models
	4.	A reduction of sex differences in curriculum and opportunities
	5.	A reduction of sex bias in teacher-student interaction
	6.	A reduction of sexist behavior in peer interaction
	7.	The provision of a greater number of leadership opportunities
	8.	Single-gender schools require a pro-academic parent/student choice
	9.	Smaller school size
	10.	A core curriculum emphasizing academic subjects taken by all students (organization of the curriculum)
	11.	Positive relationships among teachers, parents, and students that lead to a shared value community with an emphasis on academics and equity (school social organization)
	12.	Active and constructivist teaching and learning (organization of instruction)




	
  	
  	

	

	
  	The last four on this list (912) draw on the work of Valerie E. Lee and her associates, who have identified several structural and organizational features of schools that generate increased academic achievement as well as increased equity among the students (a decrease in the gap between racial and social class groups).140 
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  	Single-sex schools are places where students go to learn, not to play, not to hassle teachers and other students, and not primarily to meet their friends and have fun. Aside from affluent middle-class communities, private and alternative schools, coeducational schools are not all about academics. This has been noted often and with alarm by respected and distinguished investigators across a variety of disciplines using a variety of methodologies.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	The pro-academic choice made by parents and students is the key explanatory variable. This choice sets into motion a set of relationships among teachers, parents, and students that emphasize academics and deemphasize youth culture values that dominate coeducational schools. It is not about sex and romance nor is it about exclusion; it is about the rejection of anti-academic values that predominate U.S. culture and schools. Moreover, this rejection comes from the bottom up rather than the top down. And it drives all that follows. If you could produce this result without exclusion, that would be preferable but it is not possible in American society or schools at this time.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	This academic environment is a function of the choicemaking process that is made by students who attend single-gender schools. In this regard, it is entirely different from a set of structures or programs that are put into place by educators. In single-sex schools, the academic environment is normative in a true sociological sense. It is a set of rules established by the subjective reality (definitions) of participants, which takes on an objective reality as a set of social structural norms. Moreover, these academic definitions of school contradict the nonacademic definitions that students will otherwise bring to school and that come to constitute a youth culture. In effect, single-gender schools mitigate the single largest obstacle that stands in the way of effective and equitable schooling, and it does this by using a fundamental sociological principle of how real social structures are created. Structures that are imposed and that contradict deeply cherished beliefs (regardless of how wrong-headed and problematic they may be) will be rejected out of hand by any group with substantial power in numbers such as students in schools.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	By contrast, some alternatives that have been suggested for creating a pro-academic environment in coeducational schools or in schools generally should be considered. Specifically, examine the organizational features
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  	of effective schools identified by Lee.
141 In a 1995 study for AAUW, Lee, Xianglei Chan, and Becky A. Smerdon reported several cautionary findings regarding the effect of this set of school climate variables on the gender gap.142 For example, the same school-level variables emphasizing academics (as in rationales 912 above) increased mathematics, science, social studies, and reading achievement, but they often did not reduce the gender gap favoring either males or females in these subject area tests. And, in some cases, the positive school level variables made matters worsegreater parental involvement increased the gender gap favoring males in mathematics achievement, and a whole set of positive academic school variables (such as positive student-teacher relations and an academic learning environment) increased the gender gap in social studies. Aside from decreasing the gender gap in school engagement (which favors females), the school variables had either no effect or negative effects on the gender gap. In effect, Lee, Chan, and Smerdon demonstrate convincingly that a whole range of positive school climate variables will increase student achievement and engagement with school, but these same variables have either null or negative effects on increasing gender equity for these same measures.143 
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	How do schools get to be small or how do they develop communal relationships, authentic instructions, or a core academic curriculum? How can schools provide more successful academic role models and reduce the strength of anti-academic youth culture values? In essence, this requires reconstruction of schools. It requires a pro-academic choice on the part of administrators, teachers, parents, and students. Of these, students are the key stakeholders.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	I presented my first research results in 1994 showing favorable effects of single-sex schools with great apprehension. I knew then as now that these findings would not sit well with most folks in America (regardless of their political persuasion). Later, when the research was exhausted and polished, I naively thought that the data alone would suffice; that is, that people would be persuaded by the consistency of the data results and the high quality of the research and that a greater receptivity to single-sex schools would emerge. More recently, I have come to see that data alone will not save single-sex schools; nor will data alone be sufficient to change the persistent problems that exist for both girls and boys in coeducational schools. This is not to say that research is not important,
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  	but only that ultimately the politics of education dictates the future of single-sex schools.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	An instructive exercise is to contrast educational research and educational policy about single-gender schools and the use of uniforms in schools. A substantial degree of empirical research contrasts the relative effects of single- and mixed-gender schooling. Moreover, that knowledge is both theoretical and empirical. And, although not entirely consistent, a preponderance of evidence supports the positive value of single-gender education. Regarding the relative effects of wearing or not wearing uniforms in schools, next to nothing is known. All sorts of anecdotal reports and small sample studies have been made, but little hard data are available (there is some good theory).
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	An educational practice such as requiring uniforms can easily become educational policy without any educational research. On February 24, 1995, President Bill Clinton instructed the U.S. Department of Education to distribute manuals to all school districts advising them how they can legally enforce a policy of uniforms in public schools. With this and several other speeches, the movement toward a national policy of school uniforms is racing ahead full speed, even though no one knows whether this policy will produce any positive educational results, including the reduction of violence in the schools, which is the major claim of its many proponents.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	The push for school uniforms echoes what it must have been like when the movement toward coeducation began to take hold about a century ago. Coeducation (as a form of school organization) was institutionalized with little regard for educational research or educational theory or sociological theory. Just as coeducation was (and continues to be) politically correct, so, too, are school uniforms. Thus, political correctness can and often does override educational research and sociological theory in the formation of educational policy. Salomone elsewhere identified this as ''the perils of ideology."
144 
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	I am not against the use of uniforms or coeducation in schools per se, but I find it discomforting for the entire educational community that political correctness can and does override educational research in the formation of educational policy. Single-gender schools are politically incorrect and downright politically threatening to many people, and many of these people are educational researchers, policymakers, and special interest groups such as the AAUW Educational Foundation. This issue is not
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  	just about which type of school works best, but what most people think is politically expedient. In the long haul, however, educational politics may offer a deceiving foundation for educational policy in the absence of educational research and theory.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Comment by Janice Weinman
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	The purpose of the 1998 American Association of University Women Education Foundation (AAUWEF) report Separated By Sex was to inform the debate on single-sex education, not to take a pro or con position on the issue. Specifically, the goal was to move the public discussion from legal and political concerns to educational results. In other words, does the research support the generalization that students learn better in a single-sex environment?
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	To address that issue, AAUW research associate Pamela Haag reviewed more than one hundred research studies from 1980 until 1998. That was five times as many studies, for example, as the Office of Educational Research and Improvement looked at with regard to schooling.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Rosemary C. Salomone's statement that the AAUWEF report would reject single-sex education outright is simply not true. The AAUWEF analysis of the whole body of research on single-sex education shows that no evidence exists that single-sex education works or is better for girls in general than coeducation. Furthermore, when conditions and practices of a good education are present, both girls and boys succeed.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Some single-sex-educational programs produce positive results for some students in some settings, particularly regarding attitudes toward math and science for girls in single-sex classes. While school type is often credited with these results, research suggests that properties of a good education are what make the real difference. The conclusion that emerges for educators and policymakers is that the basic conditions of a good education, which include small schools, high standards, highly trained teachers, participatory learning, and a shared code of behavior and discipline, make the real difference in outcomes.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	The AAUWEF report also found that no learning environmentsingle-sex or coedprovides a sure escape from sexism, that some single-sex environmentsschools and classesreflect a traditional view of
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  	roles for girls and boys, and that in those environments sexism may be reinforced rather than negated.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Salomone views the questions of legality as the core issue regarding single-sex education and rightly critiques the simplistic standards of equality articulated by some legal defense groups. It is important, however, from the perspective of educators, practitioners, and policymakers and it was critical to the perspective of AAUWEF that the core issue not be the legal one only or primarily, but the educational one. Concerning that issue, the question arises: Does single-sex education or coeducation provide the most equity for educational resources and energies?
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Research has found limited benefits. A small magnitude effect is evident for any school type. Even those few studies that ascribe positive achievement outcomes to single-sex schools note that this effect is sometimes statistically significant but not large. Furthermore, Salomone points to a lack of evidence, but a great deal of research has been done on a whole gamut of single-sex schools in the United States and abroad.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	If school type had meaningful and independent effects on attitudes or achievement, much more consistency across schools in the research would be expected. Weighing the educational risk potential and given the small and, according to many studies, nonsignificant effects of school type and the contingent nature of its documented successes, why risk the deleterious effects that Salomone cites, to experiment with these schools and classes further? She lists the potential dangers of racial and gender stereotypes, unequal services, racial resegregation, and diversion of public resources from addressing broader, systemic, and societal problems dealing with gender and race.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Salomone also raises and addresses the issue of experimentation. The AAUWEF would support experimentation, particularly when accompanied by research. However, the lack of evidence is just as much an argument against investing time into initiatives with small effects in the best circumstances when all sorts of initiatives for the broader student populationfocused curricula, intensive classes, intensive instruction, and smaller schools and classeshave a stronger research base supporting them.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Salomone comments that no evidence is available that single-sex schooling hurts students. However, there is, as long as boys are viewed as students. Most studies have found that boys perform better in coeducational environments, and the work of Valerie Lee and Leonie Rennie
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  	has suggested that boys develop a more profound and marked sense of sexism and homophobic attitudes when they are in single-sex classrooms. So, some of the potential consequences of what sexism can create in single-sex environments must be examined.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	When girls are drawn off from coeducational classes and put into single-sex classes, those girls who remained were a much smaller minority and were in a much more difficult situation in terms of peer support and academic engagement.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Salomone referred extensively to research studies. Regarding the comparative quality of the research, three of the newest studies on single-sex education have used the most sophisticated modeling and analysis techniques and have not found statistically meaningful effects from single-sex schools.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Salomone advocates incremental educational reform that does not divert resources from systemwide remedial action. The AAUWEF has always promoted gender equity in coeducation as the long-term solution to ensure that all students receive the best educational approach. That is not to say that AAUWEF does not encourage experimentation of different approaches. However, educational reform cannot rely on easy solutions and silver bullets.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	If the issue of gender equity and the creation of a generally neutral environment that supports all students are to be considered, then those conditions that are most pervasive and are most challenging for the educational system must be examined.
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  	6

Where Did All the

Order Go? School

Discipline and the Law
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	ABIGAIL THERNSTROM
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	WHEN TEACHERS get together, the main topic of conversation is discipline, a member of the Massachusetts Department of Education tells me over dinner. The principal at Malcolm X Elementary School in southeast Washington, D.C., says he spends at least three quarters of his time on disciplinary cases and administrative work. Discipline clearly takes up much of that time. A Washington Post reporter sees that the same principal's right foot is in a cast; an angry first grader had broken his big toe. In a District high school, a teacher explains that classes are conducted with "one foot in the doorway so that we can keep one eye on what's going on outside in the hall." Discipline issues plague the suburbs, too. In nearby Fairfax County, Virginia, which is relatively affluent and 81 percent white, twenty-six police officers are assigned to full-time duty in the schools.
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  	Violence and the threat of violencethe stuff that makes the news and necessitates full-time policeare only part of the picture. Disorder, disrespect, vandalism, and other relatively minor crimes are constant problems in many schools. The tires on the principal's car at Malcolm X have been repeatedly slashed. The school's outer brick walls have been
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  	sandblasted so many times that removing graffiti is now very hard.
2 At Eastside High in Paterson, New Jersey, "the students are running the classes," one student told a New York Times reporter. In Newark, New Jersey, and English teacher depicts routine standoffs with students who announce, "I'm not going to do that." At Dorchester High School in Boston, a student complains, ''I'm trying to listen to what is going on and the kids talk back, they want to fool around." In the academic year 198990, New York Newsday's education reporter, Emily Sachar, took a job teaching eighth-grade mathematics at the Walt Whitman Intermediate School in Brooklyn, New York. Many kids, she discovered, had never been taught how to sit still, how to control what they said, how to behave. Her students called her "cuntface," told her to "fuck off," spat in her face, played radios during class, and threw chairs at one another. Even if a majority wanted to learn, a small group of troublemakers could turn the room upside down in minutes.3 
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Anecdotesalthough certainly plentifulare just anecdotes, but statistical data also suggest rising crime and disorder in the nation's schools. From the 198788 academic year to 199394, the percentage of public secondary school teachers who reported that physical altercations between students were a moderate or serious problem rose from 26 percent to 40 percent. At the same time, the percentage of those who viewed weapons possession as a moderate or serious issue increased from 11 percent to almost 20 percent. In both cases, most of the change occurred after 1991.4 
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	If the situation seems to have been getting worse, it is not new. In the early 1970s Americans were already citing "the lack of discipline as the number one problem facing schools."5 And by 1991, a report revealed that 58 percent of secondary school teachers had been verbally abused at some point in their teaching career, 23 percent in the four weeks before the administration of the survey. Twenty percent had been threatened with injury, and 5 percent had been physically attacked by a student.6 
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	The most recent data are from a National Center for Education Statistics (NCES) survey, Violence and Discipline Problems in U.S. Public Schools: 199697. In the course of the year, 57 percent of the schools had reported at least one crime to the police, and while the category includes fist fights, thefts, vandalism, and other such antisocial acts, those of a minor sort are not likely to end up involving the police. Ten percent of the schools reported at least one incident involving more serious
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  	violence. The survey also estimated that more than 4,000 school-related rapes or cases of sexual battery occurred that year, along with more than 7,000 robberies, almost 11,000 physical attacks or fights involving a weapon, more than 98,000 acts of vandalism, 115,000 thefts, and just under 188,000 physical attacks or fights that did not involve weapons.
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  	The picture in urban schools with high numbers of minority students is worse than that in suburban and rural schools. For instance, in the 199697 school year, the rate of serious violent crime was 19 per 100,000 students in 95 percent white schools, but 96 in schools with at least 50 percent minority enrollment.8 A fall 1996 survey found that 41 percent of black high school students, as compared with 27 percent of whites, felt that disruptive students were a "very serious problem" at their school.9 The point is important because, on average, black and Hispanic students are also doing poorly in school; it is perhaps the most catastrophic problem American educators face. And the two phenomenalow academic achievement and disorder in the schoolsare undoubtedly linked. "Serious and nonserious offenses [are] negatively related to gains in achievement," the Educational Testing Service (ETS) announced in October 1998. Parents and teachers put the matter more simply. "My kid hates the school. She is scared,'' a mother of a tenth grader at the overwhelmingly black Dorchester High School reports. Scared kids who hate school are not likely to learn much. And teachers who deal with too many out-of-control students are not very effective. "We have all this violence.  We are just overwhelmed," a Dorchester High teacher recently confessed.10 
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Everyone Has Lawyers
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Every teacher knows that chaotic and threatening classrooms are not places where students learn. Why, then, is the problem not more effectively addressed? A recently interviewed parent in Haddonfield, New Jersey, had her own answer: "They're terrified of lawsuits," she said.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	"Everyone has lawyers today, and that is why we have an elaborate structure established as far as disciplinary hearings," the president of the Cambridge [Massachusetts] Teachers Association told a Boston Globe reporter.11 Eugene G. Liss, a lawyer who represents the Newark, New
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  	Jersey, teachers, has estimated that twenty to forty teachers in his district face traumatic criminal charges every year, many of them presumably baseless. Criminal suits are supplemented by civil ones. In Montclair, New Jersey, a teacher grabbed the arm of a fifth grader who had been throwing grapes in the lunchroom; the parents brought suit, and the teacher lost his job. When another teacher in a nearby district tried to discuss behavioral problems, a second grader told her, "There's nothing you can do because I'll call DYFS"the Division of Youth and Family Services, which can refer cases to police or prosecutors. "As soon as they get into a confrontation with a teacher, they make up a story and go to DYFS," the president of a local teachers union remarked. The agency receives about three hundred complaints a year.
12 
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	In the course of outlining what teachers can and cannot do, Liss said: "You can't humiliate kids.  You can't badger, humiliate or harass."13 What does that mean? If the law were clear, the answer would be readily available. But it is not. Students now have rights once unavailable to them. However, those rights are limited, more so today than they seemed to be just two decades ago. The precise line between the permissible and impermissible, however, has never been drawn. As with so many areas of the law, a new case on a new day brings new distinctions.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Another complicating factor exists. Students who qualify for special education are protected from long-term suspensions, expulsion, and other measures, and that protection undoubtedly affects disciplinary strategies for other students as well. Teachers and administrators sensitized to the need to handle the emotionally handicapped child with extraordinary care are unlikely to view the disruptive behavior of a regular student as an entirely different matter.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	The Turning of Judicial Tides
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	In a different era, the disciplinary powers of schools were clear. A seamless line existed between parents and teachersthe latter serving as in loco parentis. The teacher's authority extended from the time the student left home in the morning until the moment he stepped in the front door at night. Thus, "most parents would expect and desire that teachers would take care that their children, in going to and returning from school,
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  	should not loiter, or seek evil company," the Vermont Supreme Court held in 1859. Over the succeeding century, the doctrine changed; discipline came to be seen as a matter of broad societal concern, a means by which the mores of the larger society were inculcated. But the notion of values in conflictthe liberty of students versus the need for orderis of relatively recent origin. Not until the Tinker decision in 1969 did the U.S. Supreme Court sharply limit the authority of schools.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Tinker v. Des Moines Independent Community School District involved three students who wore black armbands as a gesture of protest against the Vietnam War.
14 They were suspended in accordance with a school policy of which they had been warned. Both the federal district court and the United States Court of Appeals for the Eighth Circuit upheld the suspensions; the former on the ground that the schools had been legitimately concerned about school discipline, the latter issuing no opinion. The Supreme Court, however, reversed. "It can hardly be argued that either students or teachers shed their constitutional rights to freedom of speech or expression at the schoolhouse gate," Justice Abraham Fortas wrote in an opinion joined by four other members of the Court. "In our system," he argued, "state-operated schools may not be enclaves of totalitarianism. School officials do not possess absolute authority over their students."15 
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Tinker did raise a real First Amendment question, but the Court's politically charged rhetoric so distorted the issue as to obscure the legitimacy of its concern. No one had suggested that schools should be or had ever been "enclaves of totalitarianism" or that their authority was "absolute." The issue, as Justice Potter Stewart noted in his concurrence, was whether "the First Amendment rights of children [were] co-extensive with those of adults," as five members of the Court seemed to assume.16 The reasoning of the majority was vulnerable in another respect. Fortas placed great emphasis on the fact that only three students had participated in the protesta number too small to pose a true disciplinary problem. Education had not been disrupted. And the "discomfort and unpleasantness'' that accompanies the assertion of unpopular views is the price Americans must pay if they are to maintain their "independence and vigor" in a "relatively permissive, often disputatious, society."17 
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Had the students been skinheads, wearing Nazi insignia, would the Court have sung a different tune? And what if five hundred students, not just three, had joined the antiwar protest? At that point would democratic
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  	"discomfort" have become unacceptable disruption? The Court did not say. Fortas could have focused on the facts of the casestudents expressing political views in a silent, symbolic, and nondisruptive manner. Instead, his opinion was a romantic celebration of conflict and permissiveness, even within the schoolhouse wallsas if the future of democratic government and American culture would have been placed in jeopardy had the students been told to stage their demonstrations elsewhere.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	The Fortas opinion carried the day, but it did not convince Justice Hugo Blacknormally a staunch defender of First Amendment rights. Black viewed permissiveness, not social order, as the real threat to democracy. "I have never believed," he said, "that any person has the right to give speeches or engage in demonstrations where he pleases and when he pleases."
18 When students in state-supported schools can defy and flout orders of school officials  it is the beginning of a new revolutionary era of permissiveness in this country fostered by the judiciary. Uncontrolled and uncontrollable liberty is an enemy to domestic peace." With this decision, Black believed, the authority of teachers was gone; the courtroom doors had been flung open to litigious, immature, disruptiveeven violentstudents, now depicted as freedom-fighters by the Court. What had begun as a few black armbands would empower students who were already "running loose, conducting break-ins, sit-ins, lie-ins, and smash-ins," Justice Black warned.19 
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	A clearer clash of cultures on display in a Supreme Court decision is hard to find. But the deep division on the Court, as is so often the case, mirrored that in the society at large. Protesteven civil disobediencehad acquired an unprecedented moral standing as a consequence of the civil rights movement and opposition to the war in Vietnam. And yet for many Americans, the huge antiwar demonstrations in 1968, as well as the four long, hot summers of rioting that began in 1965 in a black Los Angeles ghetto, were ominous signs of a political culture unraveling. In addition, the rate of violent crime had gone up by a stunning 25 percent between 1960 and 1965 and was still climbing sharply when the Court heard the Tinker case. Backlash was setting in or had already set in. In 1966, the Republicans gained forty-nine seats in the House of Representatives and six in the Senate; eight governorships also switched from Democratic to Republican hands. A September 1968 poll found that an astonishing 81 percent of the public felt that "law and order [had]
	

	

	















 

  	
  	
  	
  



	




	Page 305

	
  	
  	

	

	
  	broken down," and two months later Richard Nixon won the White House stressing precisely that theme.
20 Justice Fortas thought student demonstrations confirmed "the independence and vigor of Americans," but Justice Black understood that independent and vigorous Americans had not signed on to social chaos. Both Americans and Black believed that "school discipline, like parental discipline, is an integral and important part of training our children to be good citizensto be better citizens."
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Tinker would open the door for students and parents to make nearly every significant disciplinary decision a matter of judicial interpretation, Black warned. Most such cases never reach the Supreme Court, but in Goss v. Lopez, decided in 1975 (six years after Tinker), the high court did dramatically extend the rights of public school students.21 
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Goss involved suspensions from high school for up to ten days without a hearing, an action the Court declared unconstitutional. Students facing temporary suspension from a public school have property and liberty interests that qualify for protection under the due process clause of the Fourteenth Amendment, Justice Byron R. White argued, writing for a majority of five. Public education is a property interesta right to a benefit embedded in Ohio lawand the state "may not withdraw that right on grounds of misconduct, absent fundamentally fair procedures to determine whether the misconduct has occurred." Moreover, "where a person's good name, reputation, honor or integrity is at stake," due process requirements must be satisfied. Wrongful exclusion from school is a "serious event"; effective notice and an informal hearing would provide "a meaningful hedge against erroneous action.'' And while the Court in this case has demanded only informal procedures, "longer suspensions or expulsions  may require more formal procedures," it saidan ominous warning of possible rulings yet to come.22 
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	The Court was deeply divided; four members dissented. "The decision unnecessarily opens avenues for judicial intervention in the operation of our public schools that may affect adversely the quality of education," Justice Lewis F. Powell, Jr., wrote. "For the first time," the Court has placed in judicial hands "the authority to determine the rules applicable to routine classroom discipline." Equally troubling to Powell was the foundation upon which the case for judicial intervention was implicitly built. The Court, he said, seems to have adopted the rationale of the district court, which concluded that a suspended student might suffer psychological
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  	injuryfor instance, a loss of "self-esteem" or a sense of being "powerless"that would lead to "withdrawal as a mode of problem solving." By this logic, discipline (of any sort) was harmful. Powell wrote, "Education in any meaningful sense includes the inculcation of an understanding in each pupil of the necessity of rules and obedience thereto."
23 
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Once again, the larger culture war was on display in a Supreme Court decision. Powell spoke despondently of living in "an age when the home and church play a diminishing role in shaping the character and value judgments of the young."24 School had become the substitute, the place where America's youth learned self-discipline and a respect for rules. But the lower court had depicted psychologically vulnerable students at the mercy of authorities making erroneous or unfair decisions, and Justice White had raised the specter of schools as institutions with potentially "untrammeled power." Suspensioneven for just one daywas a "serious event" that deprived students of their right to an education, Justice White had argued. Justice Powell believed precisely the opposite; he assumed that suspensions created the conditions under which students could learn.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	By a Slim Majority
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	The invitation issued by the Court in Tinker had been taken seriously. It inspired hundreds of suits filed by pupils alleging violations of their constitutional rights as a consequence of rules regulating, among other things, dances, student body elections, hair length, movies, textbook selections, school plays, and newspapers.25 The due process protections guaranteed by Goss were minimal, but the decision further rolled out the welcome mat. However, a limit existed beyond which even the high court, by a slim majority, was not willing to go. That limit became apparent in a case decided in 1977, two years after Goss.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	The issue in Ingraham v. Wright was the Eighth Amendment's ban on cruel and unusual punishment.26 Florida law still allowed corporal punishment; two junior high students, who were paddled on the buttocks, sued. The Court was again split five to four, but in this case the schools prevailed. Justice Powell, the dissenting voice in Goss, managed to get one more vote to make a majority this time.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	The Eighth Amendment provides protection against torture, excessive bail, and other actions directed at those arrested or convicted for actual
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  	crimes, but the plaintiffs' claim was a clear constitutional stretch, Powell suggested. (The death penalty, it is worth remembering, passes the Eighth Amendment test.) The argument extended that which Powell had implicitly made dissenting in Goss; school suspensions were not the equivalent of a criminal arrest, and a paddling was not jailhouse torture. In addition, "in virtually every community where corporal punishment is permitted in schools, [existing] safeguards are reinforced by the legal constraints of the common law."
27 Teachers inflicting excessive punishment are liable to criminal and civil prosecution.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	That was the legal argument, but Powell had a larger concern, evident as well in his Goss dissent: "Disciplinary problems [were] commonplace in the schools."28 Were courts to become educational authorities, deciding on a case-by-case basis how best to respond?
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	It was the right question, but alas, the answer was already clear. As much as Powell would have liked to let elected officials and educational authorities run the schools, questions involving standard disciplinary procedures had been permanently constitutionalized. The difficulty was that even someone such as Powell had to acknowledge that punishment could be "unreasonable," and given the expansive definition of individual rights and judicial power that began with the Warren Court, courts inevitably would play an active role in drawing the line between the acceptable and unacceptable. Moreover, deference to institutions with authority had gone out of fashion in much of American culture. The latitude once given schools could never be recaptured. And thus while Ingraham was a victory for the defendant (although by the slimmest of Court majorities), it delivered no message that would discourage future plaintiffs. The Eighth Amendment was, at best, a legal sideshow, and closing the door on "cruel and unusual punishment" claims was not a significant deterrent to cases resting on less shaky constitutional grounds.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	'Reasonable' Searches
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	If the Eighth Amendment was and remained an unlikely avenue of constitutional redress for student grievances, the same could never have been said for the Fourth Amendment, already expansively interpreted. By the mid-1980s, the argument that students had absolutely no right "to be secure in their persons[,]  papers, and effects" would have been
	

	

	















 

  	
  	
  	
  



	




	Page 308

	
  	
  	

	

	
  	laughed out of court. But what were its precise dimensions in the educational context? That was the issue in New Jersey v. T.L.O., a 1985 case.
29 
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	T.L.O. involved a freshman in a New Jersey high school who had been found smoking in the bathroom. When she told the assistant vice-principal she never smoked, he demanded to see her purse and, upon opening it, discovered not only a pack of cigarettes but also evidence that she was selling marijuana in the school. The student subsequently confessed, but the New Jersey Supreme Court found the search unreasonable and ordered the evidence suppressed in juvenile court. The U.S. Supreme Court reversed.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	The Fourth Amendment provides protection only against "unreasonable" searches and seizures. It requires law enforcement officers to show "probable cause" when seeking a search warrant but not all government searches require a warrant and, among those that do not, not all need meet the probable cause standard. In contexts in which the standard seems too high, the question becomes: When governmental interests are weighed against the individual's right to privacy, does the search appear to have been reasonable?
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	School officials are representatives of the state and thus subject to Fourth Amendment constraints. But they need not obtain a search warrant, the Court held in T.L.O. Nor do they have to show probable cause in justifying a search. Schools have a "legitimate need to maintain an environment in which learning can take place," Justice White wrote for another slim majority of five. "In recent years, school disorder has taken particularly ugly forms; drug use and violent crime in the schools have become major social problems." A reasonable searchone that is rational in its purpose and not excessively intrusiveis legal.30 
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Justice William J. Brennan, Jr., joined by Justice Thurgood Marshall, called the Court's standard "unclear," which it certainly was. When were searches "reasonable" and permissible in scope? Judges were invited to engage in what Brennan called an "amorphous" balancing act, equivalent to a Rorschach test.31 T.L.O. thus left more questions open than it resolved, ensuring a flood of subsequent Fourth Amendment litigation. Only one thing had been settled: In different ways, both students and schools were vulnerablestudents to searches, schools to endless litigation questioning those searches.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	The majority opinion, in a footnote, warned that the Court had not addressed the question of whether students had legitimate expectations
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  	of privacy in "lockers, desks, or other school property."
32 But most lower court decisions in subsequent years gave teachers and principals considerable power to search students in suspicious circumstances.33 And that power was further confirmed in the Supreme Court's 1995 decision in Vernonia School District 47J v. Wayne Acton, which upheld the random drug testing of student athletes. The Fourth Amendment usually allows searches only when an individual has acted suspiciously, but that constraint could be overridden by a state's compelling interest in addressing a serious drug problem, Justice Antonin Scalia concluded for a majority of six.34 "That the nature of the concern is important  can hardly be doubted," he wrote. "Deterring drug use by our Nation's schoolchildren is at least as important as enhancing efficient enforcement of the Nation's laws against the importation of drugs."35 
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	With the decision in Vernonia, the power of schools to conduct "reasonable" searcheseven random oneswould seem to have become clear. And no school has been forced to abandon its suspicionless searches by means of metal detectors, although the cases to date have all involved schools with a demonstrable problem and a carefully tailored policy. But the door has not been closed on Fourth Amendment suits. Facts differ from one case to another, and the murky standard of "reasonability" is an invitation to judicial reinterpretation. Thus litigation remains an enticing option; there will always be plaintiffs, lawyers, and courts who have a new take on a seemingly old problem.36 
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Schools have been given considerable latitude to engage in both random and targeted searches, and that power undoubtedly stops some students from bringing weapons and drugs into the building. But the number of lawless kids simply overwhelms any security system, as the NCES data suggest. Moreover, the right to conduct reasonable searches may cut down on violence and theft, but it does not solve such disciplinary problems as general disorder, disobedience, verbal abuse, vandalism, fist fights, and sexual assault. Much more important than the right to inspect a student's purse is the power to remove students from the classroom or school in which their conduct is unacceptable. Short-term suspensions are easy, provided minimal due process rights are observed, but long-term suspensions and expulsions are at best a hassle and at worst a nightmare. In addition, teachers are vulnerable to both criminal charges and civil suits.
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  	'Disability' as a Civil Right
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	America is a litigious society, and schools are inevitably caught in the legal web created not only by constitutional rulings, but also by statutes and the regulations that interpret them. The legal rights created by legislation are arguably the real roadblocks to school discipline. In 1975, Congress passed the Education for All Handicapped Children Act, and since then, students with a variety of disabilities, including those with a "serious emotional disturbance," have been entitled to extraordinary protection from normal disciplinary action.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Federal protection for disabled youth, by now extensive and expensive, got a quiet and innocuous start in 1966, when Congress added Title VI to the Elementary and Secondary Education Act (ESEA), passed the year before. The amendment was principally an appropriations measure, providing money to the states for plans designed "to meet the special educational and related needs of handicapped children." But already, "handicapped" was a term defined to include the "seriously emotionally disturbed"a decision of great import down the road.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	The ESEA was further altered in 1970, with a package of amendments known as the Education of the Handicapped Act (EHA). The statute was still primarily a funding measure, and states retained considerable power to shape their own programs. But that power began to erode in the early 1970s, in part as a consequence of two judicial decisions that made educationeven for the emotionally disturbed childan entitlement "which must be made available to all on equal terms." In Tinker, the Supreme Court had overturned the suspension of student antiwar activists; three years later, in 1972, a federal district court said almost all children had a right to attend school. Public education, even for children with a "mental, physical or emotional disability or impairment," had become an entitlement. The child who was suspended for more than two days was entitled to a hearing, legal representation at that hearing, and diagnostic and alternative educational services.
37 
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Education of the "disabled"a category that included children with behavioral and emotional problems that ranged from the merely hyperactive to the positively violenthad become a basic civil right. It was a decision soon ratified by Congress. Four ground-breaking bills were passed in the years 1973 to 1975. The first two added and then amended
	

	

	















 

  	
  	
  	
  



	




	Page 311

	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Section 504 of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973, which gave broad antidiscrimination protection to the handicapped in all federally funded programs. The third further altered the Elementary and Secondary Education Act by incorporating language that referred to providing "full educational opportunities for all handicapped children." Among the rights the statute ensured was an entitlement to due process hearings when the school advised changing an emotionally "disabled" child's classroom placement. Moreover, unless totally unable to learn, even with extraordinary supplemental help, such children were entitled to instruction in a "regular education environment."
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Congressional action did not stop there. In 1975, it passed the Education for All Handicapped Children Act (EAHCA), renamed the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA) in 1990. The 1975 legislation directed districts to locate and properly identify all disabled children and appropriated substantial federal funds to help states meet their special education needs. But it also spoke of the "unique needs" of children with disabilities and the need to provide extensive protection for their procedural rights. Parents thus have a role at every step in the evaluation process and are entitled to an impartial hearing on their child's educational placement. Moreover, parents or the district can pursue the matter further in a state or federal district court. As the Supreme Court made clear in its 1988 decision, the emotionally disturbed child cannot be removed for longer than ten days.
38 After that brief expulsion, even the dangerous or disruptive child is entitled to "stay put"to remain in the classroom to which he or she has been assigned. Unless, that is, the unacceptable conduct is totally unrelated to the student's "disability." Or unless the hearing officer or a court approves another placement or the parties agree to one.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	IDEA: The Making of a Disciplinary Nightmare
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	IDEA remains the main federal statute governing the educational rights of the disabled student. Like that which preceded it, the legislation protects disabled students in general, including those with a "serious emotional disturbance." The phrase covers a range of children, because the definition of "serious emotional disturbance" is vague and
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  	capacious. "An inability to build or maintain satisfactory interpersonal relationships with peers and teachers," for instance, is one sign of disability, although what constitutes a "satisfactory" relationship is never spelled out. And while students who are merely "socially maladjusted" are not protected by the act, the line between "maladjusted" and "disturbed'' is never drawn. The statutorily mandated multidisciplinary team that evaluates a child must fill in the blanks.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	As a consequence, the evaluation may label as emotionally "disabled" the child who was once called "bad," "wild," or "difficult." Antisocial acts have become expressions of an illness. A child who is, say, blind or in a wheelchair needs help, not discipline. The same had now been said of the student selling drugs or habitually starting fights.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	The central mandate of the act flows from the "illness" paradigm. Districts must create an individualized educational program (IEP) for all children with disabilities (emotional as well as physical), and to the maximum extent appropriate, they must be educated in regular classrooms. Exceptions can be made "only when the nature or the severity of the disability is such that education in regular classes with the use of supplementary aides and services cannot be achieved satisfactorily."
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Unlike regular pupils, special education students with severe disciplinary problems cannot be expelled or subjected to lengthy suspension if their behavior is at least in part related to their disability. Thus the child labeled "emotionally disturbed" who throws a desk at a teacher cannot be kicked out of the classroom permanently unless a psychologist or other member of his evaluative team sees no connection between his violence and his "disability"an exceedingly unlikely finding, given the illness paradigm.
39 Removing a special education student from a classroom for more than ten days remains procedurally very difficult, although the original statute has been modified to allow schools to provide an alternative placement for up to forty-five days when a student shows up with drugs or a weapon or a hearing officer has determined that the student is dangerous.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	The elaborate procedural protections embedded in IDEA mean, as the New York Times has noted, that every school "has a story about the problems of disciplining children with disabilitiesthe wild kindergartner who disrupts classes for everyone else but cannot legally be removed from class, or the gang of youngsters caught selling drugs in which all are
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  	expelled except the one diagnosed with a disability."
40 It has long been an issue of central concern to the American Federation of Teachers (AFT). "Many [schools] have become afraid of litigation and financial penalties," Marcia Reback, an AFT spokesperson, testified at a U.S. Senate subcommittee hearing in July 1995. "Either because the law was misunderstood or out of fear of litigation, a North Carolina student who broke her teacher's arm was suspended for only two days. When an Oklahoma City student stabbed a principal with a nail, he was suspended for only three days," she went on.41 Such penalties send a message not only to teachers, but also to the students.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	If schools try to go to bat for the regular students whose education is disrupted by troublemakers, they risk, at best, endless hours compiling a proper paper trail and, at worst, defeat in a courtroom many years down the road, with huge legal bills on their hands. And yet, the education of students who are ready to learn must be severely compromised when one of their peers repeatedly screams at a teacher, while another rolls around on the floor and eats paper clips and staples. There is the problem of teachers who have become risk-adverse to litigation. In addition, those who cannot punish the "emotionally disturbed" child are often reluctant to put their foot down with students who are "socially maladjusted" but have not been classified as positively disabled, some report. And even if they feel entitled to have different rules for different youngsters, another problem arises: what the AFT has called the "battered teacher syndrome"the belief that being pummeled, bitten, spit at, pushed, and assaulted comes with the job.42 
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Schools as Battlefields of Cultural Change
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	When the first version of IDEA was passed in 1975, "nobody envisioned  the kinds of discipline problems that are on the table now," Michael Resnick, associate executive director of the National School Boards Association, said in 1997. "And no one anticipated how much the culture would change and how big an issue discipline would become in the schools," he went on.43 The culture changed in two respects: more discipline problems and more reluctance to take disciplinary measures that seem harsh, insensitive, and thus psychologically harmful.
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  	The vulnerability of the young psyche, damage to which brings dire consequences, is a theme that hovers just below the surface of judicial and legislative decisions protecting disruptive youngsters. Reback of the AFT explains: "The logic works this way: there is a presumption that any disability causes a loss of self-esteem and it is this damage to self-image that causes the violent or disruptive behavior." As a result, hearing officers and judges label almost all disruptive or violent behavior a manifestation of one sort of disability or another.
44 
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	IDEA makes the long-term suspension or expulsion of an emotionally disturbed child exceedingly difficult, and Goss and other judicial decisions have ensured due process rights for all students. But too many teachers, particularly in inner-city areas, are overwhelmed. Schools have a "legitimate need to maintain an environment in which learning can take place," Justice White had said in T.L.O. That need is hard to meet in the current cultural climate.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	By now, the power of the federal courts and Congress is felt in every classroom. Local schools are run only in part by the local community. And the constitutional and statutory rules by which they are governed have been shaped by the conviction that disabled students (including the emotionally disturbed) are a vulnerable minority entitled to civil rights protection. Schools have generally been given wide latitude to search students, but that authority did not prevent the NCES-estimated four thousand rapes, seven thousand robberies, and almost eleven thousand physical attacks or fights involving a weapon in the school year 199697.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	One wonders how many searches take place. Part of the mission of schools, as educators generally see it, is to protect the weak and oppose injustice. A search is an intrusive exercise of authority that conveys to the student a message of inequality and distrust and, as such, clashes with beliefs widespread in the education community today. That culture is profoundly anti-authoritarian, and the protections embedded in IDEA seem to suggest that the power lodged in schools is more of a threat to troubled kids than these students are to their classmates. The ostracism of troubled, low self-esteem youngsters who need emotional support is more worrisome than an environment in which education is severely compromised.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Violence and just plain disorder in the society and the schools have increased since the early 1960s. The courts have not helped; Congress has not helped. But the problem of too much chaos in the classroom is not the
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  	work of judges or legislators. We have met the enemy and he is us. The badly split Supreme Court in decisions such as Tinker and Goss reflected deep divisions in American society. To what extent can schools legitimately insist that all students conform to certain behavioral norms? And in what ways can they act when disruptive students destroy the possibility of education? By the late 1960s, consensus on the answers to such questions had broken down. And to this day, the issues remain unresolved.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Discipline problems are most pervasive in inner-city schools where the academic performance of the students is also most worrisome. These are settings with high numbers of impoverished minority youth, and as is so often the case, those who already have the least get the short end of the educational stick. Order in the schools is an essential ingredient in the drive for racial equality. Education is the key to economic opportunity. If a safe environment for learning cannot be secured, already deprived kids will pay a stiff, life-long price.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Comment by Chester E. Finn, Jr.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Almost every private school of my acquaintance has good discipline. Its classrooms are orderly, its corridors peaceable, and nobodyteacher or studentmoves through the day in fear for his safety.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Much the same situation exists in charter schools that I have visited. They may occupy shabby facilities and have skimpy supplies and few amenities, but they are not out of control. Disruptions are rare, and learning takes place.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Those in regular public education are apt to respond that private schools and charter schools do not have to enroll or retain disruptive students whereasthey claimthey have no recourse in their own schools.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Certainly their recourse has been circumscribed by the laws and court decisions whose malign effects on school discipline are so vividly depicted in Abigail Thernstrom's paper. But that is not the whole story, not the complete explanation for why many public schools are disrupted while so few private and charter schools are.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Let me approach the rest of the explanation with a true story that occurred recently at a charter school run by a dear friend of mine. My wife and I were expecting that friend to dine with us one evening in
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  	Washington, but she called around 5 p.m. to report that she would be late, because of what she termed a "mini-crisis" at her school. We held dinner and later that evening heard the tale. This charter school serves sixth and seventh graders, presently about a hundred of them, mostly minority, low-income, and urban.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Some racially tinged graffiti appeared that day in the girls' rest room. Not, perhaps, the most horrendous offense imaginable, but you can readily visualize thirteen-year-olds doing itand daring the school to respond.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Almost instantly, the charter school's well-oiled disciplinary machinery clicked in. Nobody would say which youngster did the nasty deed, but the entire school was convened in the auditorium for a "more in sadness than in anger" discussion of what an episode like this could do to the school's fragile social structure and climate. Every teacher continued that discussion back in his classroom and, my friend reported with some satisfaction, by day's end kids were volunteering the observation that this kind of thing could be bad for them and their education. Awareness, a sense of responsibility, and more than a little peer pressure were triggered, and an unpleasant episode was turned into a learning opportunity.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	A few minutes of conventional academic content were sacrificed, and that is too bad, but this charter school has striven since the day it opened to establish a firm, unvarying, and wholly predictable code of behavior and sanctions that deeply involves parents as well as students and staff. The school commonly sends a malefactor home with the instruction that he or she will only be readmitted when accompanied back to school by a parent. (This happens for academic reasons as well as disciplinary infractions.) As my friend observed, the second or third time a parent is obliged to turn up at school to get a kid readmitted, he or she begins to discipline the kid.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Nobody has filed suit against the school or protested the tough discipline code. This may have something to do with the fact that every parent sat through a daylong orientation at the beginning of the year where all the school's rules, standards, expectations, and procedures were carefully spelled out. In addition, each parent gets a weekly report on how his or her child is doingweaknesses as well as strengths, problems as well as successes. And the parent is expected to sign it and
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  	send it back to school, entering into a three-way learning contract involving parent, pupil, and school.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	It is a school of choice, but it is also a public school that has not turned anyone away (except through its admission lottery). It has the rightadmittedly a right that has not yet been fully tested in courtto suspend and expel students. But so far everyone has stuck with the school, even those youngsters for whom the academic standards and behavioral norms are most challenging.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	I visited this school not long ago. Except when classes were changing, you could hear a pin drop in the corridorand not because of a reign of terror. In the classrooms, one finds a buzz of activity: Serious learning is visible and audible, with youngsters eagerly waving their hands to get called on as part of the class discussion.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	On the whole, the school is terrific, and its meticulous discipline is part of the reason. But discipline is not a separate thing at this charter school; it is part of the organizational warp and woof, embedded in standards and expectations that are plain to everyone from the outset. My friend remarked that, when the school opened, several weeks were required to fine-tune the procedures, so that everyone would know precisely what action leads to what reaction, what expectations govern which situations, and which forms of testing of authority are met with precisely which responses.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	The school got it together, not just the discipline part. The school is small, where everyone knows everyone else by name and face and where the director shakes hands with every youngster at the conclusion of school every day. A superb education management information system exists so that everybody knows how each student is doingacademically, behaviorally, socially, emotionally, and so on. The staff is handpicked and first-rate. The supervision and collegiality are outstanding. The curriculum is coherent. The standards are high. The place works.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	This particular school is not uncharacteristic of the charter schools and private schools I have known, including many that serve kids from tough backgrounds and are located in vexed neighborhoods. But a school need not carry the "private" or "charter" label to be orderly and successful. Dozens of regular public schools are well behaved, too, including some that once were not but have been turned around, often by a dynamic, no-nonsense principal.
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  	So, if it is possible to have order in some schools, why are so many of them awash in disorder? Daft court decisions, ill-conceived legislation, and dumb regulations are part of the explanation, which Thernstrom lucidly accounts. Yet even in that jungle of litigation and red tape, some schools work well. Presumably they follow the same rules. Why, then, are they orderly?
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Mostly, I believe, because they are good schools, well led, ably staffed, focused on serious learning, and simply unwilling to tolerate behavior that spoils the learning opportunities of children bent on getting a decent education. Somehow they manage to remove the teachers and other staff members who do not subscribe to that mission. They also frequently offload the kids that they cannot get to shape up. They may send them to an alternative schoolmore and more cities have theseor, ironically, to a charter school. But evicting a child from the school is not always essential. More often, the youngster adapts to the school's norms, so long as these are strictly but evenhandedly enforced, and so long as there are meaningful sanctions for infractions and equally meaningful rewards for good school citizenship. (My friend's charter school has plenty of both, for individual students and whole classes alike. Peer pressure is one of that school's major disciplinary tools.)
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Good schools are good schools, but what about all the rest? Must they endure chaos? If they have lousy leadership, not much can be done to help except to urge the higher-ups to change that leadership, reconstitute them, take them over, and so on. Suppose, however, that the school-level leadership is decent but uninspired and the issue is what can policymakers do to improve the prospects for discipline and order in schools that lack these qualities today. Also suppose that lots more charter schools and school choice are not, for whatever reason, in the cards at present (although they would enable lots more youngsters to learn in orderly classrooms). I have eight suggestions regarding systemic policies, which I offer in ascending order of daring.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	First, as a matter of state or local policy, embrace the proposition that discipline and order are essential preconditions for serious learning, and shape all sorts of other decisions around that policybudget and personnel decisions, curricular decisions, staff development priorities, and so on. Make sure clear discipline codes and behavior norms are in place
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  	in every school, that these are carefully communicated to staff, students, and parents, and then systematically enforced.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Second, create small enough school units so that everyone knows everyone else at sight. Much indiscipline, especially in secondary schools, is partly a product of anonymity. Getting away with troublemaking is easier if nobody knows the perpetrator's name. This may mean mini-schools, schools-within-schools, "houses," "academies," or whatever.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Third, secure the perimeter. The police may have to help with this, but troublemakers must be kept distant so that everyone feels safe at least while on school premises.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Fourth, make sure everyone learns how to read by the end of second grade. Much indisciplineand many special education referralsis the product of acting out, which in turn comes from frustration and embarrassment caused by educational failure, and nearly all of that failure originates in not having learned to read fluently in the primary grades.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Fifth, create more alternative schools. Having a viable option besides keeping chronically disruptive youngsters in regular schools indefinitely is sometimes necessary. Sending them out on the street is apt, for various reasons, not to be practical. Yet more school systems are creating alternative schools and programs for precisely these situations, often constructed along different educational lines (and sometimes outsourced to private providers).
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Sixth, revise the special education lawsand any others that get in the way of effective discipline. Taking on the disabled lobby may be politically difficult, but expecting that schools will be orderly is naive so long as a double standard exists that allows a nontrivial fraction of the student body to be excused for behavior that the rest of the students are punished for. Violent behavior must not be explained or excused as a disability. And with special education enrollments heading toward 20 percent of the pupil population in some jurisdictions, permitting this many kids to get away with misbehavior is untenable.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Seventh, go back to court and seek to reopen the issues that led to decisions such as Tinker v. Des Moines Independent Community School District, Goss v. Lopez, and New Jersey v. T.L.O.. Even the Supreme Court has been known to change its mind, and ample reason exists to press it to do so in this area.
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  	Eighth, create a new right: the right of children to attend safe and orderly schools. This might be done at the state level but would have more force if codified in a federal civil rights statute. While this will not erase the other rights whose exaggerated defense has fed decisions that are bad for school discipline, it would at least create a competition or conflict between rights and oblige courts to weigh these rival imperatives when deciding discipline-related cases.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	None of these steps will end the culture wars nor extricate public schools from them. But I believe progress would be seen in the right direction. Public policy has too long been an ally of indiscipline. It is time to turn the tables. That does not, however, let those running today's schools off the hook. Even in a generally adverse policy climate, America has many good schools with sound discipline, including some in the most harrowing environments. As the philosopher said, the actual proves the possible. Good, safe schools can and do exist in America today. The challenge is to create many more of them.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Comment by Robert Spillane
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	When charter schools were being described, I was thinking about different places I have worked and whether they are charter schools. Anything other than some of the schools that existed in Boston would have been better, but the city had great ones. Fairfax County has no need for the escape hatch provided by charter schools. The Marcus Garvey School in the District of Columbia was a charter school that failed.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Nothing is perfect, and how you see charter schools depends on your particular viewpoint. It also depends on other variables, such as the quality and responsiveness of existing public schools.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Schools are not the only arena in which violence has increased. Escalation of violence is evident throughout society, from road rage to hate killings. Even in Fairfax County, during the twelve years I was superintendent there, probably seven or eight murdersgang murderstook place. When a homicide happened off the campus, hardly anything was heard about it, but the one that happened on school property became a "school gang killing." The press carries considerable responsibility for
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  	the image that schools have. I always felt empathy for the D.C. schools because, if a stabbing occurred on the sidewalk, the media did not identify the street, they named the school nearest the incident.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	From my experience, all research is flawed. As a superintendent, I would get conflicting research from every new Ph.D. dissertation. There was never anything consistent. Anything could be proven with research, and everyone tried to do that. The same thing happens in medicine, and judges make different opinions on the same case. Why is it in education that, if a piece of research comes out, that is itthe grand finale?
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Abigail Thernstrom has produced probably one of the best papers I have ever seen on the topic of education and the law. While I have nothing on which to take her to task, I do have five points to make.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	First, I worked in the state Education Department in New York when Buffalo was desegregating. I spent a whole day in Buffalo with federal judge Thomas Griffin and the superintendent, touring schools. At the end of the day, Griffin asked about how he could assist, what the real issues were, and how he could make himself knowledgeable about the school system. He went on to consult other brain trusts on the question: How can the desegregation plan be improved?
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Later, Judge W. Arthur Garrity would not talk to the mayor or anybody about a desegregation plan for Boston, where I was superintendent. No reasonable person in Boston, at least the vast majority, would say desegregation was wrong. But that was not the issue. The issue was the way Garrity implemented the desegregation plan. After the courts took over, the schools essentially were resegregated every year. A black family had seven youngsters in five elementary schools. The judge complained that I was taking the worst case, but I was not going to take the best case to show how inefficient and ineffective the implementation was.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Upon being called into court, I had the audacity to suggest to him that, because he managed only two law clerks and a secretary, he simply did not know how an organization should be managed. I was never called into court again because my appearance made good publicity, and I thought the public pressure could start to push the judge.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	The issue was not the desegregation, but how the plan was being implemented and the disastrous effects seen where it could have been imposed much more effectively if the judge had broadened out and
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  	brought in knowledgeable people to follow through on what was a good judicial decision.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Second, Judge Kay Christian closed down every school in the District of Columbia that had a leaky roof. At the time, I was the superintendent of a school system in Fairfax County, Virginia, with 220 schools493 acres of schools. The roofs were not fixed only in the summertime or when no children were in them. I called Julius Becton, the D.C. superintendent, and said: ''Put me on. I will go in and testify." I would not have told the school board until after it was over. The District should have kicked up more public heat and pressure. Roofs cannot be repaired for just three, four, five, or six weeks in the summertime. They go bad all the time. The implementation of what probably was a good judicial decision had a definite detrimental impact on the schools. Becton got off to a terrible start, which destroyed any hope or any possibilities that he could have been successful.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Third, in Fairfax County, not unlike any other place, a youngster who is suspended from school for one day has more appeals than a convicted felonfrom the school to the area office to the superintendent's office to a three-member panel of the school committee or school board, and then to the full board. This insanity is allowed to happen because of the law, which needs correction.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Getting the legislature to move in certain directions is very difficult. A highly regarded and respected group or institution needs to put some reasonableness into the debate.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	If a student who spends an hour a week in a resource room because of a mild learning disability brings a loaded gun to school, he or she gets to stay in school even though any sensible person would say that the youngster has to, at least, go to a different program. Disruptive students should not be let out into the streetsthis creates more problemsbut facilities should be set up within a school system to deal with such youngsters.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	I have participated in juvenile justice round tables where judges claimed that the schools were not supportive of students who were truant. These same judges would insist that the principal of a three thousand-pupil high schoolnot the guidance counselor, the assistant principal, or someone representing the schoolsit in court from 9 o'clock in the morning until the case comes up at 2 o'clock in the afternoon. That is
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  	just irresponsible and irrational. Truancy needs to be dealt with, but how the courts handle the issue is the problem.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Fourth, human beings will have different understandings of a disruption and a discomfort. This is where the courts come in. Regarding Tinker v. Des Moines Independent Community School District, if six hundred students wore armbands and disrupted the school for a day, would that have been different from five who protested quietly and silently? While I have some empathy for the courts, the schools ought to have some, too. They have to be given more leeway.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Fifth, all the nutballs are not out on the street. Some of them work in schools and do terrible things, and youngsters have to be protected from them. One teacher said, "I screamed at that class to shut up." She did not understand why her behavior was out of control.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	The situation is much more complicated than a simple silver bullet approach can remedy.
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Creating SuccessfulUrban Schools
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	JAMES P. COMER
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	THE RELEASE OF the report A Nation at Risk in 1983 forced Americans to pay significant attention to long-neglected problems in public education.
1 The situation was referred to as the "education crisis." The flurry of activities that followed, however, suggested that public schools are performing as well as in the past but not well enough to keep up with the economic and citizenship demands of the present and future.2 Society is only now beginning to acknowledge that the major education crisis is in urban schools.3 Just talking about this problemnot to mention understanding and effectively addressing ithas been difficult.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	"Urban schools" refers to more than the location. The reference is to the demography and conditionsgenerally predominantly African American and Hispanic schools. While numerous examples exist of adequate to excellent academic and social performance in urban schools, far too many are underachieving at a much higher level than the general population. And a disproportionate number of poor students are concentrated in such schools.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Approximately one in four of all public school students are in the one hundred largest urban school districts, in a universe of approximately fifteen thousand districts.4 About 43 percent of all minority children attend school in an urban district.5 About 35 percent of all poor children are in urban districts.6 The percentage of urban students scoring at basic level or higher on the National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) tests is far behind nonurban students.7 The achievement gap is the greatest in areas of concentrated poverty (5075 percent and more), and black children live in such areas more than others.8 
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  	The National Commission on Teaching and America's Future 1996 report indicated that 56 percent of high school students taking physical sciences are taught by out-of-field teachers, as are 27 percent of those taking mathematics and 21 percent of those taking Englishwith the proportions being much higher in high-poverty schools and low-track classes. The report also pointed out that in schools with the highest poverty enrollments, fewer than half the students get a science or mathematics teacher who holds a license and a degree in the field being taught.
9 In urban school districts, not only are the physical plants and supplies the worst, but also teacher turnover is chronic.10 
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	In 1998, ethnographer Charles Payne classified and described the impediments to changing urban schools as follows:11 
	

	

	


	
	
		
  	
  	

	

	
  	A.
	

	

	


	Social Infrastructure
			distrust, lack of social comfort among parents, teachers and administrators; low mutual expectations.
			predisposition to suspicion of "outsiders."
			tensions pertaining to race, ethnicity, age cohort; predisposition to factions.
			various patterns of withdrawal as major coping strategy.
			generalized anger.
			"Happy Talk" culture; unwillingness to admit problems in public.
			poor internal communications.
			institutional inability to learn from experience.
			ego fragility.
	B.	Building-Level Politics
			patronage, favoritism; tendency to give new programs to "safe" people.
			tendency to protect existing power arrangements, formal or informal.
			pattern of contestation among principal, teachers, LSC [local school council], union, others; pattern of stalemated power.
			pattern of autocratic power or vacillation between autocratic and collaborative styles.
			staff not ready to collaborate.
			principal not open to criticism; inability of principals to understand how they are perceived by staff.
			unwillingness to talk about certain issues for fear of offending the principal, other powerful people.
	C.	Instructional Capacity
			teacher skepticism about students' learning capacity; weak sense of teacher agency.
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	inadequate instructional supervision of teachers; absence of accountability for instructional program.
			rigidity of teacher attitude about how students learn.
			reluctance of teachers to accept leadership from colleagues: "What goes on in my classroom is my business."
			content knowledge of staff/classroom management skills.
			fit between curriculum and assessment procedures; being made to teach one thing while being tested on another.
			ineffective discipline, atmosphere unconducive to teaching.
			generalized belief in program failure; "We've seen programs come, we've seen 'em go"; generalized disbelief in professional development; generalized refusal to buy in.
			inadequate informal staff knowledge about students' backgrounds and interests.
			resource needs, including personnel, material and space.
			instability of good instructional staff.
	D.	Environmental Turbulence
			perception that patronage, favoritism and cronyism drive many Central Office practices: "The only way to get something done is to know somebody."
			instability of leadership at Central Office.
			hierarchical culture at Central Office.
			absence of accountability for Central Office personnel.
			political, organizational and resource issues at the school district or state level.
			the rapidity with which Central Office develops new programs.
			inadequate support services from Central Office, including its inability to function as information resource.
			inability to communicate with Central Office.
			tendency of Central Office to issue seemingly contradictory, arbitrary directives, taking building leaders away from the substantive work.
	E.	Structure of Support for Implementation
			lack of time, including time for retraining, shared planning, for reflection; competing time demands made by different programs.
			narrow base of support; lack of ownership.
			inability to offer appropriate blend of top-down and bottom-up incentives/sanctions.
			inappropriate pace and scale of change; tendency to try to do too much too quickly.
			absence of realistic assessment of progress; tension between need for positive PR [public relations] and the need for realistic assessment; tension between desire not to hurt anyone's feelings and the need for realistic assessment.
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	ambiguity of roles introduced by new programs.
			not enough leadership; tendency for everything to fall back on the principal and the faithful few: "The same few people do everything."
			leadership's lack of deep understanding of particular innovations; lack of comparative knowledge re[garding] innovations.
			absence of quality sub[stitute teacher] support.
			instability of key administrative personnel.
			absence of follow-through, inability to make mid-course corrections.




	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Those with experience in improving urban schools know that success for most in public schools is a real possibility. However, too many find it easy to attribute these conditions to racism or entrenched bureaucracy, declare them too difficult to change, and propose alternatives that are essentially triage policies (that is, policies that benefit only a few out of the total public school student population). But walking away will make bad matters worse. A continuation of these conditions over the next decade for those now adversely affected will begin to limit U.S. economic progress and seriously aggravate existing social problems. Thus, creating successful urban schools should be among the highest national priorities.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	In numerous places across the country, urban schools using effective intervention programs have improvedsometimes dramatically.
12 For example, in 1996, a nonmagnet urban elementary school in Virginia, using the Yale Child Study Center School Development Program (SDP) model, went from twenty-fourth to first in achievement in the citywith the same school staff and students. In 1997, a similar K-8 school in New Jersey that used the model went from thirty-fourth to first. The scores of the New Jersey eighth graders on the state mathematics test were within .3 of a point of equaling their counterparts in affluent neighboring suburbs. Interviews with school staff and parents suggest that outstanding leadership and effort, a positive school climate, staff development, parental involvement, and the child-focused organizing effects of the SDP model led to these improvements. Numerous others can be cited. These outcomes suggest that urban students are capable and that school staffs are willing. It is important to learn from the change processes in such schools. The task is difficult in part because "the urban mess" receives more attention than the successes.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	The mess is told by the media in compelling and moving ways, full of sound and fury. The child, family, staff, union, administrator, and even facility and supply problems often call to mind a story of warinnocent
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  	faces, devastated places, and villains. They engender strong feelings of sympathy and anger either for the students and their families or for the system, and they promote finger pointing and blame, with note of a hero here and there. In these and many other cases, the media report the events but show no interest in understanding the underlying dynamics.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Much of the research world and policymakers talk of improving large numbers of schools (test scores raised a few points), without a good understanding of how that was achievedexcept through unusual efforts, chance, or selected aggregations of highly effective individuals. Little to no attention is given to whether students are having experiences that will help them score adequately on tests and become responsible and disciplined in a way needed to be consistently successful in school and in life. Policies and practices get established that make matters worse, have limited impact, or cannot be sustained.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	In both the Virginia and New Jersey schools mentioned above, the principals were moved to central-office positions to make improvement happen for more schools with little study or appreciation of how and what kind of improvement was brought about in the first place or what kind of support and infrastructure would be needed to repeat and sustain it. Even after retesting the students in one case to make certain no cheating took place (they did slightly better the second time), a question was raised about whether the students' success stemmed from the principal or the school improvement method used. The answer is both and much more.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Too many students drop out of school or achieve below their ability level and behave in ways that will limit their achievement in life. Everybody is blamed by everybody elseeducators, parents, students, society.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	The blame game is simply not helpful. About six weeks into my initial work in 1968 in the two lowest achieving urban elementary schools in New Haven, Connecticut, I was struck by counterintuitive facts in schools that were failing in such a dramatic fashion. The staff wanted to succeed. The parents wanted to succeed. The children wanted to succeed. Adequate supplies and resources were available, and the staff was capable.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Until a way was found to create a school-based management structure and a culture that enabled those schools to become good places for children to live and develop well, and eventually behave appropriately and achieve above grade level, most participants reacted to frustrating and limiting conditions in ways that made bad matters worse.
13 Many schools
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  	were and still are experiencing powerful underlying, harmful forces at play, compounding daily and being ignored.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	To create large numbers of successful urban schools, these underlying forces must be acknowledged and addressed. The first is the remarkable speed of economic change that has taken place, and the inability to adjust institutions responsible for community and child development fast enough. The second and related problem is the belief that learning is primarily a function of intelligence rather than development.
14 This static and mechanical model leads to low expectations of children who could learn at a higher level if only an adequate focus were placed on their development. It has led to an approach to the preparation of educators, the organization and management of schools, and modes of instruction that often ignores development.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	The intelligence and will model was inadequate in the first place and is woefully so with today's speed of change and need to educate all children at a high level. America's particular economic, political, social, and education history affect and are affected by the way these two conditions have been played out. The entire system of education has been adversely affected; urban schools disproportionately so.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	The Speed of Change
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Human beings have been on earth approximately five million years. Yet, significant change in the way communities and families lived from one generation to the next began only about 150 years ago. Since the turn of the century, America has raced from a horse-and-buggy level of technologynot far removed from that of the wheelto automobile, propeller and jet plane, and interplanetary rocket levels. U.S. society has moved from economiesand related community and family lifegreatly influenced by agriculture and heavy industry to one dominated by sophisticated high technology. This represented more rapid change in the human condition than ever before in the history of the world. And the most consequential changes have occurred within the last fifty years, with a promise of more rapid change in the near future.15 
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Despite rapid and massive change, the needs of children have not changed from those of antiquity. The child is born totally dependent and must be protected. It is born with intellectual, linguistic, social, and psychological
	

	

	















 

  	
  	
  	
  



	




	Page 333

	
  	
  	

	

	
  	potentials that must be nurtured by meaningful others, guided and developed to the point that the individual can meet childhood, adolescent, and adult responsibilities and tasks such as learning, work, living in or rearing a family, citizenshipwhatever the conditions of the adult society at the time. When heads of household have adequate access to the mainstream economy, they can earn the resources to promote adequate family functioning, good child rearing being most important.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	A generation-to-generation transmission of the conditions necessary for desirable functioning takes place through child rearing. Thus, it should not be surprising that one of the best predictors of educational achievement is the education of the parents.
16 The kitchen table at dinnertime symbolizes the way the family cultureattitudes, values, and wayswere transmitted previously, and even now for many. This included attitudes about and preparation for schooling.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	A less obvious but probably operative determinant of achievement is the commitment to the education of all children by local policymakers. A critical mass of young people must experience adequately facilitative development in preparatory institutions if a society is to survive and thrive. An important question is how well the society did in providing adequately facilitative conditions for development. But until recently, it did not matter that much.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Before the 1950s and 1960s, only 20 to 30 percent of American young people needed the kind of experiences and development that would enable them to finish high school. The agricultural and industrial economy could absorb all others. Now 90 to 95 percent need such experiences, development, and achievement. High school and college graduation has become a proxy for responsible and disciplined performance even when the job does not require high-level academic achievement.17 
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Adequate family income and education are closely correlated today, but this was not always the case. Many European immigrants gained economic, community, and family stability in the pre- and early industrial economies that did not require a high level of development or education. A reasonable level of cultural continuity from the old country to the new and first-generation access to the political, economic, and social structures of the new society facilitated this process. These conditions promoted the level of community and family functioning needed to support school readiness or work for those not prepared or not inclined to do
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  	well in school. This permitted large numbers to move from uneducated and unskilled in the agricultural period from the 1870s to the 1900s to modestly educated and skilled in the heavy industrial period through the 1950s, to the high level of education and skill needed in the postindustrial era after the 1980s. Put another way, for many, economic change paralleled and facilitated community and family development over the century-long period of rapid change.
18 
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	African Americans and Hispanics were generally more vulnerable and therefore disproportionately adversely affected by changed conditions. Their cultures were disrupted, and these groups did not have reasonable access to the political, economic, and social structures of American society. In the case of African Americans, almost 250 years of slavery followed by release into a hostile society after 1865 left damaging psychosocial scars, and, while different in nature, for whites also.19 
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	The same mindset that permitted slavery was extended and permitted the marginalization of blacks in all aspects of American life. Most consequential, blacks were forced to work at the lowest level of the job market with minuscule opportunity to gain the kind of group efficacy and power that union membership and business ownership provided. Much of the black community could not vote until the 1960s. The absence of political and economic power led to massive undereducation in this community.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	As late as the 1930s, the nine states containing almost 80 percent of the black population had an expenditure per pupil higher for whites than for blacks. During the 193132 school year, these nine states spent an average of $49.30 for each white child and $15.41 for each black child.20 A similar disparity existed in higher education. Thus, the political, economic, social, and educational structures that formed a web of opportunities around mainstream white families and their young peopleinfluencing their attitudes, beliefs, and behaviorsdid not exist nearly as much for marginalized groups. The consecutive generations of higher level development for many within the latter groups could not take place as readily. Economic and social dynamics sent too many of the children from families that functioned well in the 1950s on a downhill generational spiral after that time.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Poor white children also did not receive the same care, concern, and educational opportunity as socioeconomically advantaged whites. Even today, research shows that among white male students their parents'
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  	social class strongly influences who is assigned to the college preparatory track in school, despite beneficial social and psychological conditions more similar to each other than to those of other marginalized groups.
21 
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Fortunately, for a significant part of the African American community, a church-based culture protected and promoted desirable family functioning and preparation for education in spite of the small number of middle- and upper-income, well-educated people. While alienation and hopelessness always exist in marginalized groups and communities, the church culture and, eventually in the 1960s, the larger society transmitted messages of possibility and hope.22 
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Before the 1960s, a full socioeconomic spectrum of people and institutions more often existed in the life of children. Mainstream ideals and aspirations could influence their thinking and growth. In some communities in the north and west, children of black and Latino employees sometimes attended the same school as the children of employers. Beginning in the 1950s, technological changes as well as political and economic decisions promoted the rapid and massive development of suburban living. This removed a disproportionate number of the better educated, higher income, and younger people from urban areas. Poor people and minorities were generally excluded from suburbs through land-use policies, income requirements, and other measures. Also, past undereducation, coupled with continued racial discrimination, resulted in minority employment at the lowest level of the job market. As a result of these several conditions, greater resources were outside the cities and people with the greatest needs were locked inside.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	City schoolsprogrammatically and physically in need of great attention when World War II ended in 1945had to stand in line for attention behind highways and other infrastructure needs that primarily served the suburbs. The national policy of local tax-based financing of public school education beganand continuesto exasperate the situation in cities because funding for city schools is not equitable with funding for schools in affluent neighborhoods. Additional costs are incurred in educating urban children. Poor and marginalized families have greater health, housing, income substitution, child care, and special education needs. The capacity of social service agencies and organizations is overwhelmed by the needs of urban children and their families. More important, to the detriment of children and their families, the actions taken by these agencies
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  	are still based on an intellectual and behavioral deficit model instead of a developmental model with structures and programs designed to pull people into the economic mainstream.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	The social service effort probably contributed to the problem by creating a focus on individual deficit rather than development and prevention, and the educational and economic conditions needed to promote the latter. Cost comparisons of nonurban and urban schools often ignore the greater student and family supportive service costs of urban districts.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Simultaneously, the effects of television and high mobility began to reduce the power of traditional support mechanisms (community, church, and family) to positively influence the development of children. The kitchen table power and effectiveness were reduced. For the first time, information flowed directly to young children from sources other than parents and meaningful others, without censor or sanction for inappropriate responses. (Given reality testing and impulse control limits of young children, visual images present a special problem.) For the first time, most children spent much time away from parents and important others. Thus, while in need of more support for development, many children began to receive less.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	The most vulnerable families were unable to give their children, at home, the kind of experiences they would need to succeed in school and in life. This led to performance problems at home, at school, and in life. Poor children are much more school dependent for their education and hope for the future.
23 But too many school people, through no fault of their own, were not prepared to respond to the children's needs, to compensate in school for preschool underdevelopment. The model of teaching and learning most school people were usingintelligence and willdid not call for it.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	The outcome of reduced support for development from the critical institutionsfamily, school, otherswas an intolerable community to live and work in. These same communities had been reasonably safe and supportive of desirable functioning in the 1950s and before.24 
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	These difficult conditions promote interaction and morale problems among the urban playersadministrators, teachers, unions, parents, and students. From physical plant to salaries and the underdevelopment of too many students, urban education leaders are at a competitive disadvantage
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  	to their suburban counterparts. Simply put, life for educators is easier in the suburbs. As a result, too often urban schools provide preparatory experiences for many future suburban school staff.
25 
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Thus, while the racial desegregation struggle of the 1950s and 1960s was in the glare of the media spotlight, the political and economic structures and practices quietly sowed the seeds of today's urban school crisis. Because of the concentration of blacks and Hispanics in urban areas, these various conditions worked against these groups in the same way that deliberate underfunding of minority schools worked in the past segregated system. The challenge now, without the safety net of good employment opportunities for the poorly educated, is to move the families and the children most adversely affected from conditions that do not promote good education to conditions that canin one generation.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Remarkable leadership would have been needed among those carrying the urban load to compete with the suburban edge under any circumstances. Compounding the problem, the educator work forceurban, suburban, or ruralcontinued to be prepared to teach the 20 to 30 percent of the children like those who were successful in the past while many more of the students, their experiences, and the national need changed dramatically. And those responsible for making decisions about education have been slow to change their way of thinking about the new conditions and needs.26 The cities were simply more vulnerable and thus most adversely affected. A large part of the reason is the wrong notion about how academic learning takes place, and how it does and does not prepare students for adult life.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	How Children Learn
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	U.S. society believes that learning is primarily a function of intelligence. The expression of intelligence is the result of individual will that can be summoned under all conditions. And good teaching is primarily subject matter mastery related to the intelligence and effort of the teacher. From these perspectives, teaching and learning are a simple matter of pouring information into the open heads of willing students and those with the best machines (brains) will get it and others will not.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Using this model, the notion that any intelligent person can teach follows logically.27 Because this model of teaching and learning generally
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  	benefits the most privilegedand it was not necessary previously to educate so many of the less privilegedit has become conventional wisdom and has not been thoroughly challenged.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	The intelligence model leaves out the equally important role of overall development and the way family, community, societal institutions, policies, and practices interact to enable or limit full and desirable expression of intelligence, social, and academic achievement. This affects the way society organizes schools and invests in the selection, preparation, and support of teachers and administrators. It also contributes to the low value placed on teacher and administrator expertise.
28 All of this limits the quality of education policy and permits practices that do not take child and adolescent development into consideration. Most troublesome, it influences who is expected to learn.29 
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Children are born totally dependent with limited biological, psychological, and social capacities. Actual potentials will develop as they interact with the people in the environment around them. They are born exploring, expressing themselves, and in the process, learning. All are energized by an innate survival drive.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	A caretaker joins in helping them meet their essential survival needsfood, warmth, comfortand thereby becomes a meaningful and influential person. An emotional attachment and bond develops between the child and the caretaker or set of caretakers. Children identify with, imitate, and begin to take on the ways of the caretakers. The caretakers are then in a position to regularly interact, train, teach, and channel the child's energy into constructive learning, work, and play. Training and learning promote child confidence, competence, and identity as an able person. This promotes the growth of the child from a state of limited developmental potentials toward maturity.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	This initial attachment and bonding is the template of every future personal and social interaction and the foundation for school or academic learning. The family, its social network of friends-kin-meaningful organizations, school, and all other settings are the venues of development and learning.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Children develop along at least six critical pathways: the physical, social-interactive, psycho-emotional, ethical, linguistic, and the intellectual-cognitive.30 Growth occurs along and across these pathways simultaneously and in the regular course of life events. An illustrative incident: A
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  	two-year-old who wants to play with the ball of another child but does not know how to make this happen. She might hit the other child and attempt to take it. The caretaker intervenes, explains the options, suggests the negotiation needed, expects and gets a reasonable outcome. ''You can't take Mary's ball. You can wait until she is through playing with it or you can ask her to play with you."
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	The holding, talking, and explaining in this small interaction and many others promote growth along all the pathwayshow to interact socially, the control of feelings and the impulse to hit and take (psycho-emotional), what is right or acceptable (moral-ethical), and language usage and thinking. Even the physical structure and functioning of the brain itself are affected by such interactions.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Reading, talking, and reflecting are even more closely associated with academic learning. Some parents begin doing so with their children at birth, even before. These are often warm emotional times that give reading a positive emotional charge. The habit and joy of reading, talking, and reflecting are established here. The learning and expression involved are inherently satisfying and beneficial. But also, they bring praise and approval from parents, motivation for more learning, and mastery in all activities the child undertakes.
31 
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	A well-educated mother was filling up the gas tank of the car when her four-year-old sitting inside asked what she was doing. She told him that she was giving the car its breakfast just as he had had breakfast shortly before. In a give-and-take discussion she explained the similarities and differences between food as energy for the body and gasoline as energy for the car. He was fascinated and still asking related questions as they drove away.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Development and learning are one here and set the stage for literacy, number sense, and future academic learning. Such interactions are the critical transactions at the beginning of the pathways (marked by dependency and vulnerability to inner impulses and outer social stimulation) toward the high end (responsible independence-interdependence, self-regulation, intellectual and social mastery). Children so reared experience a cycle of teaching and training, competence, confidence, the beginning of an identity as an able person, and around again.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Such children eventually present themselves to the school as competent young people capable of being spontaneous and curious when it is appropriate,
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  	equipped with adequate personal control and the ability to concentrate when needed, and capable of getting along with others. And because these children have an adequate level of development and behave appropriately they are viewed as good and able by school people, who elicit responses from them that continue to promote the development and learning that began before school.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Too many children receive a preschool experience that elicits the opposite, even when their parents are attentive and want them to succeed in school. Sometimes the problem is outright neglect and abuse. This is often the case when parents are under economic and social stress. But too often it results from a control-oriented, sometimes primarily puntive, child-rearing style passed down from a previous generation. An authoritarian child-rearing style could be more successful in the past tight-knit communities, low-information era. And although one in earlier times could earn a living without a formal education, this style likely contributed to school leaving among too many in the past.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	A bright-eyed four-year-old was exploring the environment of the doctor's office, but his mother wanted him to sit down. She was somewhat overweight and reluctant to move, and he shrewdly carried out his investigations just beyond her reach. But he miscalculated and, with a swift and violent motion, she grabbed and slammed him to the floorher usual pattern. I later learned from the doctor that she had been reared this way. Anger, hurt, and tears replaced the boy's curiosity and learning. Such children generally are not taught the social rules of the school game or given much of the language and thinking experiences that will prepare them for school. They often fight rather than negotiate and engage in other unacceptable behaviors.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	They are viewed as bad or dumb (not very intelligent, a deficit perspective) because they cannot meet the behavior and academic learning expectations of the school. Actually they are underdeveloped or have attained competencies that are useful in their family social network but not in school. In a series of complex interactions, poor academic and social performance leads to low staff expectations of the students, control-oriented punitive responses, and in turn, lowered student confidence about their abilities and increased frustration often leading to acting-up behavior that eventually takes students, staff, and parents on a downhill performance course. Even students reasonably prepared or not far behind
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  	in their pre-academic preparation often fail to thrive in such a school. Ironically, some of the same young people can wash clothes, shop, and take care of younger siblingscompetencies that do not count or are rarely tapped in their schools.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	The troublesome response of the school staff is usually not intentional. Most are acting from the deep-seated cultural assumption that intelligence and will determine performance. These assumptions have been reinforced by their own cultural experiences and by what was implicit and sometimes explicitly taught in their preservice teacher preparation. Most have not had supervised field experience in identifying the effects of underdevelopment or how to promote adequate development in school.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	A young patient threatened to throw paint on me when I was a child psychiatrist trainee. I did not know what to do. My supervisor explained that the child liked me and suggested that I tell her that throwing the paint would make me so mad that I would not want to play with her. The behavior and the suggested response seemed illogical to me, and I did not think this approach would work. It did because it helped her understand how to maintain a relationship she needed. Teachers work with such children without help.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Most teachers receive very little or no real-world applied child development courses in their preservice preparation. Most do not work in teams or otherwise receive help from teachers knowledgeable about promoting child development and desirable student behavior. Most have not been taught how overall school organization and managementnot just classroomsupports or limits development. Many have not been prepared to work with support colleagues such as psychologists or with parents and community resources. And even when they have received such training, usually no time is available in the schedule to work in these ways. And with high-stakes accountabilityloss of jobmany teachers have abandoned any effort to promote development and are teaching to the tests. Also, many teachers receive little preservice preparation to teach reading or mathematics, especially those who entered the field through summer training programs or enrollment in an inadequate school of education.
32 
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Low-income and marginalized children are more school dependent for their development and academic learning than children who come from families where parents are well prepared to be the first and continuing
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  	supplementary teachers. Students largely dependent on schools for social and academic learning will be hurt most from a largely test-preparation focus. And even if their test scores are raised a few points in the lower grades, they are not likely to succeed in later school and in life without becoming responsible, disciplined young people with skills needed to function in the economic, social, and civic mainstream.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	In schools that function reasonably well, many underdeveloped children make emotional attachments to school people and programs and begin to develop and learn. But around eight or nine years of age the academic progress of many slows. And too many go on a sharp downhill academic and social course during adolescence. At least three factors appear to influence the slowing around age eight.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	First, because the thrust for autonomy grows strong at about this time, adults are less able to influence and motivate academic learning. Second, and affecting the first, the child's self and family identity and placement may give academic learning a low priority. A peculiar peril exists for children from marginalized groups of all income levels.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Between about three to ten years, these children begin to pick up and internalize the larger culture's negative or limiting beliefs and attitudes about their groupnot good, not intelligent; athletic or musical talents onlyas well as those internalized by others in their group. Unless meaningful people directly counter the negative and limiting messages, the young may accept and live them out, adversely affecting later school performance. A study by Claude M. Steele and J. Aronson showed that African American students at the University of Michigan achieved significantly less well than their white counterparts until a self- and group-affirming experience helped them to achieve at the same level.
33 
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Third, the cognitive development level needed to do the work may not be adequate to keep up with the rising requirements. However, much of the popular reporting on brain research focused on extreme deprivation. Academic performance that rivals that of students from well-educated, affluent areas among children from undereducated, poor parents has been observed where adequate attention has been given to creating a supportive relationship climate and development in school. Future brain and school improvement research will reveal more about the leveling-off phenomenon.34 
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  	In underperforming schools, students are more vulnerable to the effects of adolescent turmoil. Also, peer pressure to abandon academic achievement and responsible, disciplined behavior is great.
35 Many such students go on a sharp and sometimes final downhill social and academic course during this period and either drop out of school or achieve at a low level. Many gain greater satisfaction in disruptive or antisocial behavior. Family and community problems adversely affect such schools. Again, because they are not good places to work, staff turnover is high and the continuity needed to promote development and learning is not possible.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	These conditions are found disproportionately in urban schools. And yet, school leaders in such areas estimate that even in high school only about 1 percent of the students appear incorrigible. Most would like to achieve socially and academically. Most could under good conditions.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Chaos erupted in West Mecklenburg High School after redistricting brought together under one roof students from rival neighborhoods. A nearby high school had been designated a magnet school, and three hundred at-risk students from that school were sent to West Mecklenburg. Fifteen guns and many knives were confiscated during the course of the first year. In response to the disarray, Dennis Williams was brought in as principal. Williams implemented the Yale-SDP approach to improving the school. Teams began to engage in preventive planning to provide students with developmental experiences that would promote their learning and development instead of responding to crisis after crisis. West Mecklenburg analyzed student achievement data and conducted an assessment of the students' needs. The teams examined the structure of the high school, which generally requires the students to run from class to class. They realized that the structure of the traditional high school interferes with the students' opportunities to form relationships with the teachers that would sustain them as they learn academic material not immediately relevant to their lives. Through engaging in group problem solving, West Mecklenburg switched to a compacted schedule of ninety-minute classes that required the teachers to modify the way they worked. The transformation of the high school was remarkable: Scholastic Aptitude Test (SAT) scores rose by an average of 16 points; the number of students making the honor roll jumped 75 percent; the number of students enrolled in advanced-level courses increased 25 percent; and the average daily attendance rate increased to almost 94 percent.36 
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  	Establishing the necessary conditions with average leadership and effort in the face of complex interactive conditions is the challenge that must be met to create a large number of successful urban schools.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	The child as a whole but underdeveloped person must be at the center of all thinking and action in the education enterprise. Adults helping children growincluding policymakers far from the school such as legislatorsmust have a reasonable understanding of how development and learning takes place and how to promote it.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Other Conceptual Models and Implications
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	School choice, vouchers, and privatization with and without vouchers are the most prominent change policies being advocated and supported in many places. These approaches are drawn largely from valued American political and economic conceptual frameworks, which contributes to their appeal. Choice is a key aspect of democracy. Competition is a key aspect of the economic system. Both are admirable when appropriate and possible. Both can be troublesome when used inappropriately.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Education practice and policy derived from these frameworks are generally inappropriate because they have nothing to do with how children develop and learn. Urban schools are at a competitive disadvantage. Poor schools cannot get much better and sustain their improvement simply because there is competition. An adequate education infrastructure must be in placea sufficient personnel pool, management, preparation, financial resources, and so on. And choice among systems that are underperforming in the first place is not valuable. There is no value added in the new approaches, no fundamentally more effective developmental and teaching approaches.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	The self-selection of parents, students, and school people will lead to the involvement of those most likely to have been successful in traditional schools. And success is being based on improved test scores when success in lifein family, in work, and in citizenship activitiesrequires much more, more than even the current so-called best traditional schools are providing.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Also, while these approaches can be useful in special need situations, they cannot move the American system of education to the point that it
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  	can adequately educate 95 percent of American children at a high level in all fifteen thousand districts. Choice and vouchers can provide the flexibility to create residential and other special schools and services when families or communities are dysfunctional or in other unique situations. But these uses should grow out of a sound basic system and not as an effort to create a good overall system of education.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Chester E. Finn, Jr., a proponent of the new approaches, has stated that choice, vouchers, and privatization change the administrative or structural and procedural ground rules and shift power.
37 But no evidence exists that these are the major shortcomings of the national systems of education. Decentralization experiments in major cities over the last generation did the same, sometimes making matters worse.38 And yet school change programs suggest that disparity of power is a problem. But shifting power from one group of adults to another at the building level or beyondwithout selecting and preparing them to work collaborativelydoes not prevent debilitating power struggles that are more related to adult interests than the developmental and learning needs of students.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	The only way to improve the system of education is to deepen the pool of teachers and administrators capable of managing schoolspublic or private, charter or voucherin ways that help students develop and learn. Also, a financial support system must be created that reflects the needs of the community, not the local tax base. Conditions that impact the first teachersparents and people in their social networksgreatly influence student school performance. The preschool experiences of communities and families must be made supportive of development and learning in school. Vouchers, charters, and privatization do not address any of these needs; thus, they can do little to create more than a few successful urban schools here and there.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Widespread use of the new approaches will fragment a system already so disconnected that even the preparatory institutions do not know what to teach. This will decrease the chance of creating a common knowledge base and the ability to maintain core American values at a time of growing national diversity. This was a major reason for creating a public school system in the first place.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	And the way the new approaches are being administered in some statesfunds off the top of district budgetsdecreases support for the vast majority, usually the least affluent and most mobile with no choice,
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  	and gives more support to children and families most advantaged just as suburbanization did more than a generation ago. The value added for the "haves" will be negligible and the "have nots" will receive a less good education experience. These outcomes will accelerate the increasing and dangerous gap developing between the "haves" and the "have-nots.''
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	The smallest gap in achievement between marginalized minorities and others is in the school system for military dependents. Community and family conditions generally are above the functional threshold leveldespite the mobility problemsand better selection, training, and support of school staff probably account for this.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Creating Successful Urban Schools
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Because urban schools reflect the most adverse affects of what is a challenge to all schools and the society, the key underlying and overall education and societal problems must be addressed. And yet, much can be done immediately to improve urban districts and schools. The overall and the specific aspects of the long range and the immediate must be addressed simultaneouslyin school districts, in schools of education, among the most vulnerable groups and communities, and among policymakers.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Urban School Districts
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	David Hornbeck, superintendent of the Philadelphia school system, with input from about thirty-five hundred school and community people, has developed a pioneering ten-point district plan for school improvement:
39 
	

	

	


	
	
		
  	
  	

	

	
  	I.
	

	

	


	Set high expectations for everyone. (all students)
		
  	
  	

	

	
  	II.
	

	

	


	Design accurate performance indicators to hold everyone accountable for results.
		
  	
  	

	

	
  	III.
	

	

	


	Shrink the centralized bureaucracy and let schools make more decisions.
		
  	
  	

	

	
  	IV.
	

	

	


	Provide intensive and sustained professional development to all staff.
		
  	
  	

	

	
  	V.
	

	

	


	Make sure that students are ready for school.
		
  	
  	

	

	
  	VI.
	

	

	


	Provide students with the community supports and services they need to succeed in school.
		
  	
  	

	

	
  	VII.
	

	

	


	Provide up-to-date technology and instructional materials.
		
  	
  	

	

	
  	VIII.
	

	

	


	Engage the public in shaping, understanding, supporting, and participating in school reform.
		
  	
  	

	

	
  	IX.
	

	

	


	Ensure adequate resources and use them effectively.
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  	X.
	

	

	


	Be prepared to address all of these priorities together and for the long termstarting now.




	
  	
  	

	

	
  	This kind of plan, if adequately implemented and widely used, can be a major part of creating large numbers of successful urban school districts. The plan is both systemic and comprehensiveaddressing the academic and developmental needs of students and the instructional, management, preparation, and resource issues for schools. It deals with community and family issues. And it recognizes the need for simultaneous and sustained attention to all of these issues.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Also, and very important, the plan calls for belief, attitude, and school conditions that run counter to deep-seated cultural norms; that is, all children can learn and educators must be held accountable, as opposed to the notion that learning is a matter of genetically determined intelligence and will and that school people cannot be held accountable for those who cannot or will not try to learn. It does not propose a quick-fix or concentrate on placing blame but focuses on appropriate ways of working with children within systems that are themselves being changed in ways that can help them catch up with the demands of a new age. It is a call for learning communities at home and at school.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	The plan proposes in-service help or professional development that is school, not district, based to enable building staff to be effective. Sanctions are imposed if they are not willing or able. The absence of such helpnot the absence of marketplace competitionproduced the counterproductive conditions observed in the two School Development Program pilot schools and in the underperforming schools described by Charles Payne. These schools were using the traditional mechanical model of teaching and learning that did not address the developmental needs of students and the relationship needs of parents, staff, or students. In the resultant dysfunctional environment, only the most exceptional teacher could be successful.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Underdeveloped students are at greatest risk. Thus, professional development must include the acquisition of child development, relationship, and management knowledge and skills and not just support for curriculum-instructional-assessment activities. While teachers need not be clinicians, they must be able to understand and respond to child growth and behavior issues to create the necessary academic learning communities.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Working in new ways is difficult. No amount of proclamation and exhortation will make it happen. The SDP group encountered resistance
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  	to change even when all the staff and parents involved wanted school improvement. Most school people have the desire to improve. They must develop the capacity for self-improvement. The SDP group created a school-based management team and other structures and provided coaching, which gradually permitted the staff and parents to create a collaborative school culture focused on supporting the development of students. But school-by-school improvement is not enough.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	A governance and management district-level mechanism that is informed and influenced by a school-level mechanism is needed. The community, school board, and central-office staff must facilitate building-based change efforts. The SDP experiences showed that learning communities that took three to five years to build severely deteriorate in six months with a change to central-office or building leadership unsupportive of a collaborative child development-oriented way of working. Too many untrained new staff can do the same.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Unfortunately, in many schools around the country, the management structure is used primarily for governance and coordination, not to create a learning community. And there is no or little coaching. Little academic or social development gain is found in these situations. To create learning communities, school governance and other structures must promote a climate or culture in which more problem solving exists than blame, must develop consensus about what works for children, and must enable mutually respectful cooperative and collaborative relationships among adults. In this kind of school culture, students can identify with and be motivated best by adultsstaff and parents.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	In an environment of mutual respect, staff can use a standard curriculum, be reflective about their work, and find creative ways to make it possible for all students to learn at a high level. In a good school climate, the staff can simultaneously promote basic academic and social skills as well as higher order thinking, core knowledge as well as curiosity and insights that might challenge the status quo. The capacity to be reflective and flexible and to adjust to both needs and possibilities makes a teacher a professional as opposed to a technician.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Increasing the capacity of building-level staff to think and work as education professionals is the only way to ensure sustainable improvement. A significant number of intelligent people cannot work in a way required to be a good education professional. As a result, selection and in-service
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  	supportand help in moving to another field if necessaryare important. This should be done even if the teacher shortage expected in the near future is aggravated.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Reasonable class size to make positive student-staff interaction possible is a given. And staff turnover must be reduced. Continuity of meaningful relationships is beneficial to the development and learning of all children and crucial for those who experience little continuity outside of school, the disproportionately low income. Also, teachers should not be required to teach in subject areas in which they are not qualified. I know of dramatic student improvement after such teachers were tutored by a supervisor proficient in the subject. Many low-income urban students are taught by out-of-subject-area teachers.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Adequate time for collaborative management, staff development, work with in-school support staff, and parents is necessary. Time to work with community resourceshealth, youth agencies supporting development, service agencies, business as employers, and supporters of school activitieswould both augment school staff and provide venues that would make curriculum activities more meaningful and better prepare students for life. Such schooling would help the larger community better appreciate educators and help students better appreciate what it takes to prepare for life.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Much has been said about the need for longer school days and longer school years. Such changes in systems that are unsound in the first place will make little difference. However, evidence exists that low-income children lose the academic gains they make in good school situations during long school breaks. Children who are primarily school dependent for stimulation and learning should be in community-based programs that stimulate learning during the summer if being in good school situations is not possible.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Finally, the Philadelphia plan does not address a vital area, but perhaps no public school system can do so at the level needed. Students internalize the negative and limiting messages they pick up in the society at large about themselves and their income and ethnic or racial group. They must acquire the understanding, confidence, and competence needed to reject the messages, set high-level goals, and learn the discipline to obtain them. Schools can embrace the efforts of family and affected communities in doing so.
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  	School Staff Preparation
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	To create large numbers of successful urban schools, the understanding and experience of preservice educators must change. In-service preparation is important and desirable under all conditions. But the task would be less difficult with sensitive and somewhat experienced education workers selected for their ability to work collaboratively with colleagues, parents, and community resources to promote child development and learning.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Traditionally teachers are expected to have knowledge of subject matter for particular age groupings. And they are expected to know various methods of instruction. Also, a push has been made for teachers to become generally well-educated persons; that is, to receive a liberal arts-type education. And over the last generation, behavioral sciences and child development theories have become a significant part of teacher and administrator preparation in some places. A good knowledge base in all of these areas is important, but applied child development and behavior are of greater concern.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	In some places, a person can become a teacher without a child development course. And in many, if not most places, child development and behavior are taught in the classroom on the preservice campus. It is not applied child development and behavior. Many cannot discuss the possible behavior dynamic issues involved in a classroom fightimpulse and problem solving skills, negotiation skills, and more. School people are being shortchanged in their preparation and then blamed for difficult school conditions.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	School presents underdeveloped children with a challenge that can threaten their sense of adequacy and lead to acting-out behavior. Teachers who can respond to behavior problems by helping students gain social skillsapplied child developmentrather than simply punishing and controlling them promote the kind of positive attachment that enables staff to motivate academic learning, as well as student personal control and discipline.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Certainly academic learning does the same. After six weeks of participation in the SDP Essentials of Reading program, nonreading third graders were reading and their multiple and severe behavior problems declined to a minimum.
40 But a school staff and program supportive of their development and behavior allowed them to engage long enough to
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  	learn. Thus, child development with desirable behavior go hand in hand with academic learning; and in many cases, the latter cannot be obtained without the former.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	The SDP used the six developmental pathways (social-interactive, psycho-emotional, moral-ethical, linguistic, cognitive-intellectual, and physical) as a framework for thinking about integrated academic and personal competency growth. A lesson about government or economics, and the assessment of its effectiveness, can involve activities that promote academic work and development along all of these pathways. Life preparation, including sensitization to the role and importance of government, can be involved, as well as personal discipline and responsibility.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Teachers and parents acquire a consciousness about preparing students for life rather than just passing on information. And in the context of life preparation, learning becomes more meaningful for students, which is particularly important for those whose families are marginal to the social mainstream. With modern-day isolation from mainstream people and institutions, such students are dependent on school exposure and social learning that many students from mainstream families gain simply from growing up in their families and their social networks. In addition, recent brain research underscores the importance of continued development.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	For these reasons it would be helpful for schools of education to be called and function as schools of development and education. A greater focus would then be placed on development and its relationship to academic learning. Education would have a basic science foundation to guide policy, practice, and future research. And the children of poor and marginalized families would benefit immediately from an educator mindset and practice that stemmed from a development perspective in which intervention is possible instead of a biological deficit perspective in which intervention is not possible.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Supplementary Education
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	A growing trend is evident toward the development of supplementary schools in African American and Latino communities in particular, but among all marginal groups.
41 Saturday school, after school, summer school, and other programs are being sponsored by religious, civil rights, and organizations that focus on appreciation of ethnic and racial heritage.
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  	Retired and active school teachers from the same background are often involved.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Some are deliberately operated to counter the negative and limiting messages students pick up in the society about themselves and their income and ethnic or racial group. By supporting academic learning as respected leaders and organizations, they indirectly counter the harmful defensive responses of others in stigmatized groupsthat learning is "acting white." They sanction hard work and high-level achievement.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Appeal to group and individual pride can be powerful, and positive or negative. Students must gain an understanding of how and what mainstream exclusion is about. Simultaneously they must learn to avoid antagonism toward other groups. They must understand that their own personal development and success are the best ways to strengthen their group and counter antagonisms. They must be exposed to mainstream opportunities, set high-level goals, and learn the discipline to obtain them.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Schools can embrace the efforts of family and affected communities in doing so. Some students who do well in school will flounder as they address real-world antagonisms without positive racial, ethnic, or other group identities, management skills, and support.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Policymaking
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Most urban students have the capacity to succeed at a high level. Too many are underdeveloped and are having experiences that will not connect them to or prepare them to participate successfully in mainstream institutionsschool, workplace, families, and others. And schools, community, and family agencies are not prepared to help them gain needed exposures and competencies. Widespread urban school success will require education, community, and family policies that positively affect preparation on both sidescommunity and family, and schools.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Such policies must be driven by what is known about how children grow and learn and issues related to growing up in a modern, fast-changing age. And they must promote good management and coordinated, collaborative work by the relevant agencies. This requires good selection, preparation, and support of school staff and staffs of other agencies. The many and fragmented policymaking sourcesstate and federal legislators, education departments, schools of education, school boards, district
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  	education leaders, family service agencies, community service agencies from health to recreation, and indirectly, even equipment and supply organizationscannot do the job as they currently operate.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Even more important than policymaking fragmentation is the limited acceptance among policymakers of the critical role of child development in child and adult performance. Also, human service workers are not valued enough. An unwillingness to reward them adequately results, and recruitment, retention, and morale problems follow. These conditions have led to the current quick-fix promises and high-stakes accountability posturing. The only way to improve any system or organization is to use a sound conceptual and operational framework and to prepare, and then adequately support, a good workforce.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	The solution is to work backward from district-level frameworks such as the Philadelphia plan. The child development focus needs to be made more explicit. And a focus on preparing students and their families to connect to mainstream institutions needs to be established. As implementation efforts flow from such frameworks, needed policy changes will become apparent. Organization arrangements can be created that will allow those involved in front-line implementation to inform policymakers that are more removed but nonetheless have great influence. The goal would be to end quick-fix, opportunistic proposals and to provide personnel and programs that help children develop and learn.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	At the beginning of the twentieth century, the nation created a federal-state-private cooperative effort called the agricultural extension service that transformed a fragmented, poorly functioning agricultural industry into the breadbasket of the world. The best-practice knowledge base was carried by agents and shared with practitioners. Local communities were informed and became supportive in the process. An education extension service in which successful agents or organizations helped local districts use best practice could have a similar outcome.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Performance standards for all involved at the school, district, state, and national level can set the outcome direction and goals. And pressure for change in the way society thinks about what it takes to help all children learn and prepare for adult lifefor changes in schools of education, family, and community agenciescan flow from a well-grounded theoretical and practice framework that is supported by successful practitioners.
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  	Creating a fair system of financial support will be the most difficult task, in part because equal funding or even adverse condition funding will not necessarily bring about adequate school improvement. Some condition of contingency funding must be created, with adequate safeguards. Because education has become a civil right, inextricably linked to economic opportunity and basic American rights, the safeguards would best be provided by a special branch of the judiciary in each state. Funds would be provided as districts show movement toward the implementation of best practice. Most schools of education can be moved in the same way.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Summary
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Creating good urban schools will require the nation to address underlying challenges to all schooling, most adversely affecting those in high stress, more often urban schools. The challenges are rapid change that has sharply and quickly increased the level of education needed and the number of people who need to be educated at a high level and a model of teaching and learning that must be changed from intelligence and will to child development and related high-level performance. Districts, preparatory institutions, community-based developmental programs, and policymakers must all be changed in significant ways to create desirable outcomes in all schools, particularly for good outcomes in urban schools where more students are more school dependent for success.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Comment by Caroline Hoxby
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	James P. Comer's paper is wide-ranging. It is perhaps too wide-ranging because it touches on many issues instead of fully developing his key argumentthat improving urban children's psychological attitude toward learning is necessary for educating them successfully. Comer is renowned for his understanding of the psychological profile that characterizes urban students and for his success in developing methods that make urban students less averse psychologically to learning. If readers are to absorb some of Comer's knowledge, it should form the heart of his paper and motivate
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  	his policy recommendations. Unfortunately, the psychological profile of urban children and methods for changing it receive only glancing treatment; they are often referred to but rarely described. Moreover, many of the policy recommendations do not grow out of Comer's expertise.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	A Psychological Profile of Urban Children
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Comer argues that urban children tend to arrive at school with psychologies that do not favor learning or may actively resist learning. (He tends to refer to this state as child "underdevelopment," but I resist this terminology in an effort to be specific.) He argues that parents and other early personal contacts cause children's psychologies to be either pro-learning or anti-learning. While he does not blame parents and communities in a moral sense, he clearly attributes anti-learning psychology to their influence. Parents are the immediate, primary means by which poor attitudes toward learning are conveyed from generation to generation.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Comer's most powerful and telling statement of the psychological profile that interests him is contained in two anecdotes. In the first, he explains that he observed a mother and toddler at a gasoline station. When the toddler acted curious, the mother explained that cars need gasoline, compared gasoline with the food that fuels people, and began a dialogue as her responses triggered new questions in the toddler's mind (presumably about energy needs). The child not only learned about gasoline, cars, and food, but he also learned that curiosity earned an interested response from his mother and that engaging in learning was one way of bonding with his mother. He picked up knowledge and learning skills (how to engage in a productive dialogue), but, perhaps more importantly, he came to associate learning with positive, comforting emotions. Comer's second anecdote is about a parent and toddler he observed in a doctor's waiting room. The toddler was wandering around, investigating the objects and furniture. As soon as the boy came within range of his mother's arm, she knocked him to the floor and told him to stop exploring. Her response was not only unproductive (the toddler gained no information about the objects that attracted his curiosity), but also suppressed learning skills and taught the child to associate emotional pain with curiosity and attempts to learn. The child failed to learn how to channel his curiosity
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  	productively and was taught that his curiosity was a bad thing that had to be stifled if he wanted to bond with his mother.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Comer's two anecdotes are short but insightful. They are engaging because they focus on key elements of events that are not extraordinary. It is impossible to shop at an American grocery store that attracts a range of parents without witnessing such events played out again and again. The same items occupy nearly every checkout area: candy, magazines, and gadgets. Some parents respond positively to their children's curiosity about these items, teach their children bits of information, and generally structure warm, learning experiences around mundane objects. Other parents slap their children's hands as soon as they reach toward or ask about an item. Nothing unique to child-rearing can be found in these events. Adults who respond positively to their children's curiosity tend to have learning-oriented, positive conversations with other adults about the items in the checkout area. Comer is impressive not because he witnesses events that others ignore, but because he recognizes that the child psychology that arises from such commonplace events can either support or impede learning.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	The toddler in the waiting room may have not only underdeveloped skills and attitudes toward learning when he arrives at kindergarten, but he also may have a psychological make-up that is actively opposed to learning. For instance, merely by mimicking his mother's behavior, he might suppress other kindergarteners' curiosity. When his teacher introduces him to a new activity or skill, he might suppress the questions that arise in his mind, thereby increasing the probability that his initial confusion remains and grows.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Accepting the idea that anti-learning child psychology is key to understanding why urban schools do not succeed, how might this hypothesis be developed into a full-blown argument and agenda for success?
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Documenting the Symptoms of Child Psychology

That Impede Learning
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	If child psychology is key to understanding the failure of urban schools, then the anti-learning psychological profile must be more prevalent in urban populations, especially among blacks and Hispanics, than elsewhere.
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  	Comer argues, at a broad level, that expecting poor blacks and Hispanics in the United States to have the anti-learning profile is logical because they inherit the legacies of slavery, authoritarian disciplinary regimes, and culture that celebrates non-black, non-Hispanic persons. While intellectually interesting, these arguments are so broad that they open the question of why Caribbean blacks or Vietnamese immigrants (who have experienced authoritarian, anti-learning disciplinary regimes) have different psychological profiles from native-born blacks or Hispanics.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Evidence is needed that the anti-learning psychology is more prevalent among urban children, not just reasons that it might be. Moreover, a list of specific symptoms is needed that constitute the profile of a child (or parent) with anti-learning psychology. Comer has a complex, well-defined profile in his own mind, but culling a list of symptoms from his paper is difficult. At a minimum, another child psychologist should be able to read his paper and know what to look for. I am not an expert in child psychology, but I believe phrases such as ''child development problems" and many of the descriptions are so general that they would mean different things to different experts. In addition, Comer needs to make a clearer separation between the symptoms of the psychology and its outcomes. I emphasize this point because much of the description so conflates symptoms and outcomes that the relationship that should be causal (the psychological profile causes achievement problems) becomes almost tautological (the psychological profile can be recognized by poor performance in school). For instance, one must be wary of statements that schools where many students have low achievement are environments that cause anti-learning psychology because such statements would be nearly impossible to disprove even if they were false. A list of behaviors is needed that allow children with anti-learning psychology to be identified independently from the identification of their poor performance in school. For instance, do kindergarteners with anti-learning psychology have anxious facial expressions during classroom discussions led by teachers? Do they use body language that expresses furtiveness rather than open curiosity when an interesting object is introduced? Do their parents exhibit similar behavior? I suggest these symptoms not because they are likely to be on the true list, but simply as examples of symptoms that could be described with sufficient accuracy that they would allow a partial test of the hypothesis to be made. That is, a child psychologist
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  	should be able to say whether a child's psychology was anti-or pro-learning without knowing anything about his actual achievement, and an expert should be able to see that Comer's School Development Program (SDP) students develop psychologies that are more pro-learning even if he knows nothing about how their achievement has changed. Also, apparent exceptions should be explainedstudents who have high achievement but anti-learning psychology or students who have pro-learning psychology but poor achievement.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Even if ample evidence were available of correlation between independent measures of pro-learning psychology and student achievement, how anti-learning and pro-learning psychologies arise still needs to be determined. This would not be only a matter of intellectual interest. If specific child-rearing techniques generate anti-learning psychology, policymakers might need to address parents' child-rearing as well as students' psychological development.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Solutions to Child Development Problems
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Comer does not mention that the majority of people who teach or administer urban schools are themselves suburban parents whom Comer would identify as having pro-learning psychology. That is, their child-rearing strategies at home tend to be pro-learning. The following question thus arises: Even if many urban parents transfer underdeveloped attitudes toward learning to their children, why are their children not greatly helped when they make contact with teachers and administrators who have pro-learning psychologies? Several possible explanations present themselves.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	First, teachers might behave differently toward urban students than toward their own children, either because they have different attitudes toward urban children or because the methods they can use with their students are restricted compared with the methods they use at home. Researchers have studied whether same-race teachers have better attitudes toward their students and produce better achievement. The best available evidence suggests that same-race teachers have more positive attitudes but do not affect achievement.
42 Race differences might not be the only cause of negative attitudes toward urban children; teachers might also have negative attitudes because of class differences. But, teachers
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  	can presumably be trained out of some attitudes, and programs that train teachers to be sensitive to race and class issues might be a successful policy if different behavior toward urban students is shown to be the reason that anti-learning psychology persists.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Second, teachers have limited means at their disposal, which is a more intractable problem. Moral arguments, personal dogma, and reward and punishment schemes that are inappropriate for public schools might be necessary components of generating pro-learning psychology or eliminating anti-learning psychology. Given that public schools are part of governments and that attendance is mandatory, many means of instructing children must be unavailable to public school teachers and administrators. The Constitution does not allow individuals' civil liberties to be overridden simply because it might be good for children. Even if parents were willing to submit their children to, say, moral instruction at school, allowing public schools to engage in some types of moral suasion would be inappropriate. In other words, it is simply not true that public schools can take the place of parents and community even if they have the resources and dedication to do so. Some parts of good parenting cannot be undertaken by publicly controlled institutions without violating the fundamental system of U.S. government. Churches, private schools, and private organizations (such as the Boys and Girls Clubs) have significantly wider scope in the means they can employ to instruct children. If the difference between the means allowed to parents and public schools is a major reason that urban students do not quickly discard anti-learning psychology, then policymakers should focus on supporting nongovernmental organizations in which urban children can voluntarily participate.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Third, teachers perhaps can do everything they do with their own children to promote learning, but urban students have well-developed resistance to learning, not just underdeveloped attitudes toward learning. Behavior that works well for parents whose children are unformed may not work well for teachers whose students have already developed anti-learning psychology. If resistance is a major part of urban students' anti-learning psychology, then solutions should be of four types: (1) early intervention to prevent the resistance from forming, (2) after-school and summer activities that keep children away from their homes and communities to minimize the formation of resistance, (3) techniques for teachers that go beyond their pro-learning behavior and are aimed at breaking down resistance,
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  	and (4) adult education aimed at changing parents' behavior. The exercise of these solutions must not violate civil liberties. For instance, some teaching techniques that would be good at breaking down resistance are not appropriate for public schools. Mandatory adult education for urban parents or mandatory after-school activities for urban students would be unacceptable.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Fourth, it is possible that teachers behave in ways that promote learning and that urban students pick up pro-learning psychology as quickly as anyone else (there is no resistance), but that urban students do not spend enough time with teachers to change their psychological profiles. If this scenario were true, the problem would mainly be one of resources. Suppose, for instance, that urban students could make up their developmental deficits by having one-on-one instruction in kindergarten through third grade. Society likely would be unwilling to give urban schools the resources to carry out such a program. This would not necessarily be evidence of stinginess or short-sightedness; even a benevolent social planner would limit the resources devoted to urban schools by calculating social costs and benefits. If inadequate resources are the major reason that urban students retain anti-learning psychologies, then research should focus on delivering estimates of the benefits of additional resources that convince society that investment is warranted.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Fifth, child psychology may not be at the heart of urban schools' problems. Numerous alternative explanations can be cited, such as teachers being poorly trained, teachers being drawn from college graduates of low ability, schools having inadequate incentives to promote achievement and able teachers, schools being excessively politicized, administrators being excessively constrained by unions, students having poor health, and students having low innate ability. I do not consider these alternative explanations further, but their existence must be kept in mind. The importance of child psychology in urban schools must be demonstrated because there are plausible alternative explanations of low achievement.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	In light of these different reasons that anti-learning psychology might persist, consider Comer's solutions for urban schools. He is much more vague than is desirable, leaving readers to guess which of the above versions of the problem are correct and which solutions are, therefore, most effective in practice. Schools, Comer argues, ought to be child development centered, and he reports that he works with teachers and administrators
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  	to give them a child development focus. He also suggests that education schools need to include more applied child development courses in their curricula, especially for people training to be urban teachers or administrators. I assume that he is thinking of specific techniques that break down resistance to learning in children's psychologies. Comer also emphasizes that teachers need to discard their pessimism and believe that every child can learn. He does not say, however, whether teachers bring negative attitudes toward urban students with them or whether teachers become discouraged when the techniques that work with their own children or suburban students fail with urban students. He emphasizes that parental and community support for the pro-learning child psychology is important, but he does not reveal whether he makes parents learn different child-rearing techniques or whether he encourages parents to support (or not interfere with) their children's psychological transformation. Most of what makes Comer's SDP schools different is left tantalizingly vague. What are the techniques that break down a child's resistance to pro-learning attitudes? Are the techniques that Comer advocates taught in every applied child development class or are they specific to his SDP program? Do teachers need weeks of racial sensitivity training or do they merely need to be encouraged to believe that, by acquiring new techniques, they will become effective teachers? Is there an age at which children's psychological makeup is so firmly in place that further efforts toward altering it have little effect? Does he convince parents to act differently and, if so, how? How does he walk the fine line between giving children the help they need and respecting families' civil liberties and privacy?
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	I do not emphasize the vagueness of Comer's solutions merely to prompt him to write more explicitly; I emphasize the vagueness because it is an important concern in its own right. Among economists (of whom I am one) and organizational theorists, a consensus exists (based largely on empirical evidence) that much of what makes a manager successful is impossible to describe. Some chief executive officers (CEOs) are more successful than others, but describing the behavior of a successful CEO so fully that other CEOs can be trained from the description is impossible. Successful CEOs cannot necessarily train other people to achieve similar results; they can pass on specific skills but cannot pass on the personal attributes that are often key to their success. For this reason, boards of directors give CEOs incentives, rather than instructions on how, to perform.
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  	Nearly all of the private sector relies on incentives, not instructions, to ensure that employees perform.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Similarly, strong empirical evidence is available that individual teachers are much better or worse at making students achieve but that successful teachers cannot be identified by their experience, having a master's degree, or using well-defined instructional techniques.
43 In other words, schools are in the same situation as private sector firms. Teachers may be more or less successful; parents and administrators may be able to recognize successful teachers; but the qualities that make a teacher effective cannot be written down. The qualities that matter might vary from teacher to teacher, depending on his or her personal attributes.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Comer has proved himself to be a superb reformer of urban public schools, but this is not indicative of whether he is a great but essentially idiosyncratic "school CEO" or whether he has a system that can be replicated elsewhere without his personal intervention. If the system is replicable, then it must be described with sufficient specificity to be tested elsewhere. This is why vagueness is problematic. Is the SDP program so personal that it cannot be described? (Comer's books share some of the insightfulness and vagueness of the paper.)44 
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Policy Recommendations
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Some of Comer's policy recommendations are clearly motivated by his insight. For instance, his recommendation that education school curricula include more applied child development training grows out of his experience that teachers lack techniques to address anti-learning psychology.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	However, most of the paper is occupied with policy recommendations that do not appear to be motivated by Comer's experience. The recommendations are so wide-ranging and accompanied by so little analysis that they cannot be convincing. For instance, Comer's SDP schools did not generally require infusions of new money (a feature that has made the program attractive to policymakers), and Comer did not experiment with different resource levels so as to test resource efficacy in a way that would satisfy normal standards of proof. Nevertheless, many of his policy recommendations require increased resources: higher spending on urban schools, smaller class sizes, more paid time for teachers outside of classroom
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  	time, more money for teachers to do in-service training or to go back to school, and (most dramatically) court-controlled school finance. No evidence is presented for any of these policies, nor is any empirical research discussed that does not consistently support his recommendations. Comer also recommends policies as disparate as an educational extension service, performance standards, and ethnocentric programs and schools. Instead of attempting to discuss all of his policy recommendations, I will pick out two that exemplify different problems.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	First, Comer praises and devotes considerable attention to the Philadelphia school system plan. The ten points of the plan are: (I) Set high expectations for everyone (all students); (II) Design accurate performance indicators to hold everyone accountable for results; (III) Shrink the centralized bureaucracy and let schools make more decisions; (IV) Provide intensive and sustained professional development to all staff; (V) Make sure that students are ready for school; (VI) Provide students with the community supports and services they need to succeed in school; (VII) Provide up-to-date technology and instructional materials; (VII) Engage the public in shaping, understanding, supporting, and participating in school reform; (IX) Ensure adequate resources and use them effectively; and (X) Be prepared to address all of these priorities together and for the long termstarting now.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	This is not a list of explicit policies that an administrator might pursue in the real world with constrained resources. This is a wish list that is so general and so unwilling to mention unpleasant consequences (what will happen to low performers when "everyone" is held accountable, how many people will lose their jobs when the centralized bureaucracy is shrunk, how much will tax rates have to be increased to support all of these programs) that hardly anyone could bother to disagree with it. Making students ready for school or providing them with community support is a goal, not a policy. Such vague, unrealistic wish lists are not the solution to urban schools' problems. They are a symptom of the lack of true accountability, the need for positive public relations, and the "happy talk" culture of urban schools. Comer opens his paper by quoting the ethnographer Charles Payne's description of urban schools' unwillingness to analyze their own problems. In his paper and also in his book Waiting for a Miracle, Comer is realistic about the problems he has encountered in urban schools and communities.
45 He needs to hold other policymakers
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  	to his level of realism and support only policies that grow out of honest, critical analysis of urban schools' priorities.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Second, Comer dismisses all school choice reforms as being bad for urban students. Yet, his criticism does not proceed from his own experience; in fact, it seems to be in conflict with some of his experiences. He has found that public schools resist his innovative SDP program, despite its record of success. Yet, he opposes charter schools, which are more likely to imitate innovative programs such as his. He sees that failing public schools lack not only the knowledge and resources to pursue child development, but also the incentives to pursue success when it would require them to make uncomfortable changes. Yet, he opposes market-based reforms that are aimed primarily at improving incentives. Many of his comments about child psychology suggest that urban families need a level of intervention that is likely to be inappropriate for public schools. Yet, he opposes voucher programs that might allow families to voluntarily participate in private schools that have wider scope for intervention (including child-rearing lessons, cultural instruction, and moral suasion). He recognizes that parents and communities have a profound effect on children's attitudes toward learning and that anti-learning psychology is difficult to reverse and is contagious. He sees that children with anti-learning psychologies generate disillusionment and pessimism even in experienced teachers who are successful with their own children. Yet, he suggests that it is constructive to force urban students who have pro-learning attitudes to remain in schools with students who have anti-learning attitudes. If the students with anti-learning psychology depress their trained, adult teachers, what effect will they have on their peers who have few personal resources with which to resist discouragement? Surely students are less equipped than teachers to resist negative attitudes toward learning and to transform others' psychological habits.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Conclusion
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Comer's key insightthat urban children tend to have a psychological profile that impedes learningis fascinating. Anti-learning psychology is a plausible source of urban schools' problems, and I am willing to be convinced that applied child development contains methods that effectively
	

	

	















 

  	
  	
  	
  



	




	Page 365

	
  	
  	

	

	
  	remedy such psychological problems. Comer's insights would be more powerful if the psychological profile he has in mind was articulated more explicitly, especially so that the hypothesis could be tested outside of his SDP program schools. Can his methods be described in a way that would make them at least somewhat replicable in schools where he is not personally involved? Teachers will not benefit from taking more applied child development courses if a broad consensus does not exist in the child development community about what psychological symptoms Comer is describing and what methods he is prescribing. A fully developed argument that supports his insights would include an explicit psychological profile (a list of specific symptoms that are not simultaneously outcomes), evidence that this psychology is prevalent among urban children, evidence that this psychology is handed down within families and urban communities, and evidence of a causal relationship between the psychological profile and achievement. Perhaps a set of policies will grow out of his insights and such evidencepolicies for creating successful urban schools.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Comment by Howard "Pete" Rawlings
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Baltimore City is attempting to create successful urban schools by the systemic approach that James P. Comer described. This can be done only by addressing problems in a way that must have an impact on the schools. I will review a chronology of efforts in which I played a key role in trying to transform the management and, thus, the performance of the Baltimore public schools and the legislation that passed as part of these reform efforts. The legislation was crafted from a historic document agreed upon in late 1996 by the mayor, the governor, plaintiffs in numerous lawsuits related to Baltimore schools, a federal judge, and a state judge.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	I have been in politics, as an elected official, for twenty years, and I went to public schools in Baltimore. All of my children graduated from public schools. So, I have some confidence in the public schools, but I have noticed as an activist how public schools function and some of their shortcomings.
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  	Superintendents of urban public schools usually have short tenuresthree or four years. There is no continuity or leadership. School systems with superintendents who serve five or more years are doing much better, generally, than those in which superintendents are in office for three or four years.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	When a new superintendent comes, the mayor or the chief executive of the city presents some element of reform where many people believe failure exists. The superintendent will reorganize the system, accompanied by much trumpeting and drum rolls. The public says, "We have a new day." This scenario is repeated every three to four years.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Furthermore, major studies are conducted regarding, for example, book shortages, the curriculum, or discipline. Citizens participate in these studiesthis pertains not just to Baltimore City; these are generics of the system. The studies then are publicized in the Baltimore Sun and the Washington Post. After the public starts to lose interest and after the educational system takes a big sock and absorbs the blow, it goes back to business as usual.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Most school systems, as the media and the educational bureaucracy at the state levels will attest, are known for dysfunctional management. Problems exist with how they deal with their budgets or with budget deficits. Reports are consistently late; they are due on a particular day and come in a month later.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	This management style is what state bureaucracies and members of the General Assembly expect. Therefore, while rhetoric is heard about interest and concern about education, legislators are reluctant to spend enormous sums of money or additional money for a system that they believe is not functioning. Why throw good money after bad?
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	The Maryland School Performance Program is an assessment program with a reputation as one of the best in the United States. However, Baltimore City habitually comes in last and substantially last. The gap between the city and the nearest school district is about 20 percent; the nearest system is Prince George's County, which is a mecca of the black middle class and whose schools get considerable attention from the press.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Baltimore City students are doing poorly on Maryland's assessment tests and on nationally standardized tests, thus fostering the belief that inner-city children cannot learn. The excuse that children cannot learn because they come from dysfunctional families or poor neighborhoods
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  	is unacceptable. It is almost like not treating a person in the hospital because he is not in as good a condition as someone else. Necessary interventions must be made, subject to the conditions of the patient and regardless of cost.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Foundations and academia have a strategy of coming into urban school systems and overseeing nonsystemic projects, such as the Barkley School, using the Calvert private school curriculum. The Barkley School in 1997 was a reconstitution-eligible school; that is, a failing school. Mayors, superintendents, and academic types like to champion, promote, and trumpet these successful niches. The changes usually are temporary. They do not have systemic impact. The good features of these programs are not transferred to the system and do not have major influence on how to steer schoolchildren.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	The Baltimore City schools need more money and more resources. (However, a noteworthy fact is that the District of Columbia spends more money per pupil than Montgomery County, which is the fifth richest county in the United States, and Prince George's County.) The state has moved Baltimore's per pupil expenditure from nineteenth out of twenty-four subdivisions or districts in Maryland up to eighth or ninth. That is a substantial improvement. The resources have generally come from the state, and they will go higher as a result of the consent decree establishing a partnership between the state and Baltimore City for the reform and funding of the Baltimore public schools$254 million, $30 million for fiscal 1998 and $50 million for four more fiscal years. Furthermore, the chairmen of the budget committees in the House and Senate provided more than $10 million in additional monies for the school system.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Leadership is important. Success stories such as in Cincinnati, Houston, Seattle, and other areas are a result of leadershipand a strong school board, whether elected or appointed. These leaders must be men and women of vision. They must be focused, and they must be persistent. And they also require political leadership.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	What began in June 1991 as a call for a management study of the school system ended in April 1997 with General Assembly passage of Senate bill 795. The legislation required a major restructuring of the relationship between the city and the statea city/state partnershipwhere the control of the school system essentially was removed from the mayor. A school board with talented people would be the focus. The legislation
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  	and the consent decree require that four members of the school board be individuals of high achievement in the area of business and management, three be accomplished in the field of education, at least one be a parent, one either have a child in special education in the school or have other background in special education, and one be a student.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	The school system was modeled after a corporation. Many people make excuses for the educational system because they do not look at it as an enterprise. They wonder why they are not getting a bigger bang for the buck.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Baltimore City has 183 school facilities, with more than 100,000 students and more than 10,000 employees of which about 7,000 to 8,000 are teachers. The head of this substantial enterprise has usually been more education-focused than management-focused. As a result, the legislation and the consent decree required that the person who runs the school system be a chief executive officer. The board also seeks a chief financial officer and a chief academic officer. Other provisions in the bill call for clear accountability, development of a master plan, and a focus on parental involvement.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Successful urban school systems must be considered major enterprises and have to operate under the belief that children can learn and do well when expectations are high. Systemic reforms ought to touch the school and the classrooms. In Baltimore City, money was budgeted for the city school system to achieve salary parity with the teachers of Baltimore County, to prevent new, young teachers from leaving after one or two years and moving into the area surrounding the city.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	To create successful urban schools, change must be approached systemically and must address school-based management with strong principles. As Comer pointed out, the systemic change needs to be child-focused, and the most significant child-focused belief that a system with some vision can have is that every child can learnand learn at a high level.
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Top Ten Questions

Asked about School Choice
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  	MOST AMERICANS concede the basic premises underlying school choice. Most think parents should have some say in their child's education, believe school and family values should reinforce one another, and regard competitive markets as efficient and effective mechanisms for providing goods and services. These common-sense opinions are not without theoretical support. As John Brandl has argued, "Government has only  two powerful  self-disciplining instrumentscompetition and communityfor meeting society's objectives."
1 Competition among schools encourages innovation, improvement, and efficiency. Freely chosen communities of teachers and parents foster a sense of commitment to the mission of a school.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	But if the principle of school choice is seldom disputed, many people wonder how it would work in practice. As a result, the public splits about evenly between those who support and those who oppose government-funded vouchers. Doubts have been reinforced by searching questions raised by choice critics. In the following essay, the top ten questions generally raised are considered:
	

	

	


	
	
		
  	
  	

	

	
  	1.
	

	

	


	What is meant by school choice?
	2.	Who supports school choice?
	3.	Who takes advantage of the opportunity to choose schools?
	4.	When choosing a school, what do parents consider?
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  	5.
	

	

	


	Are parents more satisfied with choice schools?
	6.	Do private schools retain their students or do they exclude and expel the disadvantaged?
	7.	Do children learn more in choice schools?
	8.	Do private schools foster balkanization and intolerance?
	9.	What happens to the children left behind?
	10.	Is school choice constitutional?




	
  	
  	

	

	
  	1. What is Meant by School Choice?
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	The term school choice is popular in part because it has multiple meanings. School choice already exists for well-to-do families who consider the quality of local schools when picking a place of residence. Magnet schools have been used for more than two decades to promote voluntary racial integration. Beginning in 1987, several states, including Arkansas, Massachusetts, and Minnesota, have broadened the magnet concept to allow choice outside the neighborhood school even when racial considerations are not involved.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Charter schools, first authorized by a 1991 Minnesota law, constitute a bigger challenge to the status quo. Expanding slowly at first, they grew from 250 schools in 1995 to an estimated 700 schools in twenty states by the fall of 1997.
2 The charter concept provides that an agency of the state gives a group wishing to establish a school a charter and a right to a fixed number of dollars per pupil, free of most governmental and teacher-contract regulation.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	With charter schools, the devil is in the details. Alone among the states, Arizona's charter law allows almost any group to charter a school and places no limits on the number of charter schools. Other states, such as Massachusetts and Michigan, do not pose many obstacles to the chartering of a school but limit the number that can be created. Still other states almost eviscerate the concept by giving chartering authority to local school boards. In many of these cases, the only acceptable charter schools are those catering to high-risk students whom public schools are happy to hand over.3 
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Two other mechanisms for expanding school choice that have been recently implemented are more far-reaching. The first funds choice by
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  	means of the tax system. In 1997 Minnesota passed tax-deduction and tax-credit legislation that provides a tax deduction to middle-income families and tax credits of up to $1,000 a year to low-income families, who may use the tax break for educational expenses at either public or private schools. In Arizona, tax credits are given to those who donate to private foundations that grant private school scholarships. Though these programs are just beginning, they have already captured the attention of some Washington lawmakers. In 1998, Congress passed, but the president vetoed, legislation allowing families to save money for educational purposes tax-free.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	The second mechanism funds choice directly through vouchers or scholarships. In two cities, Cleveland and Milwaukee, state-funded choice programs give eligible families a chance to pick their school. In more than thirty other cities, privately funded scholarships enable more than thirteen thousand students to attend the private school of their choice. The largest programs are in Dayton, Indianapolis, Milwaukee, New York City, San Antonio, and Washington, D.C. The most dramatic program is in the Edgewood school district in San Antonio, where a private foundation, Children's Educational Opportunity/Horizon, announced in the spring of 1998 that it would provide every low-income child in the district a ten-year scholarship worth as much as $4,000 a year. The Edgewood program is an expanded version of a program inaugurated in Albany, where philanthropist Virginia Gilder provided a similar opportunity to all children attending the city's lowest-performing elementary school. In the fall of 1997, parents of about a quarter of the students made use of this scholarship.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	The basic characteristics of the nine largest programs are set forth in table 1. The first state-funded program was established in Milwaukee in 1990. Although it has received a good deal of publicity, for many years it offered the least amount of choice. Though the scholarships were generously funded up to a maximum of $4,700, the program had important restrictions: Only secular schools were allowed to participate; half the student body had to be nonchoice students; and the family could not supplement the scholarship. Because of these restrictions, only twenty schools and some sixteen hundred students participated in 1996, most of them in elementary schools. However, the state legislature in 1996 allowed the inclusion of religious schools in a major expansion of the
	

	

	















 

  	
  	
  	
  



	






	
	
	Table 1. Characteristics of Big-City School Choice Programs for Low-Income Families
	

City		First school year

	

	Sponsor

		Religious schools included

	

	Grades

	
	Intial enrollment

	
	199697 enrollment

		Number of schools, 199697

		Maximum payment, 199798 

(in dollars)

		Selection method


	Milwaukee		199091

		State of Wisconsin

		No

		PreK-12

		341

		1,606

		20

		4,700

		Lottery


	Indianapolis		199192

		Educational Choice Charitable Trust

		Yes

		18

		746

		1,014

		70

		800

		First-come


	Milwaukee		199293

		Partners Advancing Values in Education

		Yes

		K-12

		2,089

		4,465

		97

		1,000 (elementary) 1,500 (high school)

		First-come


	San Antonio		199293

		Children's Educational Opportunity

		Yes

		18

		930

		995

		49

		One-half tuition

		First-come


	Cleveland		199697

		State of Ohio

		Yes

		K-3

		1,996

		4,000a

		55

		2,500

		Lottery


	New York City		199798

		School Choice Scholarships Foundation

		Yes

		15

		1,200

		1,700a

		250

		1,400

		Lottery


	Washington, D.C.		199899

		Washington Scholarship Fund

		Yes

		K-12

		1,000

		1,000a

		n.a.

		1,700

		Lottery


	Dayton		199899

		Parents Advancing Choice in Education

		Yes

		K-12

		650

		650a

		n.a.

		1,200

		Lottery


	San Antonio		199899

		Children's Educational Opportunity/

Horizon

		Yes

		K-12

		700

		700a

		n.a.

		3,600 (elementary) 4,000 (high school)

		Unlimited






Note: Cities covered have school choice programs with more than 900 students.
n.a. Not available.
a. Enrollment is for 199899.
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  	program, which was not ruled constitutional by Wisconsin state courts until June 1998. The U.S. Supreme Court denied an appeal to renew this decision. In 1992, during the time the constitutional issues were being debated, a private group in Milwaukee, Partners Advancing Values in Education (PAVE), set up a supplemental program. In 1997, it was providing 4,465 children from low-income families as much as $1,500 to attend any one of ninety-seven religious and secular schools. However, it was replaced in 1998 by the newly enlarged state-funded program.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	The Cleveland Scholarship Program, serving students in kindergarten through grade three, was established by the state of Ohio in 1996. It was the first state-funded choice program allowing students a choice that included religious schools. The state scholarship amounts to as much as $2,500 and can be supplemented by families or other sources. In 1997, more than three thousand students received a scholarship enabling them to attend more than fifty schools.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	The oldest (but least generous) of the privately funded programs, Educational Choice Charitable Trust, was begun in Indianapolis in 1991. Six years later, it provided $800 to 1,014 students attending seventy schools, religious and secular.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	In February 1997, the School Choice Scholarships Foundation in New York City announced its scholarship program for thirteen hundred students in grades one through five. More than twenty thousand applications for the $1,400 scholarships were received; scholarships were awarded to students by lot; and scholarship recipients attended one of approximately 250 religious and secular schools. The program was increased to seventeen hundred students in 199899. Similar programs were announced in 1998 in Dayton and Washington, D.C.; scholarship recipients began their choice school in the fall of 1998.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	In 1992 the Children's Educational Opportunity program was set up in San Antonio. In 1996 it provided nearly one thousand half-tuition scholarships to elementary and middle-school students attending some forty schools. This program was expanded in the spring of 1998 to include offers to all students in the Edgewood school district within San Antonio. Finally, in June 1998 the Children's Scholarship Fund announced a nationwide program that would make available as much as $100 million in matching funds for locally funded scholarship programs
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  	for low-income families in cities across the country. New or expanded programs are expected to be launched in Chicago, Los Angeles, New York City, Washington, D.C., and elsewhere.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	2. Who Supports School Choice?
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	The choice movement has caught the attention of both political parties. For Republicans, it provides an opportunity to extend their free-market principles to educational policy. Presidential candidate Robert Dole endorsed choice in his acceptance speech at the 1996 Republican national convention, and in 1998 the Republican leadership in Congress worked to pass legislation creating a voucher program for Washington, D.C.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	For Democrats, embracing school choice poses greater political difficulties, because teacher organizations, adamantly opposed to choice, provide so many dollars and foot soldiers to Democratic party candidates. Eleven percent of the delegates to the 1996 Democratic convention joined the teachers unions' caucus, and researcher Myron Lieberman estimated that the National Education Association (NEA) and American Federation of Teachers (AFT) spent $50 million for that year's campaign (as compared with $35 million by the AFL-CIO).
4 Yet President Bill Clinton has endorsed all forms of public school choice as well as charter schools. In what to some was the most interesting moment in the 1996 presidential debate, Clinton even went so far as to say, "If a local school district in Cleveland or any place else wants to have a private school choice plan like Milwaukee did, let them have at it."5 However, presidential advisers subsequently reassured teacher groups that the president did not intend to endorse school vouchers, and the president later vetoed the voucher program for Washington, D.C.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Public opinion seems about equally divided on the question of school vouchers. However, public opinion swings in one direction or another, depending on the way a particular question is worded. If the emphasis is on parental choice, opinion swings decisively in favor of vouchers; if emphasis is placed on using tax dollars for private schools, opposition majorities appear.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Of greater interest are differences among various segments of the American population. As might be expected, more Republicans than
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  	Democrats favor choice. More surprising, perhaps, is the differential response from various ethnic groups. Support for choice is only moderate among middle-class, suburban families, who seem mainly satisfied with their neighborhood schools.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	The greatest support for choice comes from low-income, minority families living in central cities who, in the words of a New York Times headline writer, are beginning to "flock to [the] cause of vouchers for schools."
6 According to Stanford University professor Terry M. Moe, 79 percent of the inner-city poor favor a "voucher plan," while just 59 percent of whites living in more advantaged communities do.7 Given an opportunity to say how strongly they favored the voucher plan, 61 percent of the inner-city poor said they were "strongly" in favor; just 31 percent of the advantaged whites did. Both the inner-city poor and whites living in advantaged areas said that school choice would be "especially helpful to low-income kids, because their public schools tend to have the most problems." Eighty-two percent of the inner-city poor and 76 percent of advantaged whites agreed with this statement.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Moe's findings are confirmed by a 1997 national survey of minority and white Americans conducted by the Joint Center of Political and Economic Studies. Although these pollsters ask a somewhat different question than Moe did, they also find the greatest support for vouchers among minorities. Sixty-five percent of Hispanic respondents and 57 percent of African American respondents supported the idea, as compared with 47 percent of white respondents.8 Both younger and poorer African Americans were more supportive. Finally, a poll conducted in the summer of 1997 by Phi Delta Kappan, an education journal, found that 72 percent of black respondents favored vouchers, while 48 percent of the general population did.9 
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	The greater support for school choice among minorities living in central cities is not difficult to explain. Families with greater financial resources use their money either to buy a private education or to purchase homes in small suburban school districts. Significantly, the percentage of all students who go to private schools is much higher in big cities (15.8 percent) than in either suburban (11.7 percent) or rural areas (5.4 percent).10 Low-income, central-city families lack these resources and often find themselves forced to accept the school to which their child is assigned.
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  	Of particular interest is the de facto support for school choice demonstrated by central-city public school teachers. As one public school administrator told me, "I understand where you are coming from because my kids go to Catholic schools. However, you must understand that, given my job, I cannot help much with your study." The man is hardly unique. Forty percent of the children of Cleveland public school teachers go to private school, as compared with 25 percent of all children. In Milwaukee, the percentages are, respectively, 33 and 23; in Boston, 45 and 29.
11 
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	No less intriguing is the de facto support for choice demonstrated by members of Congress. President Clinton is not the only public official to have sent his child to a private schooleven while officially opposing a similar choice for low-income, inner-city families. Many Democratic members of Congress, including members of the black and Hispanic caucuses, vote against vouchers to private schools but vote with their feet in another direction.12 
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	3. Who Takes Advantage of the Opportunity to Choose Schools?
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	The best answer to this question comes from data released in November 1997 on the New York City scholarship program.13 The New York School Choice Scholarships Foundation received applications from more than twenty thousand students for its scholarship. To become eligible for a scholarship, families had to attend verification sessions during which their income and their child's public school attendance were documented. At the time this information was being obtained, parents filled out questionnaires reporting information on their demographic characteristics and their involvement in their child's education. All students attending the verification sessions, except those in kindergarten applying for entry into first grade, were asked to take a standardized test in reading and mathematicsthe Iowa Test of Basic Skills (ITBS).14 
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Those who received scholarships were educationally disadvantaged in several respects. Average pre-test scores of eligible applicants were very low.15 The median national percentile ranking (NPR) score for all students throughout the United States who take the ITBS is 50. The average NPR score in reading for scholarship recipients was 27; in mathematics, 21 (see table 2).
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	Table 2. Preexperiment Test Scores of Scholarship Recipients, New York City
	
Applicants		Accepted 

scholarship

		Did not accept 

scholarship


	All applicants		
	Average national percentile ranking		
		Reading		26.6

		25.5


		Math		21.1

		20.7


		n		(680737)

		(231243)


	Percentage of students at or above grade level		
		Reading		22.2

		22.3


		Math		14.9

		17.1


		n		(641705)

		(214226)


	Excluding students from non-English-speaking households and students with special education needs		
	Average national percentile ranking		
		Reading		29.1

		29.7


		Math		21.5

		20.5


		n		(442483)

		(133)


	Percentage of students at or above grade level		
		Reading		26.1

		27.5


		Math		14.9

		14.5


		n		(423470)

		(127)






	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Source: Paul E. Peterson and others, ''Initial Findings from the Evaluation of the New York School Choice Scholarships Program," Occasional Paper, Harvard University, John F. Kennedy School of Government, Taubman Center on State and Local Government, Program on Education Policy and Governance, December 1997, p. 9.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Note: Students did not receive a reading or math score unless they satisfied the test's completion criteria. Number (n) differs for each item; information in parentheses provides range.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Another way of presenting the results from the ITBS is by giving the percentage of students who scored at grade level or above. Only 22 percent of the recipients scored at grade level in reading; only 15 percent scored at grade level in mathematics. By comparison, the state of New York reports that 55 percent of New York City public school students score at the statewide average on a similar standardized test.
16 
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	The recipients also came from economically disadvantaged families (see table 3). The program limited eligibility for the scholarship to those qualified to receive free school lunch. The income limit for a family of three was $16,874 and for a family of four was $20,280. The average
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	Table 3. Demographic Characteristics of Scholarship Recipients, New York City
	
Demographic characteristic		Accepted 

scholarship

		Did not accept 

scholarship


	Income		
		Average income (in dollars)a		10,540*

		8,550


	Families receiving (in percent)		
		Food stamps		62.1*

		72.6


		Welfare		53.6*

		63.2


		Medicaid		60.0*

		69.0


	Mother's education (in percent)		
		Some high school or below		22.7

		26.4


		High school graduate or GED recipientb		22.7

		24.8


		Some college		43.8*

		35.7


		College graduate and above		10.8

		13.0


	Mother's employment status (in percent)		
		Full time		24.4

		19.4


		Part time		16.3

		11.7


		Looking for work		44.2

		51.4


		Not looking for work		15.0

		17.5


	Mother's mobility (time at current residence, in percent)		
		Less than 3 months		2.3

		1.5


		311 months		7.8

		7.5


		12 years		8.6*

		15.3


		2+ years		81.3

		75.7


	Number of dependent children in family (in percent)		
		1		20.6

		24.5


		2		32.3

		30.7


		3		27.3

		28.3


		4		11.4

		10.4


		5+		7.7

		5.6


	Mother's religious affiliation (in percent)		
		Baptist		20.3

		15.4


		Other Protestant		18.2

		15.1


		Catholic		52.1

		48.8


		Jewish		1.2

		3.6


		Islamic		1.8

		3.8


		Buddhist		0.1

		0.8


		Other religion		1.8*

		5.1


		No religion		4.6

		7.5


	Mother's ethnicity (in percent)		
		African American		47.7*

		36.2


		Hispanic		44.6

		45.7





	
  	
  	

	

	
  	(continued on next page)
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	Table 3. Demographic Characteristics of Scholarship Recipients, New York City
	
Demographic characteristic		Accepted 

scholarship

		Did not accept 

scholarship


		White, non-Hispanic		3.0*

		13.2


		Asian		0.8

		0.8


		Other		4.0

		4.1


	Foreign-born and native-born mothers (in percent)		
		Foreign-born		39.9

		42.2


		Born in United States		60.1

		57.8


	Language spoken in household		
		English		80.1*

		70.6


		Spanish		18.7

		21.4


		Other		2.2*

		8.0


	nc		(7741,787)

		(250604






Source: Paul E. Peterson and others, "Initial Findings from the Evaluation of the New York School Choice Scholarships Program,

" Occasional Paper, Harvard University, John F. Kennedy School of Government, Taubman Center on State and Local Government, 

Program on Education Policy and Governance, December 1997, p. 10.
Note: Totals may not add to 100 because of rounding.
* Differences between columns are statistically significant at the .05 level.
a. Responses of "over $50,000" were arbitrarily set at $60,000 to calculate the mean income.
b. GED = general equivalency diploma.
c. Number (n) differs for each item; information in parentheses provides range.
	
  	
  	

	

	
  	annual family income of a recipient was just over $10,000, well below these income limits. More than two-thirds of the recipients came from families that were receiving food stamps and medicaid. More than half were receiving welfare assistance. Just a quarter of the recipients' mothers were working full time.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Forty-five percent of the recipients' mothers were of Hispanic background, and 48 percent were African American. Only 3 percent of the parents were non-Hispanic whites. Forty percent of the mothers are foreign-born. About a fifth were living in homes where someone in the family was non-English-speaking.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	In some respects, recipients do not seem to be extremely disadvantaged. Given the families' low income, reported parental education was relatively high. Eleven percent of mothers were said to have a college diploma, and 44 percent of the mothers were reported to have "some" college education. Recipient families were also more socially connected than is sometimes suggested by studies of the urban poor.
17 More than 80 percent of mothers had lived in the same residence for longer than two years.
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  	Ninety-five percent of the mothers reported a religious affiliation. Fifty-two percent of mothers were Catholic; 20 percent, Baptist; 18 percent, affiliated with another Protestant faith; 1.2 percent, Jewish; 1.8 percent, Islamic; 0.1, Buddhist; and 1.8 percent, affiliated with another religious tradition.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	4. When Choosing a School, What Do Parents Consider?
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	School choice advocates say they wish to empower parents by giving them a choice among schools. But critics say that parents, especially poor parents, do not have enough information to make intelligent choices and, when given a choice, do not make academic considerations paramount. The Carnegie Foundation for the Advancement of Teaching has claimed that "when parents do select another school, academic concerns often are not central to the decision."
18 But Caroline Minter Hoxby has found that when public schools face greater competition (because of the larger number of school districts within a single metropolitan area), parent involvement in schools increases, student achievement rises, more students attend college, and graduates earn more.19 
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	These findings might be limited to middle-class families living in suburban areas; it might be different for low-income families. A Twentieth Century Fund report claims that low-income parents are not "natural 'consumers' of education. Few parents of any social class appear willing to acquire the information necessary to make active and informed educational choices."20 Similarly, the AFT report on Cleveland suggests that parents sought scholarships, not because of "'failing' public schools" but "for religious reasons or because they already had a sibling attending the same school."21 Writer Nicholas Lemann makes the point most provocatively: When a major impediment to the achievement of poor children is "their parents' impoverishment, poor education, lax discipline, and scant interest in education,'' it is absurd to think that these same parents will become "tough, savvy demanding education consumers" once they have the right to choose.22 
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Not much support for such rhetoric can be found in the responses given by the parents of scholarship recipients in Cleveland. Asked why they applied for a scholarship, 85 percent of parents new to choice schools said they wanted to "improve the academic quality" of their child's education (see table 4). Second in importance was the "greater
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	Table 4. Reasons for Applying for Choice Scholarships, Cleveland
	Important consideration in decision to apply	Percent
	Improved academic quality	84.7
	Greater safety	79.2
	Location	58.6
	Religion	37.4
	Friends	19.4
	n	(597)




Source: Jay P. Greene, William G. Howell, and Paul E. Peterson, An Evaluation of the Cleveland Scholarship 

Program (Harvard University, Program on Education Policy and Governance, September 1997), p. 53.
	
  	
  	

	

	
  	safety" to be found at a choice school, a reason given by 79 percent of the recipients. "Location" was ranked third. Contrary to AFT's suggestion, "religion'' was ranked fourth, said to be very important by just 37 percent. Finally "friends" were said to be "very important" by less than 20 percent of the scholarship recipients.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	5. Are Parents More Satisfied with Choice Schools?
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Many economists think that customer satisfaction is the best measure of school quality.
23 According to this criterion, school choice is a success. Both anecdotes and more systematic studies confirm that most participating families love their choice schools. When the winners of the New York lottery (selecting thirteen hundred scholarship recipients from some twenty thousand applicants) were announced in May 1998, winners were ecstatic: "I was crying and crying and crying," smiled Maria Miranda, a permanently disabled single mother living in Brooklyn. "It was the best Mother's Day present I could have asked for."24 A year into the Cleveland choice program, Pamela Ballard, parent of a student in a new choice school in Cleveland, exclaimed, "HOPE Academy was my last hope. I took my third-grade child, who had been in several Cleveland schools and was labeled a 'problem child.' I now have a successful child. Where there were D's and C's, there are now A's and B's."
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	In their enthusiasm, Miranda and Ballard represent the norm, not the exception. According to four studies, choice schools are more popular than public schools.25 The study of parental reactions in Cleveland compared the assessments of parents with children attending choice schools
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  	with the assessments of parents with children who remained in public schools after indicating an interest in the choice program (see table 5). Two-thirds of parents new to choice schools reported being "very satisfied" with the "academic quality" of their school, as compared with less than 30 percent of public school parents. Nearly 60 percent were "very satisfied'' with school safety, as compared with just over a quarter of nonrecipients in public school. With respect to discipline, 55 percent of parents of scholarship recipients from public school, but only 23 percent of nonrecipients in public school, were very satisfied. The differences in satisfaction rates were equally large when parents were asked about the school's "private attention to the child," "parent involvement," "class size," and school "facility." The most extreme differences in satisfaction pertained to "teaching moral values": Seventy-one percent of the recipients from public schools were "very satisfied," but only 25 percent of the nonrecipients in public schools were.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	These differences in parental satisfaction might be a function of the fact that the comparison group of public school students consisted of those who had applied for a scholarship but were particularly disappointed in not receiving it. To see whether this was the case, my colleagues and I isolated the satisfaction levels of parents who voluntarily elected to leave their children in public schools, even though they knew they had won a scholarship and they said they had not been refused
	

	

	



	
	
	Table 5. Parents' Satisfaction with School Their Child Is Attending, Cleveland
	Percent who were "very satisfied"
	
Characteristic		Scholarship 

recipient

		Remained 

in public schools


	Academic quality		63.4*

		29.4


	Safety		59.3*

		26.3


	Discipline		55.2*

		23.0


	Teaching of moral values		70.8*

		24.6


	Private attention to child		53.7*

		22.4


	Parent involvement		52.7*

		27.9


	Class size		45.9*

		14.6


	Facility		50.0*

		20.2


	n		(592)

		(483)






Source: Jay P. Greene, William G. Howell, and Paul E. Peterson, An Evaluation of the Cleveland Scholarship 

Program (Harvard University, Program on Education Policy and Governance, September 1997), p. 56.
* Differences between columns are statistically significant at the .05 level.
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  	admission to the private school of their choice. We then constructed an overall school satisfaction scale based on all responses to the items listed in table 5. The satisfaction scale was regressed on this factor as well as a broad range of demographic and other school factors. Those students with children in established private schools scored considerably higher on the satisfaction scale than parents who voluntarily elected to leave their children in public school.
26 
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Also of interest was whether scholarship families coming from public schools were as satisfied as those who had already been enrolled in private schools. The AFT, in its report on the Cleveland program, suggested that scholarship recipients from private schools were given important advantages. In the words of the report:
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  	Voucher students who had previously been enrolled in private schools held a "monopoly" on placements in the established private schools. In contrast, almost half of the voucher students who moved from public to private schools were enrolled in four schools with little or no educational and financial track record.27 
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Some evidence from the survey supports the AFT suggestion that scholarship recipients from public schools had a less satisfying educational experience than those from private schools. However, the differences between the two groups are, in most cases, minor. For example, 67 percent of recipients from private schools say they were "very satisfied" with the academic quality of the school, while 63 percent of those from public schools gave the same response. For school discipline, the percentages were 62 percent and 55 percent, respectively. The biggest difference was with respect to school safety, 69 percent as compared with 59 percent.28 
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	In short, if the only thing that counts is consumer satisfaction, school choice is a no-brainer.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	6. Do Private Schools Retain Their Students or Do They Exclude

and Expel the Disadvantaged?
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Student retention within any one school is a major problem in low-income, central-city communities. According to the U.S. census, residential mobility rates for low-income minorities are very high. For central-city, female-headed households with children between the ages of six
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  	and seventeen, the annual residential mobility rate is 30 percent for African Americans and 35 percent for Latinos. Not every change in residence dictates a change in school attendance. But in Milwaukee's public elementary schools, nearly 20 percent leave before the end of the school year in June.
29 Come the following fall, 35 percent of the students are no longer enrolled in the same public elementary school they attended one year earlier.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Retention Rates in Milwaukee
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	School mobility is less when parents are given a choice of school. All but 23 percent of the Milwaukee choice students returned to the same elementary school the following fall (as compared with 35 percent in Milwaukee's low-income public schools). Within the school year itself, the percentage leaving choice elementary schools was a little as 4 percent in 1993 and just 6 percent in 1994 (much lower than the near 20 percent changing from one low-income public elementary school to another).30 In Milwaukee's privately funded program, turnover rates were similar: 6 percent within the school year, 14 percent from one year to the next.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Retention Rates in Cleveland
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	The Cleveland choice schools also did well in retaining their students in the first year of the program.31 Only 7 percent of all scholarship families reported not attending the same school for the entire year. Among recipients from public schools, the percentage was 10 percent. This mobility rate is approximately the same as the within-the-school-year mobility rate in the Milwaukee elementary school choice program and about half the mobility rate in Milwaukee public elementary schools.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	The most important reason recipients new to choice schools in Cleveland gave for changing schools midyear, given by 3.3 percent, was admission to their preferred private school. Some of these changes may have resulted because full establishment of the voucher program was delayed by the legal challenge to its constitutionality, so that some recipients did not receive their scholarships until after the school year had begun. If so, this cause of school mobility should attenuate over time. Another 1 percent of the students changed schools because they had
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  	been admitted to a preferred public school. Perhaps Cleveland public schools had given a magnet school opportunity to these families. Another 0.8 percent moved during the course of the year. And 0.8 percent moved for transportation reasons.
32 
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	All of these reasons for changing schools are understandable, and some can be expected to attenuate as the program becomes more established. But nearly 2 percent of the parents said they changed schools because of the "quality" of the school, administrative problems, or school closure or change; 0.5 percent cited expulsion, disability, or behavior problems. Some choice schools clearly were not working well for some families.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Parents were also asked whether they planned on sending their child to the same school next year. A positive response was given by more than 80 percent of scholarship recipients from public schools (see table 6). If actual choices are consistent with these plans, the mobility rate in Cleveland from one year to the next is approximately the same as in the Milwaukee choice program.
	

	

	



	
	
	Table 6. Matriculation Plans of Scholarship Students, Grades K-3, Cleveland
	
Whether child plans to attend same school next year		Previous public school 

(in percent)


	Yes		80.5


	No (stated reason)	
		Quality of school		5.7


		Change of student's grade level		3.5


		Move from area		2.0


		Prefer different private school		1.6


		Transportation difficulties		1.4


		Cost		1.0


		Disappointed with program		0.8


		School or program closed		0.8


		Lack special education resources		0.4


		Prefer different public school		0.4


		Refused readmission or explusion		0.4


		Other		1.8


		n		(507)






Source: Jay P. Greene, William G. Howell, and Paul E. Peterson, "Lessons from the Cleveland Scholarship 

Program," in Paul E. Peterson and Bryan C. Hassel, eds., Learning from School Choice (Brookings, 1998), p. 378.
Note: Total does not add to 100 because of rounding.
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  	Choice critics have suggested that private schools may routinely expel or not readmit students for a second year if they are not keeping pace with their peers. Defenders of private schools say they use their authority to deny readmission sparingly. To ascertain whether low-income parents were encountering difficulties in obtaining readmission for a second year, those changing schools were asked the reason for the change. Less than 0.5 percent of parents of scholarship recipients from public schools said their child could not be readmitted to the private school in which they had been enrolled. In other words, while refusal to be readmitted is not unknown, it has not been practiced to any significant degree.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Parents instead gave a wide range of other reasons for planning to move their child to another school in the fall of 1997. Six percent gave practical reasons, such as the family's moving from the area or the child's change in grade level (necessitating a school change). Another 1.5 percent found another private school they preferred, and 0.5 percent found a preferable public school. Either transportation difficulties or financial costs posed an obstacle for another 2.4 percent. But 6.5 percent of all recipients from public schools were leaving because they were not satisfied with the quality of the school or were disappointed in the way in which the scholarship program operated. For a small but important fraction of scholarship recipients, the program, at least in its first year, was not a success. Choice critics may see this as a sign of program failure, because not all families' expectations were fulfilled. However, school choice supporters may interpret this as evidence that choice allows a parent to make a move when things are not working out.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Scholarship Usage in New York City
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	If retention is not any more of a problem for private than for public schools (it seems less of one), can low-income voucher recipients find admission to a private school in the first place? Some answers to this question are available from the New York City scholarship program. Students were given scholarships in May 1977, which could be used the following September. Although the scholarships were made available after many private schools had already admitted students for the following year, 75 percent of those offered scholarships made use of them. Although the reasons for nonparticipation by the remaining 25 percent
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  	have yet to be reported by the evaluation team, the demographic characteristics of users and nonusers are available. Overall, users and nonusers do not differ in their average math and reading pretest scores (see table 2).
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Levels of current educational satisfaction and involvement were similar for those who took the scholarship and those who did not. For example, both users and nonusers gave public schools a grade of C+, and both groups reported similar levels of satisfaction with the location of the school, school safety, teaching, class size, school facility, and communications regarding student progress. Both groups also reported similar levels of involvement with their child's education as well as interaction with public school officials about their child's education.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Users and nonusers do differ with respect to some social and educational characteristics, sometimes in unexpected ways (see table 3). On the one hand, those who took the scholarship were somewhat more likely to be African American and less likely to be white. On the other hand, those who took the scholarship had somewhat higher incomes and were somewhat less likely to be dependent on federal subsidy programs, such as food stamps, welfare, and medicaid. Mothers of students who accepted and made use of the scholarship are slightly better educated than nonusers, but the fathers are similarly educated. Applicants who took the scholarship were somewhat more likely to come from residentially stable homes and less likely to come from homes where someone speaks English. Those who took the scholarship were less likely to have been in a special education program.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	The findings from the New York survey tend to confirm evidence from other studies of participation in central-city school voucher programs. When the programs are restricted to those of low income, the programs succeed in recruiting a decidedly disadvantaged population. However, a modest tendency exists to recruit the more socially integrated segment of that population.
33 
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	7. Do Children Learn More in Choice Schools?
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	These positive results would mean little, perhaps, if students did not learn more in choice schools. Because controversy over this question has raged for more than a quarter of a century, recent findings need to be
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  	placed in historical context. The first large-scale study to show that students learn more in private high schools was conducted by a research team headed by the distinguished University of Chicago sociologist James S. Coleman.
34 A decade later, a national study showing similarly positive effects was carried out by John E. Chubb and Terry M. Moe at the Brookings Institution. The study was based on surveys of students, teachers, and administrators gathered in 1982 and 1984.35 
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Choice critics attacked both studies for not adequately correcting for "selection effects," an issue that has become central to the current debate. Says former Wisconsin state school superintendent and arch-choice critic Herbert Grover, "Do private school children outperform children in public schools? It's hard to imagine that they wouldn't, given the initial advantages they enjoy from their parents."36 Both the Coleman and the Chubb-Moe studies anticipated this argument by taking into account a wide variety of family characteristics, such as education and income. But critics say that no amount of statistical tinkering can ever fully correct for the selection effect: Families who pay to send their child to private school are almost certainly more involved in and concerned about their child's education, even after adjusting for demographic characteristics.37 The Coleman research team admitted that the ''difference between parents, by its very nature, is not something on which students in public and private schools can be equated" in a statistical analysis.38 
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	School choice experiments are providing researchers with new opportunities to circumvent this selection problem. For one thing, the studies are limited to inner-city children from low-income families. More important, to ensure fairness, scholarship winners are sometimes chosen by lottery, giving these programs the potential of becoming a classic randomized experiment of the kind found in the best medical research.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	The advantage of a randomized experiment derives from its intrinsic simplicity. When a lottery is used to pick scholarship winners, the two groups of students are similar except that the names of one group were drawn from the hat. When working with information from a classic randomized experiment, a researcher can reasonably assume that students from public and private schools can be "equated." If children from the winning group do better than the remainder, the school, not the family, can reasonably be seen as having made the difference.
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  	Unfortunately, most school choice experiments conducted thus far have not conformed to a classic randomized experiment. The privately funded programs in Indianapolis, Milwaukee, and San Antonio all admitted students on a first-come, first-serve basis. Although such admission procedures have a fairness of their own, and they are easy to administer, test score results are not as informative as those from randomized experiments. Still, test score results from these programs are mainly positive. For example, the scores of students participating in the school choice program in San Antonio increased between 199192 and 199394, while those of the public school comparison group fell.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Cleveland Results
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Students also seem to be learning in Cleveland choice schools. In the summer of 1997, my colleagues and I reported significant first-year test score gains in reading and math for 263 students who attended two newly established choice schools, the Hope schools, which serve 25 percent of the choice students previously in public schools.
39 These score findings were subsequently challenged on two grounds: (1) the gains observed during the 199697 school year could be expected to fade away over the summer break; and (2) another evaluation by Indiana University's School of Education found no programmatic effects on the test scores of ninety-four third-grade choice students.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	To test the summer-fade theory, we obtained test score data from the students returning to the Hope schools in the fall of 1997. Although the test scores did slip somewhat, students in grades one through three still gained in their first year an estimated 8.6 NPR points in math and 5.7 percentile points in readingincreases that were statistically significant (see table 7).
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	The Indiana University evaluation suffers from a number of limitations:
	

	

	


	
	
		
  	
  	

	

	
  	1.
	

	

	


	The study analyzed only third-grade test scores; no information is available for students in kindergarten, first grade, or second grade.
	2.	To control for student achievement before the beginning of the scholarship program, the evaluation used implausible second-grade scores collected by the Cleveland public schools before the beginning of the choice experiment, when students were still in public school. These dubious second-grade scores reveal that students from central-city, low-income, largely one-parent families were performing in second grade, on average, at approximately the national average, obtaining, for example, a 51.6 normal curve equivalent (NCE) percentile score on the vocabulary test. Yet in an independently proctored test administered one year later, the same students scored, on average, 39.6 NCE points in reading. The second-grade test scores clearly were inflated. Not even the harshest critics of big-city schools claim that inner-city students lose ground this fast.
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	Table 7. Test Score Changes, Cleveland Hope Schools
	Grade and subject		Fall 1996

		Fall 1997

		Change


	Grades 13			
		Math total		31.0

		39.6

		8.6*


		n		(97)

		(97)

	
		Math concepts		30.2

		37.3

		7.1*


		n		(97)

		(97)

	
		Language		38.1

		37.8

		-0.3


		n		(97)

		(97)

	
		Reading		31.3

		37.0

		5.7*


		n		(95)

		(95)

	
	Grades K-3			
		Math concepts		34.0

		36.8

		2.8


		n		(156)

		(156)

	
		Reading		30.5

		36.6

		6.1*


		n		(154)

		(154)

	




Source: Jay P. Greene, William G. Howell, and Paul E. Peterson, "Lessons from the Cleveland Scholarship Program," in Paul E. Peterson and Bryan C. Hassel, eds., Learning from School Choice (Brookings, 1998), p. 381.
Note: n = number of students.
	
  	
  	

	

	
  	* Significant at p < .05 level.
	

	

	


	
	
		
  	
  	

	

	
  	3.
	

	

	


	The evaluation excluded Hope school students from the evaluation, despite the availability of comparable test score data.
	4.	The Indiana research team used inappropriate statistics that have been shown to underestimate program effects.




	
  	
  	

	

	
  	After Indiana University released the data from its evaluation, my colleagues and I addressed some of these deficiencies by incorporating the Hope school test results into the analysis, using more appropriate statistical techniques, and reporting results based on analyses that both include and exclude the doubtful second-grade data supplied by the Cleveland public schools.
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  	When these corrections are made and the implausible second-grade test scores are removed from the regression analysis, choice-school effects are positive in all subject domains. Scholarship students score 4.1 NCE points higher in language, 4.7 points higher in science, 2.5 points higher in reading, 2.5 points higher in social studies, and 0.56 points higher in math. All but the math results are statistically significant at the .1 level.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	If the dubious second-grade test scores are included in the analysis, results remain positive in all domains except math. The magnitude of the effects is not as great. Even so, the choice-school effects in language arts are 2.3 NCE points and in science, 2.7 pointseffects that are statistically significant (see table 8).
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	All findings from Cleveland may by contaminated by selection effects. Choice students may be particularly disadvantaged. After all, why would parents remove their child from public school, if their son or daughter were doing well? Or they may be particularly advantaged. Perhaps highly motivated parents want their children in private school, even if students are learning in their current school.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Milwaukee Experiment
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Only in Milwaukee are data available from a randomized experiment.
40 The original evaluation of the Milwaukee choice program reported no systematic achievement effects of enrollment in a private school.41 But this evaluation did not carefully analyze the data from the randomized experiment. It compared students from low-income families with public school students from more advantaged backgrounds, leaving open the possibility that unobserved background characteristics could account for these negative findings.42 
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	In 1996 the data became available on the World Wide Web. When Jay P. Greene, Jiangtao Du, and I examined these data, we found that enrollment in the program had only limited positive effects for students during their first two years in the program. But choice students made larger gains in years three and four, as much as one quarter of a standard deviation in reading and one-third of a standard deviation in mathematics (see table 9).
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	That the improved performance does not become substantial until the third and fourth years is consistent with a common-sense understanding
	

	

	















 

  	
  	
  	
  



	




	
	
	Table 8. Effect of Scholarship Program on Third-Grade Test Scores, Cleveland
	Determinant		Language

		Science

		Reading

		Math

		Social studies


	School effects					
		Choice school		2.37*a

		2.70*

		0.38

		-0.92

		0.63


	Second-grade test controls					
		Vocabulary score		0.17***

		0.18***

		0.20***

		0.14***

		0.18***


		Comprehension score		0.31***

		0.27***

		0.34***

		0.32***

		0.24***


	Demographic controls					
		Caucasian		4.52**

		5.12**

		3.55*

		6.30***

		5.04***


		Female		1.31

		-1.01

		1.34

		0.36

		0.60


		Lives with mother only		-1.33

		1.97

		1.31

		1.97

		1.31


		On free lunch program		-3.91**

		-4.99**

		-3.98**

		-6.71***

		-6.79***


		R2		0.41

		0.35

		0.45

		0.29

		0.45


		n		(574)

		(574)

		(574)

		(574)

		(574)






Source: Jay P. Greene, William G. Howell, and Paul E. Peterson, "Lessons from the Cleveland Scholarship Program," in 

Paul E. Peterson and Bryan C. Hassel, eds., Learning from School Choice (Brookings, 1998), p. 386.
* Significant at .05 level.
** Significant at .01 level.
*** Significant at .000 level.
a. One-tailed significance test, unstandardized coefficients reported.













 

  	
  	
  	
  



	




	
	
	Table 9. Effect of Attending a Choice School on Test Scores, Milwaukee
			Differences in scores between choice students and control group


	

Subject	
	One year of treatment

	
	Two years of treatment

	
	Three years of treatment

	
	Four years of treatment

		Three or four years jointly estimated


	Math		1.31a

		1.89

		5.02**

		10.65**

		6.81**


	n		(772)

		(584)

		(300)

		(112)

		(316)


	Reading		2.22*

		2.26

		2.73

		5.84*

		4.85**


	n		(734)

		(604)

		(301)

		(112)

		(318)






Source: Jay P. Greene, Paul E. Peterson, and Jiangtao Du, "School Choice in Milwaukee: A Randomized Experiment," 

in Paul E. Peterson and Bryan Hassel, eds., Learning from School Choice (Brookings, 1998), p. 345.
* p < .10 in one-tailed t-test.
** p < .05 in one-tailed t-test.
a. Normal curve equivalent. Estimate of effects controls for gender and uses a fixed effects model.
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  	of the educational process. Choice schools are not magic bullets that transform children overnight. Students need time to adjust to a new teaching and learning environment. The disruption of switching schools and adjusting to new routines and expectations may hinder improvement in test scores in the first year or two in a choice school. Educational benefits accumulate and multiply with the passage of time. As Indianapolis choice parent Barbara Lewis explains the process: "I must admit there was a period of transition, culture shock you might call it. He had to get used to the discipline and the homework. But Alphonso began to learn about learning, to respect the kids around him and be respected, to learn about citizenship, discipline, and doing your lessons. My son has blossomed into an honor roll student."
43 
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Future Research
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Cecilia Elena Rouse has suggesed that the Milwaukee results are not a function of school choice per se but of the smaller classes in choice schools.44 Rouse's study has many technical limitations, but even if its findings are corroborated by future research, they raise a new set of questions: Why do Milwaukee choice schools, with more limited resources, have smaller class sizes than public schools? Are private schools better able to find efficient ways of using limited resources? Do they provide more effective education by concentrating resources on smaller class size rather than paying higher teacher salaries or hiring more administrators? These are questions well worth exploring in future studies.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	More carefully designed randomized experiments of school choice need to be conducted. The data from the randomized experiment in Milwaukee are the best available, but they are not definitive. The number of participating schools was small, and valuable data are missing. Higher-quality information may emerge from evaluations of experiments in Dayton, New York City, and Washington, D.C. The twelve hundred students participating in the New York program were chosen by lottery from a large pool of more than twenty thousand applicants, from which a control group is being selected. Similar lotteries were held in the spring of 1998 in Dayton and Washington. It remains to be seen whether the payoff from private schooling in these cities is as great as some anticipate.45 
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  	College Attendance
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	School choice programs are too recent to provide information on their effects on college attendance, though the PAVE program in Milwaukee reports that 75 percent of those who have graduated from high school have gone on to college.
46 More systematic information on the effects of attendance at a Catholic high school are contained in a 1996 University of Chicago analysis of the National Longitudinal Survey of Youth, conducted by the U.S. Department of Education, a survey of more than twelve thousand young people. Students from all racial and ethnic groups are more likely to go to college if they attended a Catholic school, but the effects are the greatest for urban minorities. The probability of graduating from college rises from 11 to 27 percent, if such a student attends a Catholic high school.47 
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	The University of Chicago study confirms results from two other analyses that show positive effects for low-income and minority students of attendance at Catholic schools on high school completion and college enrollment.48 As a researcher summarized one of these studies, it "indicates a substantial private school advantage in terms of completing high school and enrolling in college, both very important events in predicting future income and well-being. Moreover,  the effects were most pronounced for students with achievement test scores in the bottom half of the distribution."49 
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	8. Do Private Schools Foster Balkanization and Intolerance?
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	The purpose of education is to teach more than math and reading; it is also to prepare citizens for a democratic society. According to critics, school choice will provoke the formation of schools specializing in witchcraft, black nationalism, and the political thought of David Duke. Former New Republic editor Michael Kelly has argued that "public money is shared money, and it is to be used for the furtherance of shared values, in the interests of e pluribus unum. Charter schools and their like  take from the pluribus to destroy the unum."50 Only schools operated by a government agency, it has been claimed, can preserve democracy. Princeton theorist Amy Gutmann has put the case this way: "Public, not private, schooling is  the primary means by which citizens can morally educate future citizens."51 Or, in the words of Felix Frankfurter, writing
	

	

	















 

  	
  	
  	
  



	




	Page 398

	
  	
  	

	

	
  	the Supreme Court opinion in Minersville Board of Education v. Gobitis (1940), "We are dealing here with the formative period in the development of citizenship. Public education is one of our most cherished democratic institutions."
52 
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Despite the scare tactics and the rhetorical flourishes, choice critics have failed to offer much evidence that school choice will balkanize America. No reasonable person can believe the American public would routinely turn over school dollars to extremist groups any more than it will allow airlines to fly unregulated or meat to be marketed without inspection. Only the most extreme libertarians think school choice should mean completely unregulated choice. As RAND scholar Paul Hill said, "In the long run, schools in a publicly funded choice system will be public because they'll be regulated."53 But this should not mean that regulated schools are the same as government-operated schools. To make that argument is to claim that government inspection of the meat-processing industry constitutes an establishment of a nationwide system of collective farms.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Students in private schools in the 1990s are less racially isolated than their public school peers. According to 1992 Department of Education data, 37 percent of private school students are in classrooms having a share of minority students that is close to the national average, as compared with only 18 percent of public school students. Not only are private school students more likely to be in well-integrated classrooms, but they also are less likely to be in extremely segregated ones (either more than 90 percent white or 90 percent minority). Forty-one percent of private school students are in highly segregated classrooms, as compared with 55 percent of their public school peers.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Private school students also report more positive relationships with students from other racial and ethnic groups. According to the same Department of Education survey, they are significantly more likely to have cross-racial friendships than are students at public schools. And students, teachers, and administrators at private schools all report fewer racial problems.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Private school students are also more community-spirited. According to the 1992 survey, students at private schools are more likely than public school students to think helping others and volunteering for community causes are important. They also are more likely to report that they volunteered in the past two years and to say their school expected them to do so.54 
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  	9. What Happens to the Children Left Behind?
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	When all other criticisms fall short, concerns about the children left behind becomes the critique of last resort. When the antichoice Carnegie Foundation admitted that for at least one student a choice plan had, in his words, "changed my life around completely," it quickly went on to observe that "the picture is far grimmer for the 14,500 students left behind."
55 Similarly, the American Federation of Teachers, in its critique of the Cleveland scholarship program, said, "Instead of being distracted by promises to 'save' a handful of students, policy-makers could be improving the achievement of all of our youngsters."56 
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	In making these arguments, choice critics often assume that the more able children from more privileged families will be the first to leave public schools, that children learn mainly from their peers, and that public schools will not respond to the challenge posed by choice. None of these assumptions is well supported by available data.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Who Goes to Choice Schools
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	The best and the brightest would not be expected to flee the public schools to take advantage of inner-city choice programs. Most big-city school systems have their own programsmagnet schools, gifted classes, and honors tracksthat siphon off the best students into specialized educational programs. Parents also can be expected not to change their child's school unless they have doubts about his or her progress. In Milwaukee, for example, parents who signed up for choice schools were more likely to say the school had been in contact with them, probably because their child was having difficulties.57 Student test score data also indicate that choice applicants are less than the cream of the crop. The percentage of applicants to New York City's choice program performing at grade level was only 26 percent in reading and 18 percent in mathematics, far below the 55 percent reported for all New York City elementary students by the state of New York.58 However, in the first-come, first-serve programs in Indianapolis and San Antonio, school choice applicants may have been above the norm for the city as a whole.
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  	Peer Groups' Effects
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	To claim that those left behind suffer as a result depends on the strange assumption that children learn not from teachers but from other children. This idea can be traced back to the famous 1965 school desegregation study, also conducted by James Coleman, which found that most school factors (for example, per pupil expenditures, class size, teacher salary, and the number of books in the school library) had little measurable effect on student achievement.
59 However, the socioeconomic background of other children in the school did have a detectable effect on achievement, a fact that was overinterpreted to mean that children learned mainly from their peers and was used to provide the educational justification for school desegregation. But in a comprehensive review of the peer-group literature, sociologists Christopher Jencks and Susan E. Mayer found these effects to be small and inconsistent from one study to the next. They offer an intriguing explanation: Peer group effects could be substantial but offsetting. On the one hand, students thrive by picking up facts, ideas, and phrases from their more capable associates. On the other hand, they get discouraged when they cannot keep up. The two factors, working in opposite directions, may have roughly equivalent educational effects.60 
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Jencks and Mayer may be right, but the matter deserves further consideration. One of Coleman's first studies, undertaken in the 1950s, concluded that, in private schools, group leaders were academics, while in public schools the popular students were sports stars and cheerleaders.61 As Cornell University professor John Bishop put it, ''Popularity depends first and foremost on being good in sports. Being smart is OK, but being studious  increases the chances of being picked on."62 To explain the difference between public and private schools, Coleman pointed out that, in both types of schools, the most popular students were those who brought honor to the whole school. In private schools, the whole school benefits from high academic performance, because academic achievement enhances the reputation of the school with potential customers. In public schools, the sports program, more than the academic performance of a few, often brings credit to the school.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	If Coleman and Bishop are correct, then peer group effects may help explain the greater learning that takes place in private school. Private
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  	school students are not necessarily more capable; more capable students carry more influence in this setting and nerds are subject to less harassment. The problem faced by those left behind in the public schools is not the lack of capable peers but the negative cachet that academic study has in most inner-city public schools.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Will Public Schools Meet the Challenge?
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Choice supporters claim that a choice-based system will motivate the public schools to respond vigorously to new competitors, producing an across-the-board upsurge in U.S. education. Hoxby found that students learn more if they live in metropolitan areas where public schools are subject to greater competitive pressures, both from private schools and other public school systems.
63 She also found that in competitive contexts public schools are less costly and give greater emphasis to academic achievement. In a study of interdistrict choice in Massachusetts, David J. Armor and Brett M. Peiser concluded that, when school districts lost students to neighboring districts, they developed partially successful strategies to attract students back, stemming future losses.64 And in Albany, the school board responded vigorously in 1997 to a privately funded program that offered scholarships to all students at a particular school.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Yet all these bits of information remain fragmentary and incomplete. The Albany case is little more than a telling anecdote. Armor and Peiser's evidence comes from just a few school districts. And Hoxby's studies, though fascinating and important, depend upon complex econometric analyses that require strong theoretical assumptions.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	The scholarship program that has begun in the Edgewood Independent School District in San Antonio provides a further opportunity for assessing the impact of school choice on those remaining in public schools. The Edgewood voucher program, sponsored by the CEO-America foundation, offers scholarships to all low-income students in the school district. If students attend private schools within the Edgewood school district or newly established schools outside the district but within the San Antonio metropolitan area, elementary students will receive scholarships worth $3,600; high school students, $4,000. If students attend already established schools outside the Edgewood school district, students will receive scholarships that are equivalent
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  	to the tuition at the school during the 199798 school year or the above amounts, whichever is less.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	The program is projected to continue for ten years or until a publicly funded program is established. Participating students are guaranteed scholarship throughout their elementary and high school years.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Edgewood schools serve an economically disadvantaged, predominantly Latino population. Ninety-three percent of the students attending schools in Edgewood in 199697 were considered economically disadvantaged by the Texas Department of Education. Ninety-six percent were Hispanic, 2 percent were African American, and 1.8 percent were white, with the remainder Asian, Pacific Islander, or Native American. Students with limited English proficiency constituted 24.3 percent of the population.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Edgewood had 14,180 students in 199697. The students are distributed uniformly across the first ten years of schooling, kindergarten through ninth grade. However, the numbers of students in high school tails off dramatically. The high school dropout rate is a serious problem within the Edgewood school district.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Edgewood is highly dependent upon state aid. As a result, any school choice program that attracts large numbers of students away from the public schools will result in a sharp decline in state aidas long as state aid formulas remain conditional on the number of students enrolled in the public schools. The total revenue budgeted for the district amounted to $83,978,251, or $5,852 per pupil. Eight percent of the money comes from local tax sources; 82 percent, from the state; 6.2 percent, from the federal government; and 2.1 percent, from other local sources. Because of the high dependence of Edgewood on external funding, the public schools will be under strong financial pressure to find ways of responding to the challenge posed by the scholarship program.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	10. Is School Choice Constitutional?
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	The First Amendment to the Constitution forbids any "law respecting an establishment of religion, or prohibiting the free exercise thereof." In interpreting this clause, the Supreme Court, in Lemon v. Kurtzman (1971), said a law must survive a three-pronged test: (1) it must have a secular purpose, (2) it must not favor one religion over another or religion
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  	over nonreligion, and (3) it must not create an excessive entanglement between government and religion.
65 Stephen Gilles has argued that state-provided vouchers or scholarships survive this test as long as parents are free to use these scholarships to send their child to any schoolCatholic, Protestant, Jewish, Muslim, or secular.66 The Supreme Court so reasoned in 1983 when it ruled constitutional a Minnesota tax deduction for educational purposes, whether it be used to pay for secular or parochial schooling.67 The Court reaffirmed this reasoning in Agostini v. Felton (1997), when it said that public school teachers could provide compensatory educational instruction in parochial schools. Significantly, the Court conditioned its decision on policies that made instruction "available generally without regard to the sectarian-nonsectarian or public-non-public nature of the institution benefitted," further justifying its decision on the grounds that no religion was aided except as the result of the "private choices of individuals."68 
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	The Wisconsin state supreme court, in Jackson v. Benson, said in June 1998 that a 1993 Wisconsin law expanding the Milwaukee choice plan to include religious schools survived the three-pronged test set forth in Lemon. The legislation had a secular purpose: the expansion of educational opportunities for children from low-income families. The law did not favor one religion over another or religion over nonreligion, because parents had the choice to "send their children to a neighborhood public school, a different public school within the district, a specialized public school, a private nonsectarian school, or a private sectarian school."69 The law did not create an excessive entanglement between government and religion, because the legislation provided only for "routine regulatory interaction which involves no inquiries into religious doctrine."70 Significantly, not a single Wisconsin supreme court justice said the legislation violated the establishment clause and the U.S. Supreme Court refused to accept for consideration an appeal of the Wisconsin decision.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Two of the Wisconsin justices, in a minority opinion, did find the Milwaukee legislation in violation of the Wisconsin state constitution's prohibition against state expenditures for the benefit of religious societies. Though the majority found no such violation, the fact that a Wisconsin court, undivided on federal constitutional questions, disagreed about the program's constitutionality under the Wisconsin constitution may signal the future direction of constitutional litigation. Many state constitutions
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  	include restrictions on church-state relationships that have at times been given a more stringent interpretation than the federal constitution.
71 In Ohio, a lower state court ruled that the Cleveland choice plan involving religious schools ran contrary to both state and federal constitutions. The issue is to be argued before the state supreme court in the 199899 session. The state supreme court in Ohio has allowed religious school involve-ment in the choice program to continue until it has an opportunity to give the issue full consideration. Its final determination may provide further information on the significance of state constitutions for school vouchers.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Conclusion
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Many studies of school choice thus far are limited to small-scale experiments. As Isabel Sawhill correctly pointed out, the effects of vouchers and scholarships may be different once they are introduced on a larger scale. Two programs may provide further information. Now that the expansion of the Milwaukee choice program has been declared constitutional, as much as 15 percent of the Milwaukee public school population (approximately fifteen thousand students) may participate. How many will apply? How many will be accepted into private schools? What new schools will form? Which of the existing schools will expand?
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Further large-scale experiments should be undertaken. Specifically, Congress should enact legislation giving all the students living in the District of Columbia an opportunity to attend the school of their choice. The costs of public education in the District are extremely high, and the quality of the services being rendered appear to be inadequate. The population receiving the services is among the most needy in the nation. According to a poll taken by the Washington Post, a majority of the citizens living in the District and 60 percent of the city's African Americans favor a voucher program for their schools.72 Support is particularly strong among low-income respondents.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	The answers to the ten questions posed in this paper do not indicate that school choice is a panacea that can resolve all of society's problems. But they do suggest it is time to rethink the way the U.S. public educational system is organized. Such rethinking seems to be taking place.
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  	Arthur Levine, president of Columbia University Teachers College, throughout his career an opponent of school voucher program, has "reluctantly concluded" that "a limited school voucher program is now essential for the poorest Americans attending the worst public schools."
73 Or, as Urban League president Hugh Price said, "If urban schools.  continue to fail in the face of all we know about how to improve them, then parents will be obliged to shop elsewhere for quality education. We Urban Leaguers believe passionately in public education. But make no mistake. We love our children even more." But the final, succinct words are best left to William Raspberry: "It's time for some serious experimentation."74 
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Comment by Floyd Flake
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	A common agenda regarding the direction that education must take is how to bring about change that ensures equality in the educational process in a way that does not destroy the public education system.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	I found it englightening talking to Dr. John Silber about the question: Where do you start the process of reforming education? I had not heard his argument spoken in the terms that he used. He believes that the biggest problem is the institutions that are responsible for the certification of teachers. And he says this as chancellor of Boston University and as a member of the Massachusetts Education Board, which provides oversight to these institutions. He has argued that change cannot come until the process by which teachers are certified is altered. Those who bear the responsibility for educating teachers must be held accountable. Furthermore, he states that no significant change in education has taken place over the last fifty years in the pedagogical structure of teaching those who teach education.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	The reality is that the direction in which the educational reform process is going will not solve the problems of public education. Paul E. Peterson and I agree that systemic problems must be addressed and must be changed if serious forward movement is to be seen in trying to provide for the needs of education.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	What I find lost in most discussions, however, whether it is Peterson's analysis or anyone else's, is the element of the parents. The challenge thus becomes how do those trying to address what I consider to be America's
	

	

	















 

  	
  	
  	
  



	




	Page 406

	
  	
  	

	

	
  	greatest crisis for the momenteducation reformfind ways of including parents even though many of them may not speak the language of education reformers and may not be as articulate in expressing their thoughts?
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Conversations that omit parents from the process leave the most important and ethical part of that process behind. Many who are a part of the system and those who are within the unions will argue that parents cannot be included because they do not have the ability to process the information and, therefore, cannot make any kind of significant contribution to that process.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	My counterargument is that parents understand at least one thing, and that is that they want their child to get the best possible education available. Their love for the child transcends what they may not be able to communicate. They are clear in defining what they want for their child, and they are willing to make the necessary sacrifices to see that it happens.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	My support of charter schools, vouchers, and other alternatives, in large measure, comes out of the understanding that, ultimately, this segment of the population will rise up and begin to demand that changes be made in the system so that another generation of children is not lost to the violence of the streets or the schools or the genocide that occurs within the system in which children are expected to get the tools they need to be competitive in society.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Comment by Isabel V. Sawhill
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	School choice is a contentious issue and structuring a paper around the questions that critics of school choice most often ask is a useful device for laying out what is known and not known about the answers. Paul E. Peterson's paper is not only on point, but also very informative. Peterson is both articulate and well steeped in the existing research and data, having contributed much already to a rapidly growing literature on the topic.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	One can always think of additional questions that might be good candidates for a top-ten list. An important question is how will the supply of private school openings respond to the demand created by vouchers? A
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  	partial answer may be provided by the offer of a business-backed foundation in San Antonio to fund vouchers over ten years for almost all of the fourteen thousand students in one district (Edgewood). Because no more than about two thousand private school openings are available in the entire county where the district is located, if the takeup rate is high, the first real test of this question will be seen.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Another question that needs to be answered is whether private schools cost less than their public counterparts and, if so, how choice might affect the resources available to the public schools. Critics seem to assume that choice will divert resources from the public schools. But if private schools cost less and if public monies do not substitute for existing private expenditures (in the form of either tuition or donations to private schools), then this could produce savings that could be invested in higher spending per pupil in the public schools.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	I will use Peterson's ten questions as an organizing device for the rest of my comments.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	1. What Is Meant by School Choice?
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	As Peterson notes, almost everyone (with the exception of the poor) already has a choice of some kind. The devil is in the details, and the data in table 1 nicely describe the characteristics of existing big-city choice programs targeted on low-income families, noting that so far they involve no more than about thirteen thousand students. This raises the issue not just of definition but also of scale. Most questions cannot be answered well without knowing much more about what "going to scale" means in the world of school choice. The meaning is undoubtedly different to different people. For example, one might be in favor of a national version of New York City's privately funded scholarship program (with no public money) but not be in favor of a national version of Minnesota's tax deduction for middle-income families who send their children to private schools or some of the recent congressional proposals that, in the guise of providing more choice to parents, provide new tax breaks that would primarily benefit the wealthiest one-fifth of the population.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	In short, what one thinks about school choice dependsor should dependon which version of choice is under discussion. Voucher plans can be designed to accomplish a variety of different objectives.
75 In keeping
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  	with the focus of the Brookings conference on urban education, most of Peterson's paper deals with choice plans targeted on low-income families in major metropolitan areas. But many people see this as the camel's nose under the tent for a much more broadly based choice system.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	2. Who Supports School Choice?
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Peterson notes that the public is about evenly divided on choice except for poor minorities, the vast majority of whom are supportive of the idea. He suggests that political opposition to choice comes less from the public at large than from the teachers unions. This opposition is rather curious. In some other countries, teachers do not oppose choice, presumably because they are going to find jobs wherever their skills and talents are needed. And their de facto support for choice (manifested in the number who send their own children to private school) together with their public statements suggests that they are not totally happy with the public schools. Their political opposition, in the meantime, has given many people the impression that they are insecure about their own salaries and job prospects, not just concerned about the welfare of children. In a subtle but perverse way, this has undermined their moral authority and that of the public schools.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	As John Bishop has noted, teachers in the United States are poorly paid compared with teachers in many other countries. Whatever their unions have done, they have not gotten them the pay and prestige that their counterparts abroad command.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	3. Who Takes Advantage of the Opportunity to Choose Schools?
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	To answer this question, Peterson relies heavily on data from New York City and suggests that some but not much self-selection is involved in the application process. However, who applies is going to depend a great deal on who is eligible, the value of the voucher, which schools are free to participate, and a host of other program design features. Also, in making comparisons of those who apply with those who do not, the focus should be on those who are eligible but do not apply, not everyone in the public schools. If vouchers are limited to the children of the poor, that is who will take advantage of the opportunity. However, some skimming of the cream may be occurring within this income group.
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  	For example, in San Antonio, the mothers of low-income voucher students were three times more likely to have some college education than the mothers of similar public school students.
76 A more important but harder question to answer is whether this is a problem. I have never been convinced that it was.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	4. When Choosing a School, What Do Parents Consider?
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Many critics of choice worry that parents, especially the most disadvantaged, will not make wise choices. Peterson cites some data from Cleveland that suggest this concern may have been exaggerated. A much more thorough discussion of this issue is needed. The Pell grant experience should at least raise a large red flag. More important, choice (or other reforms) probably will not work unless national standards and assessments, and some kind of school rating system (using multiple criteria), are put in place that will allow parents to know how specific schools are doing, without having to do their own controlled experiments.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	5. Are Parents More Satisfied with Choice Schools?
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Peterson says that "most economists think that consumer satisfaction is the best measure of school quality." As an economist, I have to at least quibble with this sentence. Economists do not believe this because they recognize that education, unlike shoes or popcorn, affects not just the person consuming it, but many others as well. These social benefits are what justifies public financing of education, which no one, not even Milton Friedman, disputes. And as Peterson later notes, society would not long tolerate a school system that taught only what consumers might want, whether it was basket weaving or witchcraft.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	He points out that at least four studies suggest that parents are very satisfied with their choice schools. Although I might not put as much weight on consumer satisfaction as he does, I do not want to totally discount it either. Among other things, parents who feel more satisfied because they have been given a choice are more likely to make a bigger commitment to working with their child's school to ensure the child's success. The main reason parents like private schools is because they believe the schools will provide greater structure and discipline in addition to placing greater academic
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  	demands on students. Having chosen the schools, parents are more likely to support such demands.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	6. Do Private Schools Retain Their Students or Do They Exclude and

Expel the Disadvantaged?
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	This is two questions rolled into one. The first question is whether parents vote with their feet for or against choice schools. As such, this question is related to the issue of parental satisfaction. That less mobility exists in choice than in public schools is in many respects the most telling evidence of their satisfaction. It speaks to what parents do as opposed to what they say.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	The second question is whether choice schools exclude or expel students. Peterson's data suggest they rarely do. However, much more needs to be known about the admissions and retention standards used in a variety of private school settings and how these might ultimately interact with a choice system. For example, suppose that public schools establish standards with some consequences for students who fail to measure up. Would failing students then be free to migrate to a private school with lower standards? And would this be a good thing? Or do problems only arise from private schools that set admissions and retention standards that are too high?
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	7. Do Children Learn More in Choice Schools?
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	This question has consumed the research community, and little or no consensus exists on the answer. As Peterson notes, the issue of selection effects has bedeviled most attempts to compare public and private education and few studies have not been burdened by this or other technical problems. The issue arises most frequently in comparing test scores, but it also makes difficult interpreting studies that purport to show that high school graduation or college attendance rates are higher for students who have attended private (Catholic) schools.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Three different analyses of the Milwaukee data have come to three different conclusions. Peterson finds that choice students made gains in both reading and math by their third and fourth years in the program.
77 John F. Witte, using a different statistical approach, finds none.78 And Cecilia Elena Rouse finds gains in math but not in reading.79 
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  	My own reading of the literature, including the latest findings from Milwaukee and Cleveland (for which equally mixed findings are reported), is that some positive effects are evident but they are too small and too uncertain to be compelling. Current data are not ideal, and most experiments with choice have been compromised politically as well, making it hard to be definitive. Better evidence should be forthcoming over the next few years, and it would be nice if the various research teams could agree in advance to a particular methodological approach before they knew the outcomes it was likely to produce.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	My hunch is that differences between the public and private sector pale in comparison with differences between schools within each sector. In a comparison of three different types of public schools in Milwaukee (regular, magnet, and enriched), Rouse suggests that the enriched schoolswhich have supplemental funding and smaller class sizes than the regular public schoolsoutperform choice schools in reading and are equivalent in math. (The reading gains are about .16 of a standard deviation, comparable to the Tennessee class-size experiment.)
80 More generally, an understanding must be reached about what school-specific factors contribute to greater academic success and why private schools produce more of these ingredients.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	8. Do Private Schools Foster Balkanization and Intolerance?
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Peterson notes that private schools are less racially segregated and more community-oriented than public schools and that the public is highly unlikely to fund schools that discriminate or practice extremism of any kind. I agree, but schools still could become more segregated by class and ability level than they are now. Regarding choice plans for low-income families, perhaps this is not a terrible thing. It would certainly limit the amount of class segregation that could occur. And ability tracking is nothing new. Taking the more motivated and more able of the most disadvantaged is not such a bad idea. But choice practiced on a wider scale would be a whole new kettle of fish.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	9. What Happens to the Children Left Behind?
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	This is one of the most frequently heard objections to choice plans. Peterson correctly dissects its three underlying assumptions and then addresses each of them separately. He first argues, primarily on the basis
	

	

	















 

  	
  	
  	
  



	




	Page 412

	
  	
  	

	

	
  	of New York City data, that the scholarship program is not attracting the cream of the student crop.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	On peer group effects, he cites the work of Christopher Jencks and Susan E. Mayer, suggesting that such effects are small at best. A much larger body of work now exists on ''neighborhood" or "peer" effects.
81 Whatever one's reading of this literature (which contains inconsistent findings), I tend to agree with Peterson that these peer effects, to the extent they exist, relate more to school culture (for example, the importance attached by one's peers to academics versus sports) than to the ability levels of other students in the classroom per se. These cultural differences are critical, but are they intrinsic to private versus public schools? Perhaps they could be nurtured anywhere.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Whether public schools will respond to the challenge of competition remains unclear. The evidence to date suggests they will. However, I agree with Peterson that the evidence thus far is not conclusive. Caroline Minter Hoxby has done some of the most innovative and frequently cited work on this topic, but the confidence one places in her findings must depend on whether one thinks the models she uses are valid.82 
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	10. Is School Choice Constitutional?
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	And finally, on the question of constitutionality, I agree that the legal case is weak given that public funds are already being used to subsidize private higher education. But I am not a lawyer, and these issues are unlikely to be fully resolved any time soon.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Conclusion
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	I predict, in the end, a mixed public-private system in which subsidies for low-income students play some role but in which a large public school system remains in place. Big-city schools are not going to change unless outside pressure and outside competition forces them to change. School choice has the potential to be the lever for change. But putting their monopoly-breaking role aside, private schools may not always have an edge in terms of what goes on in the classroom, how teachers are trained and held accountable, and what incentives students have to learn. Accountability will still be an issue, and without standards tied to good assessments that provide feedback to parents, a change in public versus private operation of the schools is unlikely to make much difference.
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  	A AMIDST THE RAGING debate about whether the American public education system has failed, one point of near-universal agreement can be reached: Many of the children entrusted to U.S. big-city public school systems are not learning. As many as 25 percent of African American boys in big cities are permanently assigned to classes for the handicapped, and less than 50 percent of African American boys entering ninth grade will graduate four years later. Graduation rates and college entrance rates continue to fall, for both African American and Hispanic students. Many children graduating from urban high schools with high grade point averages leave college because they cannot do the work.
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  	Critics and supporters of the existing public school system argue about the attribution of causes and blame, but few claim that big-city public school systems are meeting the needs of their students.2 Why is that so? There are essentially three answers: First, the students whom urban public schools educate are more disadvantaged than ever beforeincreasing proportions are from low-income, single-parent homes, immigrants and non-English speakers, and afflicted with health and family problems. Second, urban public school systems have little free money to use in adapting to changing needs. Their funds are tied up by past commitments to buildings, equipment, tenured teachers, and central-office civil servants. Third, individual public schools are weakened by past policy initiatives that intended to rectify serious social injustices but had the unintended consequence of transforming many schools into formally organized compliance-oriented government bureaus.3 
	

	

	















 

  	
  	
  	
  



	




	Page 420

	
  	
  	

	

	
  	This combination of unprecedented challenges and organizational weaknesses is typical of schools in the largest cities. Even after a vigorous reform effort, friendly reviewers of Chicago's schools estimated that only a third of elementary schools and none of the high schools were improving. In more than 25 percent of Chicago's high schools, less than 15 percent of students test on grade level. School performance is much the same in other big cities, including Baltimore, Cleveland, Los Angeles, New York, and Washington, D.C.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Some schools do succeed in educating typical inner-city school students with the amounts of money available to big-city public school systems. However, the vast majority of successful urban schools operate outside the normal staffing and regulatory constraints. Some successful schools are specially constructed around a theory of instruction or to take advantage of the ideas and energy of an educational innovator such as Deborah Meier. Some are magnet schools designed to prepare students to enter a career or to expose disadvantaged students to the kind of demanding subjects and rigorous instruction typical in college preparatory schools. Some are Catholic schools with long traditions of preparing poor city children for entry into the country's intellectual and economic mainstreams.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	The existence of such schools, in virtually every city in the countryno matter how severe its social and economic problems and no matter how dysfunctional its public school systemproves that something can be done about the education of the urban poor. However, the rarity of such schools and the fact that all of them stand apart from the regular public school system are evidence of how ill-equipped the regular public school system is to provide effective schools. Good urban schools are rare, and the normal mechanism by which public schools are established in big cities does not lead to an adequate supply of good ones.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	How can an urban public school system be created in which effective schools are normal and in which every student has access to a school that is able and ready to teach? This is not a new problem. Superintendents and boards of education have been openly searching for ways to improve the supply of urban schools for more than twenty years, through a series of initiatives such as site-based management, test-based accountability, school adoptions by business, and so on. But the need for a solution is more severe than ever, as increasing numbers of local community
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  	leaders despair of the current arrangements and search for alternatives. State legislatures and courts have tried to break the cycle of initiative and disappointment by disbanding big-city school boards, firing superintendents, and placing the schools under the control of the mayor or a group of outstanding local individuals. In many big cities, noneducatorsthe mayor in Cleveland and Chicago; groups of outstanding citizens in Baltimore and the District of Columbiaare being asked to create rescue strategies for the public schools.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	The attributes of the public education system that big cities need are widely recognized.
4 The system should be based on strong schools. Such schools teach children to the standards of the broader society and prepare poor urban children to be full participants in American economic, political, and cultural life. The system must respect the aspirations of parents both for safe schools and for schools that do not assault or denigrate their values. Because city children come to school speaking different languages and with different degrees of readiness to learn, the good system offers different approaches to instruction. The system is equitable, so that a child's access to a good school is not conditioned by his or her color, parentage, language, or neighborhood. The system is flexible, both in creating new schools when population changes create new needs and in allowing students to move from schools that do not fit them to schools where they might succeed. The system maintains quality by investing in teacher learning and by exposing adults to strong performance pressures.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Why have cities not been able to create public education systems with these attributes? When the same problems persist despite changes of leadership and many successive reform efforts, the inescapable conclusion is that the problem is built into the basic arrangements whereby cities run public education.5 
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Barriers to be Overcome
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Determination and exhortation to higher performance are not enough to make city schools work for all children. Most, if not all, teachers, administrators, and board members know that tragic consequences await students who do not learn to read, compute, use information, analyze situations, and act in their own long-term interest. Most work hard and want students to succeed. Most, however, are hamstrung by practices, assumptions,
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  	and political forces that limit the scope and effectiveness of school improvement initiatives. Many reform initiatives appear plausible but are quickly marginalized or worn down by the existing system of habits and incentives.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	A solution to the problems of urban education must be one that recognizes and is expressly designed to overcome the practices, assumptions, and political forces that prevent effective action. Five factors work against creating a supply of effective public schools in big cities:
	

	

	


	
	
		
  	
  	

	

	
  	1.
	

	

	


	Initiatives that weaken schools by adding new programs and mandates.
	2.	Misconceptions about democracy that compel elected officials to search for the one districtwide policy or investment that will lead to universal school improvement.
	3.	Episodic crisis intervention from civic and political leaders who seize on plausible but logically incomplete initiatives and then pass on to other matters, only to return when the last solution proves unsuccessful.
	4.	School system leadership instability, especially the rapid turnover of superintendents, leading to frequent and abrupt changes of improvement strategy and equally abrupt abandonment of half-accomplished reforms.
	5.	Adult property rights, principally the job and tenure rights of teachers and permanent central-office staff, which make leading and changing schools as well as terminating weak programs difficult.




	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Initiatives That Weaken Schools
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Until the early 1960s, many public schools were relatively simple neighborhood institutions. However, during the early struggle for desegregation, schools came under court orders and government regulations about how students should be assigned to schools and classes and how teachers should act toward them. Congress and state legislatures created additional funding and regulatory programs, all on the premise that basic school programs were good but that the needs of some groupsracial minorities, disadvantaged children, limited-English-speaking children, and many categories of handicapped and gifted childrenwere not being met. Those programs created new separate categories of funds, new rules on how children with particular characteristics were to be treated, and new regulations on how different groups of teachers could work and with whom.
6 The premise of these programs was that schools were
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  	essentially sound but that they did not take the needs of poor and minority children seriously enough.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	At about the same time, many school boards found that they could no longer meet teachers unions' salary demands. They started to offer unions concessions over teacher work rules, policies on teacher assignment, limitations of teacher responsibility outside their classrooms, and constraints on school principals' management discretion.
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  	The combined result of these trends was a dramatic reduction in the integrity of public schools as organizations. Though virtually all the objectives sought by public policies were moral and laudatory, the aggregate effects of the actions taken in pursuit of those ends were devastating to big-city schools, where the concentrations of disadvantaged children and unionized teachers were the greatest. The result was that the assumption behind all such programsthat the schools are essentially sound but they just needed tweaking in some direction on behalf of a particular group was rendered invalid. Many schools were no longer essentially sound.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Standard government-funded reform programs treat the school as a black box: Things are done to or for the school, not by it. Assets (staff members, equipment) are added to or subtracted from schools. Constraints in the form of new goals, performance quotas, testing programs, and regulations governing treatment of students and teachers are imposed on schools by school boards and funding agencies. Staff members and students are brought into the school or taken out of it in pursuit of districtwide priorities, such as fulfillment of union contracts and maintenance of racial balance. New curricula and staff training programs are selected for whole districts and then infused into schools. Budget shortfalls are met by mandated districtwide reductions in school staffing or services, and the use of budget increases is usually determined at the district level, in negotiations between the school board and teachers union.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Such policies are always intended to make schools better, stronger, or fairer places. But, as decades of research in education and other areas of public service have shown, it is never safe to regard an organization as a passive material ready to be molded or to assume that the results of policy will always match its intent.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Schools that are dominated by mandates and compliance issues are seldom as attentive to quality of instruction and student learning as they need to be. Effective schoolsespecially those most successful with disadvantaged
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  	studentsare not preoccupied with rules. They are united by a vision of what students need to learn and how adults must work together on instruction.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Misconceptions About Democracy
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Many people think that a democratic public education system is one in which elected representatives make all the important decisions and that policies affecting one school must affect all. This view of democracy is self-defeating; it has serious, negative consequences for the ability of school systems and individual schools to perform effectively.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Linkage of Educational Practice to Politics.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Today, big-city public schools are highly responsive to political processes. Elected school boards make decisions about matters as grand as who will be the superintendent and as small as what times students will be released for recess. In between, school boards and the central-office bureaucracies that are supposed to implement their determinations make decisions about textbooks, teacher training courses, school attendance zones, transfers of teachers and principals, and other subjects that might be thrust onto their agenda by controversies and interest group demands. State and national political decisions can also determine how students are grouped for instructions, which student may use particular pieces of equipment, and which adults may teach which students.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	The consequences of close linkage to politics can be readily seen in urban schools. When school board memberships change, major districtwide investments in instructional programs and teacher training can be abruptly abandoned. Within individual schools, promising instructional improvement strategies may be abandoned the minute one principal leaves and another is assigned. Groups of parents who were accustomed to sending their children to one school may find that their children are abruptly assigned someplace else. Similarly, schools whose instructional programs were tailored to one group of students may find themselves serving another group with radically different needs. Parents learn that school staff are not in control of what happens to their children and take issues to the school board instead of working them out at the school. Similarly, disagreements between teachers and administrators about instructional strategies and use of time are often adjudicated by formal grievance tribunals instead of worked out at the school level.
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  	Whole-District Initiatives.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Based on the assumption that school boards' job is to make uniform policies affecting all schools, most urban systems try to improve schools via ''block upgrades"that is, efforts to improve a whole school system by a dramatic intervention into one of its key operations or functions.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Unfortunately, actions taken in pursuit of a one-size-fits-all philosophy can weaken individual schools. Major systemwide initiatives treat all schools as if they were largely alike, assuming that programs addressing systemwide needs are well targeted to the needs of individual schools. However, people working inside schools know that such systemwide initiatives seldom fit particular schools well.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	It is easy to see how such a mismatch can occur. Imagine a district in which all the schools rank-ordered their areas of greatest need. All might rank mathematics second. If schools differed on what they ranked first some emphasizing reading and others sciencemathematics would get the highest average score. A local school system that used such a process to decide what forms of teacher training or instructional materials to buy could neglect every school's most important need. Any other investment strategy guided by systemwide averages could encounter the same problem.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	The costs of misdirected block upgrades can be high. Because teachers and school administrators have only so much time to attend workshops or learn how to use new equipment and materials, one emphasis naturally competes with another. Many schools are therefore forced to shelve their top priority problem to send staff to compulsory training or to install a new curriculum or piece of equipment. If the broader system authoritatively allocates staff time for a particular form of upgrade, little time is left for other priorities.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Staff training, new materials, and updated equipment are all good, but everything depends on how and where priorities are set. Schools that lack a clear idea of what they should do to improve instruction might not perceive the opportunity costs of block upgrades. But schools that have identified their problems and are struggling to improve can see the costs clearly. Principals and teachers in New York City's Coalition Campus Project report that citywide teacher training prioritiesfor acquired immune deficiency syndrome (AIDS) education, fire safety, student self-esteem programs, and so onexhausted the time they had hoped to put aside to make their schools work better. As an official in another city said,
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  	"The system puts too much new equipment and technical assistance into schools. It is easy for teachers and principals to fall into a habit of responding to these opportunities rather than figuring out what their school needs."
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Thus, schools struggling to define themselves and hold themselves accountable for performance can be deflected from those tasks toward priorities set for the system as a whole. From this perspective, the power of a block upgrade to dominate how schools use time can be the power to destroy.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Competition for public funds often drives school district leaders to emphasize one specific need, which can be dramatized by the plight of particular children or teachers. Similarly, foundations and businesses also like making donations that are easily understood and have apparent systemwide leverage. Unfortunately, expenditures consistent with the rationale used to raise the funds might be poorly matched to individual schools' needs and can retard development of strong schools.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	A broader view of democracyone that applies to most American public enterpriseswould allow elected representatives to act differently toward different schools and give individual schools considerable freedom of action within some basic constraints. Mechanisms for reconciling differences are necessary in any cooperative endeavor, but that does not mean that every activity meant to serve the public interest must continually adjust to the results of the political struggle.
8 
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Episodic Crisis Intervention
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	As events in many cities have recently proven, school boards are not the ultimate local controllers of education policy. Local civic elites, combinations of elected officials of general government and unelected heads of important local institutions, are capable of overriding school boards if the education system's low performance appears to threaten the city's economic base. In some cases (for example, in Chicago and Cleveland), local civic elites have worked through state legislatures to create new authorities that can override the school board. In other cases (for example, in Cincinnati), local elites assert their authority locally, forcing school boards to accede to demands in return for support on school levies, and so on.9 
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	These apparently undemocratic interventions by civic elites are, ironically, mostly occasioned by the school system's failure to educate the
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  	children of low-income and minority families. Civic elites do not intervene to protect the education of their own childrenmany of whom are in suburban or private schoolsbut to ensure that poor and minority children learn basic skills and can find jobs. Many economic leaders, whose companies draw from a national labor market of people trained in finance and technology and do not expect to employ many local high school graduates, fear nonetheless that their businesses cannot prosper in a city burdened by unemployable young adults.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Ironies abound. Local civic elites often do not intervene unless they have the support of key minority group leaders. In some cases, civic elite interventions have been possible only because of fractures in the local minority group leadership, between those rooted in the school system and its unions and those rooted in churches, minority-owned businesses, universities, and foundations.
10 
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Whatever one thinks of the motivations and democratic intent of such interventions, they are clearly a permanent factor in local public education. However, local civic elites seldom have well-founded ideas about how to improve the schools. Such groups (with the exception of the Chicago business and foundation communities) typically intervene briefly and leave the scene as soon as they have created a plausible basis on which to believe that implementation of the new plan can be left to the school system.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	These factors lead to great instability. In trying to improve the performance of their public schools, big-city civic leaders face problems of two kindspolitical and intellectual. The political problem is the difficulty of building and keeping a coalition strong enough to overcome the strong resistance to change endemic to a large organization that is stabilized by treaties among contending interest groups and civil service employment. The intellectual problem is the absence of a clear and well-developed set of ideas that can guide the design of a reform strategy that will lead to major improvements in schools throughout the city.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Some plausible ideas exist about how to transform big-city schools, and leaders in some cities have built strong pro-reform coalitions. However, few communities have had the benefit of both a strong set of ideas and a political support structure that lasted long enough to put them fully into effect. Lay leaders do not know how to start, and much of the available expert advice comes in one of two forms: sales pitches (buy my silver-bullet
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  	teaching materials or my new teacher-training program, and it will set off changes that will make all children succeed) or double-bind admonitions (you must rescue the children but you must avoid any changes in teachers' and administrators' assignments or working conditions).
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Cause-and-effect thinkingdrawing all the links between a proposed initiative and the ultimate goal of improving student learningestablishes a higher standard for reform proposals. The current, lower standard, is plausibility: Does some logical connection exist between a reform proposal (for example, investment in a new curriculum or testing system) and student achievement? The plausibility standard does not require proponents to identify the proposal's limitations or the ways in which other factors might nullify its effects.
11 
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	School System Leadership Instability
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	School systems are unstable at the top, so most initiatives are short-lived and half-implemented. The average tenure of a big-city school superintendent is less than three years. With few exceptions, a new superintendent is selected by a board that has little memory of the reason the previous superintendent was selected and hopes to find a charismatic new individual with a striking new plan. The new superintendent enters with support for a new plan, but no particular mandate foror interest ineither reconciling it with past initiatives or terminating all policies that conflict with his or her own. The schools are thus left with the vestiges of every previous superintendents' initiatives, plus a new set of priorities that are likely to be superceded soon.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Every now and then a superintendent stays long enough to put a definite reform plan in place. Anthony Alvarado stayed long enough in New York City's District 2 to create a system of professional development, assistance to schools, performance incentives, and opportunities for school innovation that greatly improved instruction in most of the district's schools. Other superintendents with comparably long tenures and strong improvement strategies include Richard Wallace, who stayed long enough in Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania, in the mid-1980s to put in place a highly structured curriculum that made sure low-income and minority students were taught basic skills. John Murphy stayed long enough in Charlotte, North Carolina, to put in place a reform plan that
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  	held school principals strictly accountable for annual student improvement, based on carefully designed district tests. Joseph A. Fernandez stayed long enough in Dade County, Florida, to decentralize significant decisionmaking power to individual schools and institute a program that kept pace with rapidly growing school enrollment by creating focused, thematic new schools. Alvarado left his job for San Diego; Wallace retired; Murphy resigned under pressure from a new school board; and Fernandez left Dade County for New York City. In every case but Alvarado's, however, when the superintendent left, his reform program was dismantled, watered down, or superceded.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Leadership transitions happen for many reasonssometimes because the superintendent burns out or is offered a more exciting opportunity, and sometimes because the superintendent's aggressive pursuit of a reform strategy has hurt too many feelings and stimulated too many complaints. For whatever reason, such transitions almost always send local community leaders back to square one, with no particular idea about how to reform the school system other than to find someone whose ideas are a sharp departure from the previous superintendent's.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	If a leader emerges who has a strategy bold enough to make a difference, he or she is likely to be brought down by opponents or drawn away by another district that will pay almost anything to get someone who offers hope. When that happens, the reform strategy, which depended almost entirely on the leader's energy and prestige, quickly collapses.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Adult Property Rights
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	School systems are constrained by past commitments made to civil service employees, both in the schools and in the central office, and by the political aspirations of city school board members. Teachers, principals, and central-office staff members expect lifetime job security, and many have tenure in their jobs. Because the vast preponderance of school system expenditures are for personnel costs, these property rights greatly constrain what can be done to change schools. Further, unions' natural efforts to increase current employees' pay and benefits establish pressures on the use of spending increases. Thus, even when there is new money, public school systems encounter difficulty in changing the ways they do business.
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  	Similarly, school board members often run for office to start political careers by building reputations for delivering the goods for particular constituencies. The capacity to make policy affecting any school at any time increases board members' bargaining power with school administrators and increases their ability to do favors for constituents and arrange jobs and contracts for supporters. Not all board members attempt these things, and many administrators resist them. But overall, board members' political interests limit school systems' capacity to develop and follow clear improvement strategies.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Taken together these "property rights" make it difficult for districts to renew themselves by introducing large numbers of new employees and creating real performance incentives. They also constrain most searches for school improvement to the current public education system. School superintendents and other community leaders cannot ask the broad question, "How can we make sure that every child in this community gets the education that best meets his or her needs?" They must instead ask a much more limited question, "How much change will the current holders of jobs and political positions agree to, and within those limitations, how can we improve the schools?"
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	The former question is the one that community leaders outside the school system would like to ask and that many parents (including the more than 75 percent of African American parents who want more choices among schools) wish were asked. If the broader question were asked, the answer certainly would not be the exact mix of schools a big city now has.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Options eliminated by a hold-harmless commitment to jobs include efforts to place children from abjectly failing schools into private schools where their chances might be better; efforts to strengthen the existing infrastructure of privately operated schools that should be considered fragile community assets, not irrelevant foreign enterprises; assistance to home-schooling parents (as is being provided by several urban districts in the Pacific Northwest), to ensure that they have access to good instructional materials and methods of assessing student learning; and encouraging private investment in new school design and start-up. None of these options might be the right one, but none should be ruled out solely because it threatens jobs.
12 Accepting such a constraint violates the most fundamental principles of public education, by putting the interests of the adult generation ahead of those of children. A system driven to answer
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  	the question "How can we make sure that every child in this community gets the education that best meets her needs?" will require changes in laws and property rights.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	To quote Richard P. Nathan:
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  	Mancur Olsen  observes that as political systems get older the leaders of the strongest interests become increasingly adept at turf preservation. They know how to move the system to hold onto power.  One can think of government reform as needing to be cyclical, a kind of continuing catharsis process, whereby pockets of entrenched power need  to be weakened.
13 
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	A Proposal for Creating Systems of Strong Schools
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	How can cities create new supplies of strong schools in the face of such challenges? Are the habits and practices that undergird the present systemreliance on mandates that weaken schools, self-defeating approaches to democracy, episodic and disjointed elite intervention, leadership instability, and adult property rightstoo much for any reform strategy to overcome? The answer is no. All these factors can be overcome by an integrated reform strategy that focuses all resources and political energies on the task of creating a new supply of coherent and reliable schools. The strategy has four parts:
	

	

	


	
	
		
  	
  	

	

	
  	1.
	

	

	


	Stabilize schools via contracts that establish school missions and performance expectations.
	2.	Stabilize leadership and strategy by defining system capacities in terms of school incentives, capabilities, and opportunities.
	3.	Focus policies on encouraging coherent schools.
	4.	Incubate new school leadership teams, combining private and public resources.




	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Stabilize Schools Via Mission and Performance Agreements
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Within the past several years, the following statement has become a cliché: "The mission of the central office is to assist schools, not to control them." Virtually every school system that makes any pretense at decentralization has adopted this formula, even if nothing else has been done to empower individual schools or weaken the central office's grip. The statement is hollow because the people making it normally assume
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  	that the central office will continue performing all extraschool functions and will still be staffed by large numbers of appointed executives and civil servants.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	An alternative vision is that the political and bureaucratic structures of the public education system exist for the sole purpose of performing irreducibly public functions, that is, authorizing schools to receive public funds, assessing the productivity of individual schools, ensuring that a large enough supply of effective schools is available to permit every student to attend one, ensuring that students of all races and economic groups have equal access to all schools, and helping students whose schools have failed them find better alternatives.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	This alternative vision requires that individual schools' relationships with public authorities be constitutional. The powers of the central office must be clear and limited, and the terms of reference under which individual schools operate must be expressly agreed to in advance. Each school should operate under a specific agreementa contractbetween itself and the school board. This contract should define each school's mission, guarantee of public funding, and grounds for accountability. Such agreements would have two partiesthe local school board, which promises to waive all rules but those pertaining to civil rights and proper use of public funds to allow a school to provide a focused and distinctive instructional program, and the school itself, which promises to provide the agreed-on services, use public funds and assets responsibly, and produce student outcomes to be judged by pre-agreed standards.
14 
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Under this vision, each school would become a real organization with its own staff, mission, and approach to instruction. Some existing public schools could be transformed into contract schools, benefiting from far greater control over their funds, staff, and instructional programs. Other schools could be entirely new organizations, created expressly to take advantage of the mixture of freedom and performance opportunity that contracting provides.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Families would choose schools, and oversubscribed schools would be filled on a lottery basis. Schools would receive public fundsreal dollarson a per-pupil basis and use the funds to hire teachers, buy instructional materials, and provide all other services. The local public school board and central office would lack the authority or administrative capacity to micromanage schools or compete with school staff members
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  	for control of curriculum, instructional methods, in-service training, or teacher selection and evaluation. The board and central office would be investors and portfolio managers, supporting schools struggling to improve, causing new schools to be organized in place of failed ones, supporting expansion or imitation of successful schools, and terminating spending on failed schools.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	As presented by Paul T. Hill, Lawrence C. Pierce, and James Guthrie, the contracting idea applies to agreements between school boards and existing public schools or new public schools started in response to school board requests for proposals. However, the general idea could be extended to include agreements between school boards and existing private schools, under which private schools either accepted public funds as students' full tuition or agreed to educate some students supported by public funds alongside other students whose parents paid tuition. In this extended form, contracting could include all the diverse methods of supplying schools identified by Diane Ravitch and Joseph Viteritti.
15 
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	This proposal strengthens democracy by opening up previously closed options. Duly elected or appointed leaders can as legitimately decide to differentiate services and give scope to professional expertise and small unit leadership as to control everything below them with decisions bargained out centrally. As is evident in other fields of public service, democratic control does not require regulation in such detail that people acting on behalf of the public are unable to act effectively. Congress does not prescribe research protocols for the Centers for Disease Control and Prevention, and it does not require that every U.S. fighter pilot follow the same predictable routine. In those situations, the democratically elected leader's job is to provide resources and set boundaries within which professionals can act effectively to attain public ends.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	When differentiation, leadership, and professional initiative are necessary for the accomplishment of a public purpose, there is no reason that a democracy cannot create structures with these attributes. Duly elected officials can manage a portfolio of schools that are different by design to meet different needs and, in the face of technical uncertainty, allow pursuit of different theories about how a given end can best be attained.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Defining governmental processes to make democracy consistent with effective institutions does not eliminate politics. Public officialsschool
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  	boards, but with different missions and powers than the boards of todaywill still need to manage disagreements about the boundaries of what is permissible (whether schools can pursue separatist agendas or teach as fact ideas that are contrary to settled conclusions of science) and ration scarce resources (deciding, if enough money is provided to start only one new school this year, whether to authorize one for a new immigrant group, parents wanting a career-oriented high school, or educators wanting to start a new school based on exploration of the Internet).
16 However, these decisions can always be made in terms that preserve the institutional integrity and capacity of individual schools. It is possible and, from most points of view better, for a board to authorize one of the three schools described above rather than to force creation of one school that is rendered incoherent by the requirement that it meet all three sets of demands.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	This vision recognizes the public interest in schooling, in ensuring that students learn basic skills, prepare for responsible lives as earners and citizens, and understand basic democratic values. To protect these public interests, it requires that every school operate under an explicit agreement with a duly authorized local school board. A school's agreement would be specific to the school, respecting the special needs of its students and the particular objectives associated with the school's method of instruction. However, the agreement would also provide that all students must take examinations based on state standards and that school continuation depends at least in part on continuous improvement in students' scores on those tests.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Schools would also have to attract and keep families that were free to enroll their children in the public school of their choice. Schools would therefore be accountable both to parents and to public authorities, balancing the private and public interests in schooling.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	How a contract school system would work is best explained in terms of the roles that key actors would play.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	School Board.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	The two main functions of the school board would be, first, to enter into a set of school-specific agreements that would, in the aggregate, offer a range of programs and services that meet the diverse needs of the local student population and, second, to ensure that all children receive a quality education and have equal access to all schools.17 To meet these objectives, the board would determine the needs of the district, create and maintain a portfolio of diverse schools to meet those
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  	needs, evaluate schools and provide public information about all schools' performance, close and replace schools that consistently fail their students, and supervise fair admissions processes.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	As the manager of a portfolio of different schools, school board would have to expect that parents would have preferences and want to choose among schools. Parents would be choosers and customers. Parents could also petition the school board to provide a type of school that was not locally available or to reproduce an oversubscribed school. However, parental choice would not eliminate the school board's responsibility for school accountability and quality control.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	For children whose parents do not take the initiative to leave a bad school, the board would provide other protections against school failure. A board could close schools that fail to honor their promises and open new schools in their place or threaten to cancel the contracts of low-performing schools unless they make prompt improvements. A board could also maintain quality by pruning its portfolio of schools, meaning the lowest performing schools routinely could be closed and reconstituted or replaced. In some cases, school boards might have to close popular but consistently low-performing schools.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	School closing and reconstitution can be done without chilling innovation in other schools if performance criteria are made clear in advance and if remedial actions are focused on the individual schools concerned and do not lead to re-regulation of all schools. In cases requiring reconstitution, boards could make up-front investments, in planning, in selection and advance training of staff, and in finding advisers that could help new schools match their pedagogy to the needs of the children to be served.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	The Superintendent.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	With the board functioning as a portfolio manager, the superintendent would become the chief executive officer of a highly diversified organization. Though the board would have ultimate authority, the superintendent would be its main adviser in suggesting appropriate performance measures for particular schools, supervising their evaluation, interpreting evaluation results for the board, and recommending whether the board should continue to fund and assist a particular school or encourage formation of an alternative.
18 
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Playing this role, the superintendent would be heavily engaged in long-range planning and analysis of the match between the community's needs
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  	and the mixture of schools it provides. A superintendent would supervise a central-office staff responsible for negotiating agreements with individual schools and advising the board on whether to approve proposed agreements; keeping school-based financial accounts and writing checks to schools on the basis of their enrollments; helping schools identify and select sources of assistance; evaluating individual schools; managing a lottery-based student admissions process for schools that were oversubscribed; and publishing information about individual schools' programs and performance under the criteria specified in their contracts.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	The Central Administration.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Central administrative offices would change dramatically and shrink accordingly, but they would not wither away. Central offices would not employ large numbers of staff development, curriculum, or compliance specialists. They would, however, employ people capable of helping schools gain access to independent sources of help in such areas. They could also offer some services, such as building maintenance, food service, payroll, and negotiation with insurance and retirement plan providers. However, schools must be free to choose between purchasing services from the central office or elsewhere.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Teachers Unions.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Removing the school board and central office from the process of delivering instruction and defining school operations makes schools the primary managers of education. Schools would choose their own teachers. They might seek assistance in the hiring process from the central office or the teachers union; schools might also simply consult a registry of certified teachers or advertise job vacancies on the open market.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Teachers and administrators would be free to assess and select their workplaces, and they would have the right, as do all Americans, to form and join unions. Schools might accept a district-set salary schedule, or some might prefer to let salaries be set by the market. In any case, schools could compete for good staff by providing incentives to prospective teachers, such as a good benefits package or training programs. Teachers could demand higher pay for difficult situations or heavy responsibilities, and schools could offer bonuses for high performance.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	The role of teachers unions would change, but unions would not disappear. Teachers would still need a professional association. Teachers unions would continue to engage in activities such as arranging insurance and other fringe benefits for teachers. They might also training for
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  	current and prospective teachers and act as hiring halls or guilds from which schools could find teaching talent.
19 Unions might even enter agreements to manage certain schools.20 If they ran some schools, teacher unions would no longer simply be labor; they would also become entrepreneurs or providers, such as professionals in other fields such as law, medicine, and accounting.21 
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	School Operators.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Schools would be independent organizations, legal persons and fiscal agents bound to the local public school board only by contract. Thus, a whole new class of organizationspublic school contractorswould arise. Many of these contractors would be formed out of the staffs and parents of formerly district-run public schools. Others would be new nonprofits formed expressly to seek school contracts or existing nonprofit organizations that decided to pursue their missions by providing public education. These could include teachers unions, social service organizations, higher education institutions, libraries, museums, charitable organizations, and interfaith coalitions. Profit-making firms could also seek contracts, but they would be subject to the same contractual obligations as nonprofits. Enforcement of student outcome requirements and competition from nonprofits would limit profit taking (just as competition from profitmakers would limit nonprofits' ability to operate inefficiently). Wise local school boards would try to maintain mixed portfolios of for- and non-profit schools, to promote open and vigorous competition.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Independent Assistance Providers.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Schools would have broad discretion about what goods and services to buy and from whom. Private organizations could sell goods and services ranging from books and pencils to tutoring services. Groups of teachers could offer and schools could buy specialized services (for example, tutoring for slow-learning students; whole courses in foreign languages, science, and mathematics). Schools might contract with building maintenance organizations, accounting firms, and even law firms that could advise, for example, on drafting an agreement with the central office or complying with labor or civil rights laws.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	A whole industry of private and public providers is likely to grow up around a public education system designed to provide strong schools. School system central offices and state-funded regional service districts might compete for schools' business, but they should not be able to anoint
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  	themselves sole providers. A system in which schools control funds and can choose among independent vendors has a great advantage over a service monopoly by the central-office bureaucracy; a school can fire and replace an ineffective provider.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	The assistance requirements of a system of strong schools are incompatible with the traditional one-size-fits-all training and assistance that state education agencies and local central offices have traditionally provided. Schools need help, but they need to get it in times and in ways that are consistent with school-level control of funds and responsibility for instructional strategy. Some assistance might come from government-funded organizations, but schools must be free to purchase help from credible private sources as well. Schools' control of funds and capacity to purchase assistance can spur the creation of a mixed public and private infrastructure of assistance providers.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Focus the Whole System on Schools' Incentives,

Capabilities, and Opportunities
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Political changes and career moves by successful individuals are inevitable, but school systems need to find ways euther to reduce superintendent turnover or to stabilize improvement strategies and ensure that new superintendents build upon past efforts. The contracting-based vision of the local public education system can lead to such stabilization because it:
	

	

	


	
	
		
  	
  	

	

	
  	
	

	

	


	Clarifies the superintendent's job so that the district's basic strategy for providing schools and for intervening in low-performing schools is stably defined. Furthermore, this strategy can then become the basis of preemployment agreements with new superintendents, and its execution can become the basis of his or her continuation in the job. Expected school outcomes and measures of the superintendent's effectiveness in implementing the strategy can be spelled out in the hiring contract.
		Clarifies, via local policy and changes in state law, the school board's job so that members need to consider the educational costs of abrupt changes in districtwide direction. Long-term school performance agreements are major moves in this direction. Boards hoping to mandate districtwide changes would have to negotiate with schools whose agreements were still in force. School leaders would have strong incentives to say why the initiatives would interfere with ongoing school improvement efforts.
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	Clarifies the communitywide reform strategy so that civic leaders can focus their energies on helping monitor and implement a well-founded communitywide reform strategy rather than rushing in episodically to craft new ones. Because the contract-based reform strategy focuses on strengthening schools and makesall schools, whether operated by public or private agencies, part of a broad community partnership to educate all children, it eliminates the current contention between elites who would strengthen public education and those who would abandon it.




	
  	
  	

	

	
  	The key to stabilizing the system is a permanent commitment to strengthening schools as organizations and to using as many methods as necessary to place children in schools that will work for them. This strategy is a sharp departure from the current urban education management strategy, which relies on central-office initiatives, not school-level initiative and problem solving, to improve instruction, and makes so many rules that teachers and administrators normally think they have little freedom of action. It redefines a public school as any school approved by a duly authorized public school board to educate the community's children. It departs from the current limited definition of public education as a set of programs and schools operated by a politically controlled civil service bureaucracy, by including all the community's publicly funded efforts to educate its children.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	A strategy of supplying a strong school for every child in the city would require different relationships between the system and individual schools. The system must be redesigned to create incentives for school performance, ways of increasing school capabilities, and opportunities and freedoms for school staff to solve problems, innovate, and take responsibility for the results of their action.
22 
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	For ten years, school improvement efforts have recognized that performance pressures in public education are too weak. In some areas, schools can fail students for generations without being closed or fundamentally changed. Teachers and principals, protected by civil service status, also can continue working for a long time without doing a good job. Reform is not suppose to exposed teachers and schools to unnecessary or unsympathetic criticism, but it must clarify that performance matters. It does so simply by emphasizing children's learning, rewarding
	

	

	















 

  	
  	
  	
  



	




	Page 440

	
  	
  	

	

	
  	schools and individuals that make a positive difference, and removing children from situations where they are not learning.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Efforts to increase school capabilities are also essential. Some schools might improve to some degree on their own, but the dramatic increases needed in student learning require expertise that many struggling inner-city schools now lack. Schools need help devising improvement plans and assessing their own progress. Many current teachers need to refresh their subject matter knowledge, and some need to upgrade their basic skills. Schools need to be able to fill teacher vacancies with the best available people, not just those who are on the top of the civil service transfer list. New methods, books, computerized databases, advice, and training will not all appear spontaneously. They will have to be created by state, local, and private investment, and they will have to be made available to schools that have the incentives to use them.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	The opportunity dimension of a school supply strategy is equally important but less well recognized. Too often teachers and principals feel that they are caught in a web of rules and spending constraints that does not allow them to innovate, experiment, or quickly abandon an initiative that is not producing results. Schools need opportunities of two kinds: They need to be relieved of rules that limit and routinize instruction, and they need to be free to use staff and money in creative ways. Some think schools will ultimately need more money, and they might. But the first thing they need is the opportunity to make full use of the money and talents they now have.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Some city school systems are trying to remake themselves on the principles of individual school incentives, capabilities, and opportunity. By far the best known such effort to create a climate more conducive to school-by-school development is in New York City's Community School District 2, led until fall 1998 by Superintendent Anthony Alvarado. The District 2 program is being documented by teams from Harvard University and the University of Pittsburgh, led by Richard F. Elmore and Lauren Resnick.
23 Alvarado, who was superintendent in District 2 for eleven years and spent more than twenty years as superintendent of another community district and then as New York City schools chancellor, has led a districtwide reform effort that, in Elmore's words, creates ''a strong belief systemor a culture of shared valuesin the
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  	system around instructional improvement that binds the work of teachers and administrators into a coherent set of values and programs."
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	The District 2 initiative combines improvement plans tailored to the needs of specific schools, consolidation of diverse sources of professional development funds so they could be focused on initiatives jointly agreed to by the superintendent and school leaders, and increases the superintendent and senior district staff members' visibility in the schools and their opportunities to engage teachers and principals in talk about instructional quality. It also includes the superintendent's close monitoring of school performance, such as student scores on demanding new standards-based tests and replacement of principals who cannot or will not handle the demands imposed on them, and turnover of teachers in a situation where a vast number is available.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Though reporting to date has emphasized one aspect of the District 2 reformits substantial investment in school capacity via teacher professional developmentthe incentive and opportunity aspects of Alvarado's initiative are equally well developed. Alvarado had created incentives for principals and teachers to cooperate with efforts to transform the schools and to use funds for teacher professional development as basic resources for school problem solving. The incentives are straightforward: Teachers and principals who want to work in the context of Alvarado's plan are encouraged to stay, and those who oppose it are encouraged to go. The majority of principals have been replaced with individuals selected by Alvarado, dozens of teachers have transferred to other New York City districts to get away from Alvarado's plan, and similar numbers have transferred into District 2 to take part in it. Some schools that have not improved are under threat of closure and reconstitution. The opportunity side of the District 2 initiative is also well developed: Principals who negotiate an improvement plan with Alvarado can gain freedom of action to transform their school's staff and instructional programs.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	The striking student test results reported by Elmore validate the importance of this approach. However, how lessons can be carried from the District 2 contextin which an extremely skillful and experienced leader transforms a K-8 district that is embedded in a larger public school system and can therefore easily draw teachers and principals from surrounding
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  	districts and export uncooperative staff members to those districtsto other districts that have fewer advantages is not clear. District 2 does provide an existence proof of an effective reform strategy that combines incentives, capacity building, and opportunity.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	A well-known and overt strategy of reform such as Alvarado's can also stabilize basic community support. Similarly, careful tracking of a reform strategy's progressof its failures as well as its successescan ensure that the reform will endure. Too often, local reform initiatives are set in motion without any specific plans for overseeing their operation or measuring their effects. An instructive exception is Chicago, where the University of Chicago-based Consortium for School Reform has conducted hard-nosed assessments of whether schools have changed as expected. A mixture of good and bad news has helped city leaders and educators adapt and strengthen an initially incomplete reform. Establishing performance baselines, benchmarks against which to measure progress, and a rigorous monitoring capability are all essential elements of a reform strategy. Monitoring plans are also good checks of the logic of a reform: If it is impossible to say what a reform effort should be accomplishing at some future time, it is very likely that the strategy can be effective.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Support Development of Coherent Schools
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Coherent schoolsschools where all teachers and staff members discipline their collaboration via a common set of goals for students and ideas about instructionare important because they ensure that students will learn and that parents, students, and teachers all know what to expect. Such schools are alike in some ways and different in others. All are simple, focused on student learning, collaborative, personalized, responsive, willing to face and overcome their own weaknesses, and open to parents. Effective schools differ in the instructional methods and materials they choose, how they select and train their teachers, and how they help students who are struggling to learn.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Unfortunately, leaders responsible for education reform often confuse the aspects of effective schools that should vary from school to school with those that should be the same. Thus, school boards often struggle with questions regarding what texts and instructional methods all schools
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  	should choose, how all teachers should be retrained, and by what formal processes struggling students should get help. Unfortunately, if these issues are settled by citywide deliberation and mandated for all schools, necessary differences among schools become impossible. Teachers and principals cannot make the choices necessary to take advantage of the specific strengths of their students and teachers. Lack of freedom drives out initiative and responsibility and fosters concern for compliancethus recreating the weaknesses of the education system that reform was supposed to remedy.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Coherent, productive schools do not just happen and they seldom emerge from the staffs of low-performing schools that are required to improve. Most coherent schools are deliberately started from scratch. They arise from the interaction of ideas about instruction and from hard collaborative work among teachers. The adults in a school must work together to learn many thingshow to put basic ideas into practice, how to judge whether students are progressing satisfactorily, how to adapt the instructional program when students are not learning all they should or when society demands that students learn new things, when to collaborate and when to work independently, when to compromise and when to allow dissidents to split off. Ongoing research about how schools become coherent and effective demonstrates:
24 
	

	

	


	
	
		
  	
  	

	

	
  	
	

	

	


	The centrality of ideas. Coherent schools are not slavishly devoted to cloning other schools, but all used some existing conception of how a school might operate as a starting point for their own development. Most rely on frequent contact with the educational theorists or organizations whose ideas inspire the school and show how its parts can work together.
		The importance of collaboration. Coherent, productive schools leave nothing to chance. School leaders understand the importance of teacher collaboration and problem solving, and they engage teachers in decisions that matter to them. Leaders also directly manage staff hiring and socialization as processes that can profoundly affect school climate and performance.
		Why neither ideas nor process is sufficient. Unless guided by ideas about instruction, no process is likely to create a coherent, productive school. Schools that try to increase productivity via group process without strong guiding principles have been unable to create the degree of staff cooperation required for productive work.
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  	Understanding the sources of school coherency is not enough. Schools need environments in which they can develop and maintain consistent strategies of instruction and both make and keep promises to parents. These capacities require the kind of district environment in which schools control funds, employ and evaluate staff, choose their own governance and administrative structures, attract parents on the basis of experiences and results the school promises to provide children, and are held accountable for performance, not compliance. Such an environment makes coherent schools possible, but it does not guarantee that they will always arise. In addition, individual schools need to:
	

	

	


	
	
		
  	
  	

	

	
  	
	

	

	


	Start with one or a few individuals with ideas about how a school can work and what students should know. This can be done by offering outstanding local teachers and principals the opportunity to describe the kind of school they would create, by issuing a request for proposals that allows anyone with an idea to propose a school plan (this has been done with some success in Chicago and Dade County), or by hiring an organization in business to run schools, including some of the New American Schools (NAS) design teams and for-profit firms such as Edison, Sabis, and Alternative Public Schools.
		Make the ideas on which the schools is based as explicit and public as possible, so that teachers and parents who consider the school can understand what is offered and expected.
		Support the development of a tradition of strong and authoritative leadership that can focus the actions of staff and students around the school's core ideas, and resist changeswhether proposed internally or imposed via external mandatesthat compromise the school's commitments or divert its resources.
		Build strong external constituencies of three kindscustomers (families who trust the school and rely on it to educate their children), external supporters (donors and intellectual mentors who buttress the school financially and educationally), and validators (employers and higher-level schools to which students aspire and that can provide feedback on the school's performance).




	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Starting a school from scratch is difficult, but turning around a school with a tradition of low expectations and lax work habits is even harder. Reflecting these difficulties, most coherent schools, including private and independent schools, start with a model or exemplar in mindan
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  	educational philosopher whose ideas they intend to put into practice or a school elsewhere that they hope to imitate. Many coherent schools are started by people who have worked in exemplar schools and want either to provide a similar school to a new community or to improve on what they regard as an essentially sound model. Some are formed by groups hived off from existing schools; founders self-consciously build their schools around a core staff of people who share commitments and past experiences.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Incubate New School Leadership Teams
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Today, if a major city decided to replace its current schools with a new supply of coherent schools, far fewer groups would be prepared to run such schools than there were opportunities. How can large numbers of new urban schools be created in a short time, or at least be prepared to do so when the opportunity arises? This is not a familiar problem, and nobody has thought much about it.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	One promising idea is a new schools incubator, which would provide opportunities for groups of teachers and administrators to learn how to construct and operate well-defined, coherent new schools. Designed to operate like a new business incubator, the institution would provide a place where potential new school leadership teams could work together formulating school goals and methods and creating strategies for staff hiring and socialization and family recruitment. Also like a business incubator, such an institution would put potential new school leadership teams in touch with lawyers, accountants, personnel, insurance, and real estate experts who could help them find start-up funding; prepare for their contract negotiations with the local school board; create personnel and benefit systems; find, lease, and prepare a school facility; obtain necessary insurance, and so on.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Incubators could also help schools via.
25 
	

	

	


	
	
		
  	
  	

	

	
  	
	

	

	


	Workshops for new school providers in which potential leaders of new schools can learn about school start-up and management from leaders of currently functioning schools, including charter schools and independent private schools. Such workshops could also help school leaders form mutual support groups, helping them visit schools they might imitate and arranging for them to try out their instructional methods in friendly schools.
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	School development schoolslike teacher professional development schools except that they allow the staff of a prospective new school to train together in an environment they might imitatecould allow potential new school providers to develop their ideas and build good staff collaboration.
		School shadowing arrangements, in which key staff of a potential new school could work closely with their counterparts in a school whose basic approach they hope to imitate.
		Staff circulation arrangements whereby key staff members from a school that another group would like to imitate temporarily join the staff of the new school.
		School pairing or hiving, in which a new school is established as a branch of an existing one, with key staff members who understand the source school permanently assigned to the new school as leaders, selectors of staff, trainers, and eventually as regular administrators and teachers.




	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Taken together, these activities could greatly increase the numbers and capacities of groups that could take advantage of opportunities to run new coherent schools.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	The incubator idea complements, but is not the same as, the school design created by New American Schools. That organization has supported development of eight design teams, assembled to create new approaches to instruction and school management. Because NAS has sought to work for conventional school districts, which want help for existing schools, NAS teams are not now prepared to operate schools themselves or to start new ones. The new school design efforts supported by the federal government's Porter-Obey billsponsored by Illinois Republican representative John Edward Porter and Wisconsin Democratic representative David R. Obeywill also resemble NAS design teams. The same is true for other organizations that try to help schools take on distinctive approaches to education, for example, Paideia, the School Excellence network, the International Baccalaureate, the Coalition of Essential Schools, Stanford University's Accelerated Schools, and E. D. Hirsch, Jr.'s Core Knowledge Foundation. None of these is now prepared to run schools or to incubate a new supply of schools, but their ideas, instructional materials, and teacher training methods are almost certainly adaptable to that task.
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  	Neither government nor private profit-seeking firms such as Edison are likely to create such general-purpose incubators. Current school board and teacher union interests, and their powerful representation in state capitals and Washington, D.C., make it unlikely that government will take the necessary initiative. Private sector firms are making supply-related investments in some places (for example, the Ball Seed company is starting a group of charter schools in Arizona and expects to expand to other states). But most will wait until demand is obviousat which time at least some localities might lose their opportunity to create a choice system for lack of a supply resource.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Foundation investment is the best hope for investment in development of new schools. One or more major national foundations could support a new schools incubator program that would pay the up-front design and salaries costs. A national incubator program could rapidly expand to particular states and localities likely to experience demand for new schools, whether because communities have adopted the ideas presented here or are experimenting with voucher or charter school programs.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Conclusion
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Taken together, the four strategiesstablize schools via mission and performance agreements; stabilize leadership and strategy by defining system capacities in terms of school incentives, capabilities, and opportunities; focus policy on development of coherent schools; and incubate new schoolscan solve or bypass the five problems in creating a supply of effective public schools in big cities. They eliminate destructive reliance on mandates by refocusing the attention of educational and civic leaders on strengthening individual schools, instead of on creating uniform rules for all schools. The strategies replace a peculiar and self-defeating version of democratic control with one that is compatible with school differentiation and effectiveness. They stabilize school district leadership and limit episodic intervention by community elites by fixing a permanent community policyensuring that every child can attend a coherent school by continuously strengthening the community's supply of such schoolsand focusing public and private efforts on the implementation
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  	of that strategy. They limit adult property rights by making teachers employees of schools and making schools organizations whose existence depends on performanceand by replacing a civil service-run district central office by one that is mostly funded by schools' voluntary purchases of services.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Urban communities can have coherent, effective schools. But to get them they must work directly on the problem of how to support individual schools and avoid trying to find and mandate universal resolutions to conflicts that cannot be resolved, such as what is the one best instructional method for all children or how to force all schools to reconcile the many different needs and legitimate aspirations present in any urban community.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Comment by Kati Haycock
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	The basic idea of Paul T. Hill's paper is that big-city school systems are not working primarily for two reasons. First, the students in them are more disadvantaged than ever before and, second, the system's capacity to produce an adequate supply of good schools is weaker than ever before.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Hill attributes that capacity problem to five factors:
	

	

	


	
	
		
  	
  	

	

	
  	1.
	

	

	


	Court orders and government regulations that emerge from a kind of categorical approach to policymaking, which produces schools that are dominated by mandates and inattentive to instruction and student learning;
	2.	Misconceptions about democracy that drive local policymakers toward districtwide one-size-fits-all policymaking that often interferes with individual schools' ability to create their own coherent focus;
	3.	Episodic crisis intervention by civic and political leaders who have ill-founded, partial understandings of how to improve schools;
	4.	Instability of school system leaders (about a three-year average tenure for new superintendents) and the propensity to create a new direction for reform every time a new superintendent is appointed; and
	5.	A kind of stranglehold of adult property rights, including expectations about teachers and administrators for lifetime job security, union acceptance of salary increases that limit what can be spent on educational reform, and school board members' aspirations for higher office that often lead them toward a sort of patronage use of their positions.
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  	Hill basically asks, How can cities create systems of strong schools in the face of those challenges? His answer is an integrated reform strategy that, essentially, focuses all of the resources and political energy of a school district on creating a supply of coherent, reliable schools. His strategy has four parts.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	The first part involves stabilizing schools via contracts between school boards and individual schools. The idea is a kind of radically reduced role for school districts, which focuses on what Hill calls "irreducibly public functions" of such districts, including authorizing schools to receive public dollars, assessing productivity, and ensuring equal access to such schools. Schools would operate under a contract that would define their mission, guarantee public financing, and set forth the terms for accountability. Such contracts could be provided either through existing schools in the public sector, to new public schools, or to private schools that were willing to abide by the terms of such contracts. The performance criteria would be made clear in advance and would require different rules for everybody in the systemfrom school board through teachers unions.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	The second part of his reform strategy would focus the whole system on creating good individual schools; specifically, by focusing on incentives for school performance, ways of increasing school capacity, and new opportunities and freedom for school staffs.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	The third part is to support the development of coherent schools with a common set of goals for students and common ideas about instruction. Hill acknowledges that those do not develop easily or overnight, but he proposes a variety of strategies for doing that.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	The fourth piece of his strategy is part of the effort to support the development of coherent schools, which is an incubation process for new school leadership that would build from established ideas about coherent schools.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Hill argues that, taken together, this four-part strategy can either solve or bypass the five problems with which he began his analysis. So, the question is: How does someone like me who has spent the last twenty years working to improve public schools serving minority and poor kids respond both to his analysis and to the proposal?
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	On the analysis side, I am mostly comfortable with what Hill says, as far as he goes. I could quibble with a few of his particulars. One example is his description of the effects of categorical programs. Nobody is
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  	more familiar than I am with the perverse effects of loading categorical programs onto schools. My mental touchstone is a school in West Oakland, California, with about nine hundred students living in severe poverty. In that school, according to the principal, ninety-nine special programs were operating, most of them government-funded. What did that principal do with her time? Focus on instruction? No, she was mostly concerned about coordinating those categorical programs. It is important to remember, though, that virtually all of the restrictions on the use of categorical dollars were eliminated in 1994. While some might argue that this change came too late, because the people employed in those programs are already on board, there is a risk in overstating the problem by referring to categorical programs in their old ways.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Another example is the idea that teacher property rights prevent districts from hiring more energetic people. While that may still be true of some school districts, teachers are abandoning the vast majority of large-city school districts in droves as a result of retirement and for other reasons. Many big-city school systems are hiring thousands of new teachers every year. Thus they have the flexibility to hire new and more energetic people.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	On Hill's proposal itself, I am of two minds. Part of me resonates to the core idea that districts need to view their missions almost solely in terms of creating a supply of high-quality schools. And I agree with the idea that focusing on the creation and support of individual schools, as opposed to this kind of districtwide approach, is vastly better than what is being done now. The other part of me, however, thinks that Hill's claims for what this approach may accomplish, especially in terms of political leadership stability, are somewhat overblown. I find four areas particularly troubling.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	First, I am troubled by the claim that the freedom to create and innovate will result in many high-quality schools. The evidence on that is, at best, mixed. The capacity to help create good high-quality schools is extraordinary limited. That is, lots of bad will be createdalong with the good. And, unfortunately, the evidence suggests that bad is tolerated for way too long. Therefore, careful attention must be given to cutting losses quicker and to eliminating bad when it appears.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Second, I worry that, while this strategy may overcome the five barriers that Hill listed, it will not overcome some of the barriers not mentioned. In particular, resource bases in many big-city school districts are
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  	vastly weaker than those of the surrounding jurisdictions and the available supply of quality teachers is grossly insufficient.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Diane Ravitch and I have been focusing a fair amount of energy on the teacher-quality question because of the current reauthorization of the Higher Education Acts. As a result, we have studied the emerging research from Boston, Tennessee, and Texas, among other places, about the impact of teacher quality. The research clearly reveals that a large part of the low achievement in large-city school districts is a function of bad teachers. The evidence suggests that, if minority kids simply had access to teachers of the same quality as kids in the suburbs, somewhere between half and two-thirds of the achievement gap between them and other kids will go away. Yet proposals such as Hill's do not attend at all to the issue of teacher quality. Will having more creative, coherent schools have some positive impact on that problem? Yes. Would it be a sufficient impact? No.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Third, Hill is silent on anything beyond what I would call ''customized and partial form of accountability." What about standards? What about common and publicly reported assessments? I am with Isabel V. Sawhill on this issue. Why does Hill refuse to deal squarely with this issue? Why are people who advocate these strategies so silent on this issue?
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	I, and those like me, find very troubling the unwillingness of many choice schools to submit themselves to normal forms of assessment and accountability. This situation clearly raises suspicions about what the real motives are here. That, in effect, leads me to my final and biggest worry about Hill's approachand even more about the charter and voucher proposals that are close cousins of it. I want to talk a bit about what Howard Fuller said, in part because I share his passion. However, I have reached a different conclusion.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	I have been fighting this fight for about twenty years, all of which have been wholly wrapped up in a series of different efforts to try to close the achievement gap that separates minority and poor kids from other kids. I am not sure anybody is more frustrated than I am at the pace of change. Improvements are seen in some systems that are taking a different approach, such as El Paso. Nevertheless, it is hard not to be deeply frustrated and deeply angry about the slowness of reform.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Those on the charter and voucher side hold out the prospect of faster results, but with a different vision of how to get there, a vision that is
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  	deeply worrisome. Maybe this is the conservative side of me talkingthe side that does not feel comfortable with the future of the United States if Armenians are educated separately from Baptists who are educated separately from Islamic students and so on. I am, in other words, deeply troubled by the willingness to abandon the notion of a common culture. However, if the evidence were clear that this would produce greater achievement results, I might be tempted to support itworried but tempted. But, the evidence is far from clear. And I am not willing to abandon the notion about what America should be, for results that, at best, are a tiny bit betteror, often, no better at all.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Comment by Robert Maranto
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	This paper represents the views of the author alone and not those of the Federal Executive Institute or the U.S. Office of Personnel Management. I wish to thank Frederick Hess and April Gresham for sharing their ideas. The usual caveats apply.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Paul T. Hill succinctly explains what ails urban public schools as organizations and outlines a compelling alternative vision of strong, autonomous schools. In effect, Hill wants to make individual public schools into what those in the "reinventing government" business call Performance Based Organizations (PBOs).
26 PBOs have missions that can be easily identified and quantified. In exchange for meeting specified goals, PBOs are essentially deregulated public organizations. Hill wants to grant schools autonomy in exchange for meeting the goals specified in their contracts and winning the support of a sufficient number of parents. While I like Hill's paper a great deal, I think he places too much emphasis on contracts and not enough on markets.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Reasons for Optimism in the Long Run
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	The beauty of Hill's paper lies in its elegant diagnosis of the currently dysfunctional school systems and in its optimistic, parsimonious proposals for institutional reforms to overcome both societal and institutional failures. This is a great big-picture paper. I agree with Hill's diagnosis and applaud his vision. Further, despite the many perils facing contracting and
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  	market-based reform, reason exists for hope in the long run. The development of civil service systems, executive budgeting, and every other significant administrative reform in the history of America's Madisonian democracy has taken decades and has required ideological and cultural change as well as institutional change.
27 The former may be more important than the latter. The tentative trend toward contract and market-based schools is a small part of an international movement aimed at developing results-based public and private sector organizations. If the word schools was changed to organizations in Hill's paper, whole sections could have been taken from Vice President Al Gore's National Performance Review or similar documents from Canada, Great Britain, or New Zealand. From fiscal pressures, increased international competition, better information systems, andmore than anything elsea paradigm shift following the collapse of communism, governments and businesses in all of the English-speaking nations have been reinventing themselves for nearly a decade.28 This movement is not likely to play out anytime soon.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Key to Hill's strong schools is site-based autonomy over personnel decisions. As Hill notes, some schools succeed in the inner city under realistic budgets, but such schools "operate outside the normal staffing and regulatory constraints." Notably, American public administration is slowly deregulating and decentralizing personnel management. In the federal government, the U.S. Office of Personnel Management is gradually ceding to agencies increased authority over their personnel policies. The Departments of Defense and Housing and Urban Development have studied plans to incrementally replace much of their tenured civilian work force with contractors and fixed-term employees who can be separated with relative ease.29 While more than thirty states are reforming or proposing reform of their civil service systems, Georgia has gone the farthest. Since 1996, new hires in the Georgia state government have been "at will," that is, employees without tenure. Hiring and termination authority has been largely ceded to individual departments, the places where the work is done. This has strengthened departments as organizations, and initial reviews of the new system have been positive.30 In short, the sort of personnel decentralization and reform that Hill advocates for schools may be more acceptable today than at any time since the 1930s. The relative disarray of contemporary policymaking, driven by unstable public opinion polls rather than stable interest coalitions,
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  	may enhance innovation given that organized interest groups now have less ability to block wholesale reform. Today, reformers can appeal directly to the people.
31 
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Hill rightly argues that schools are unfairly expected to be all things to all constituencies. No single magic bullet can work for all students, all teachers, and all administrators. As Hill puts it, with only enough money to start a single school, public officials might have to decide "whether to authorize one for a new immigrant group, parents wanting a career-oriented high school, or educators wanting to start a new school based on exploration of the Internet." In such cases, a board would be better off starting a single school with a coherent mission instead of a shopping mall school "rendered incoherent by the requirement that it meet all three sets of demands."32 This is one of the most important advantages of Hill's vision, which he does not sufficiently emphasize. To borrow again from public administration, Karen Hult and Charles Walcott write about the frequent mismatch between policy structure and organization structure.33 Centralized bureaucracies can work well when the goals and technologies of a policy area area agreed on. Unfortunately, this is not true of education policy. The goals of education (expressed through the curriculum) are highly controversial, as are the technologies (teaching methods) used to achieve them. Bureaucracies are not suited to such policy areas, and this is perhaps the most important point inherent to Hill's scheme. Market-based education has the potential to bring peace to the culture wars that wrack many schools systems. Parents, teachers, and administrators often have widely varying views of the proper curricula, teaching methods, and school settings. For example, Diane Divoky describes a school district serving farmers and ranchers who wanted a back-to-basics education, counterculture parents who wanted a school without walls, and more conventional suburban parents who wanted a regular track. Eventually, the district provided three tracks for the three sets of parents. The war ended, and the diverse groups of parents and teachers learned to work together to support funding for each others' programs and for common capital projects.34 My work with April Gresham on Arizona charter schools finds similar cases. In Flagstaff, parents wanting a Waldorf-based education were blocked by Christian activists who lobbied the local school board. In Mesa, conservative Mormons and others wanting a back-to-basics education were blocked by central-office
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  	opposition. Under the charter school regime in Arizona, these and other groups that were once fighting for their individual options now band together to maintain the ability of all to choose their education against opposition from district offices, school boards, and, at times, unions.
35 Arizona charter schools, which are nearly always autonomous from their local school districts, realize Hill's vision and reflect the possibilities and pitfalls of such an approach.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Potential Problems
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Hill's schools will be market-based. Market-based institutional arrangements require relatively modest barriers to entry and informed consumers. Yet Hill's discussions of parents are limited. How will parents be informed of educational performance by schools, and what will keep disinformation campaigns from succeeding?36 Probably, state or national level agencies will be required to collect and disseminate data about schools in a form that parents can use. Hill, Lawrence C. Pierce, and James W. Guthrie hint at this, but need to say more.37 To return again to Arizona, vital to market-based education are Arizona School Report Cards, which include standardized test scores, disciplinary and criminal infraction statistics, personnel information, and calendars.38 Comparable district and state means are provided, as well as school mission statements. School missions, which vary, help parents make reasoned decisions about where to send their children. As one state policymaker said:
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  	[District schools] started out advertising their wonderfully high self-esteem and ability to deal with all diversities of people in an open and collegial way for the benefit of mankind. Fabulous and meaning absolutely nothing. Now they're talking about math. Now they're talking about phonics. Now they're talking about reading ability. Now they're advertising kids' awards for academic achievement, and it's been a fascinating evolution. As parents begin to ask questions, that's the only thing that will change that report card. You can tell from reading most of those report cards that the difference between the charter school and the traditional public school [is] the charter school is using that to market externally. The traditional public school is using it to speak to their internal environment. They're speaking to their teachers. They're talking about themselves. Who are we together.
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  	This is a very traditional educational view. Who do we feel we are at the academy? The charter schools are trying like heck to get people to come to their school, so they're focused differently.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Other informants noted that the threat of charter schools had pushed district school officials to increase use of phonics, set up magnet schools, expand arts programs, extend hours, advertise, and broaden and deepen contacts with parents.
39 All these things were impossible before the advent of charter schools, for any of one hundred sound reasons (usually budget or procedure-based) and go along with something I have long found in public administrationthat desperation breeds innovation. When the White House threatens to cut their budget, or Congress might zero out their program, organizations find the strength to do the impossible.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	The demand side of education is contingent upon the supply side. If no distinct options exist, parents will not spend much time exploring alternatives. Here, Hill's paper reveals a tension between visions of top-down and bottom-up reform. If a single school board solicits, approves, and enforces contracts, is that board not likely to impose a single vision of educational quality (albeit one that may change from election to election)? All contracts could end up looking the same. This is particularly true because district officials, teachers unions, and other political actors are likely to pressure school boards to be very discriminating about what contracts to approve. Without multiple contracting authorities, would-be educational entrepreneurs will not be able to pursue their dreams. Multiple authorities could also assure that individual schools would be free to contract services from sources other than their district office. Arizona, like other states with strong charter school laws, has multiple chartering authorities. A charter school can be approved by either of two state boards, by the school board of its district (which is rare), or by a school board in a different district.40 Having multiple authorities has enabled Arizona charter schools to grow quickly. The state's charter school law was passed in 1994, and as of mid-1998 Arizona has 116 charter school operators and 222 open campuses (about 30 percent of the nation's total). With more than two hundred charter school campuses and 2.2 percent of the state's enrollment in charter schools, most people know a family using a charter school. Public opinion is formed through direct experience and social learning rather than through the media alone.
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  	The large number of schools also makes it more politically acceptable to close failing schools without discrediting the charter system as a whole.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Third, who will start new schools and where will they start them? Hill may stake too much on legal and institutional changes and not enough on cultural and ideological ones. The best schools are likely to be started by educators with a vision. For large numbers of education professionals to start their own contract schools and accept the accountability therein would require a revolution in the education profession. Notably, teacher surveys suggest that younger teachers and those without education degrees (or with degrees in other fields as well) are those most supportive of public and private school choice.
41 Currently the education school at Central Michigan University is among the few open to public school choice.42 Perhaps generational change in the profession will combine with the work of Hill and other researchers to soften resistance, but this will not happen soon. Those states most apt to enact and implement choice and contract-based reform (such as Arizona) may be least in need of reform, because traditional interests are least entrenched and the culture is already relatively entrepreneurial. Elsewhere, it may be that, just as only Nixon could go to China, only unions can make contracting work. Whether they are ready to do so on a large scale remains to be seen.43 
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Are contract-based schools public or private? Profit or nonprofit? Whether as PBOs, nonprofit corporations, or for-profit businesses, schools that own their assets are more autonomous and may be more likely to take risks (including expansion or franchising) than if the district charter granter owns the physical plant. They will also be more driven to seek external funding sources and can borrow against assets if enrollment downturns occur. However, unlike Hill, I have some reservations about contracts to for-profit entities. In Arizona, the best charter schools are operated by teachers and parents with a vision who are willing to take great risks to succeed, including mortgaging their homes to meet budget shortfalls. Informants refer to such entrepreneurs as "missionaries" who run "mom and pop" schools. Businesses have shown more caution, perhaps because profit margins are low and union and district opposition make school-based businesses controversial and risky, as in Hartford and Baltimore. Politically, nonprofits may have more legitimacy than for-profitsan important consideration when opponents attempt to discredit
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  	new operators.
44 Further, the pro-market bias of some reformers does give one pause. As one Arizona policymaker enthused:
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  	Lehman Brothers just did a market analysis of education. They predict that this is a 600 billion dollar industry, and they drew a parallel with the privatization of health care as both education and health care are sectors in which private organizations can compete for public dollars. They held two stockholders' meetings. Major investors are very interested.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Such a prospect even this free-marketer finds unsettling.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	What can keep a contract system from becoming as litigious and complex as the status quo? Contract-based schools likely will begin as innovative, nimble, strong schools and end up after a few years of regulations and lawsuits as different entities altogether. As public or quasi-public entities, will contract schools be able to expel students who do not accept the school's mission (granted that having a variety of schools may limit such problems, because it defuses culture war conflicts)? Will contracts include hooks on which to hang lawsuits? Such questions cannot be answered by better contracts, however detailed, but only by better politics, a more pro-reform culture, and an established market. Conversely, if the contracting body is averse to closing contract schools, accountability will not be enforced through contracts. In pro-charter Arizona, for example, only market mechanisms provide accountability. Despite the existence of charters that serve as contracts, Greg Garn and Bob Stout find that "short of major fraud, a charter school will close only when it has no more customers."45 
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Hill's analyses are persuasive and his vision of reform, in keeping with the movement to reinvent public management, is compelling. However, more details are needed to fill in the broad outlines. Some of those details may be found in research on the charter school regime in Arizona. Experience there suggests that Hill may overemphasize contracts and underemphasize markets, cultures, and the power of public ideas. If luck prevails, Hill's ideas may have great influence on the ongoing debates about the future of American education.
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  	16. For a more complete discussion of these issues, see Hill, Pierce, and Guthrie, Reinventing Public Education, chapter 4.
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  	20. The National Education Association has led the way by agreeing to operate nine charter schools.
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