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Biographical Sketch for |
Barbara S, Clements '

Barbara S. Clements directs a federally funded project to promote the
standardization, automation, and effective utilization of data about education. Project
‘activities involve working with federal, state, local, and privaie education agency personacl,
professional association representatives, Congressional staff, and representatives of higher
education on issues related to programs and the collection of data about the programs,
Under her direction, handbooks for the collection of student and staff data are being
developed. Her project also oversees the development and implementation of a standard
natjonwide system for exchanging student records among the schools and upiversities. She
serves on cumerous task forces and resource groups for the Bureau of the Census, and the
1J.S. Department of Education’s National Center for Education Statistics, Office of Special
Education Programs, Office of Bilingual Education and Minority Langeages Affairs, and
Cffice of Vocational and Adult Education. She is a member of the National Education
Goal 2 Resourse Panel, and bas recently been asked to chair a subgroup focusing o
selecting the core data elements that should be maintained about students in order to
monitor Drogress toward meeting the National Education Goals, (

Prior to joicing the CCSSO staff, Dr. Clements worked for three years on the
development and administration of teacher assessment and evaluation instruments for the

“state education agency in Texas. Dr. Clements alse worked for seven vears as a member
of a federally funded research team which identified the components of effective classroom
management at the elementary and secondaxy school levels, and she played a major role in
developing and conducting the training component of the series of studies. She is a co-
author of two textbooks or efiective classroom management. Since completing the researek,
she bas conducted classroom management workshops for begizning and expenenced
reachers as well as staff developers all over the United States. ‘

- Dr. Clements has 2 B.S. in Education from the University of Texas at Austin, and is
certified 1o teach secondary Spanish and Government. In-addition, she has a M.A. in
Foreign Language Education and 2 Ph.D. in Educational Psychology from the University of
Texas at Austin. The focus of her dactoral work was on program evaluation and statistics,
and her dissertation described dszerences in the classroom ma.nagemem skills of beginning
and second year teachers.

Dr. Clements was selected for Who's Who in American Women. She is 2 member
of the American Educational Research Association (AERA), the National Council for

“Measurement and Bvaluation, anc Phi Delta Kappa. She has made presentations on data
quality and standardizaticn at meetings of AERA, the Amsrican Statistical Association, and
the National Forum for Education Statistics, as well as to stats-wide data conferences in
Louisizna, Alabama, Wyoming, and Minnesota,
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DIANE MASSELL

‘Diane Massell is a Research Associate at the Consortium for Policy
Research in Education (CPRE) located in New Brunswick, New Jersey.
CPRE 'is a research and development consortium focusing on education
policy and school finance; it involves faculty and researchers from
Rutgers University, Harvard University, University of Wisconsin-
Madison, Stanford University, Michigan State University, and the
University of Southern California.

Her current research focuses upon developing professional and
public consensus,on curriculum standards, systemic policies in
public education, and state and local policy impacts on ‘the
implementation of Project 2061, Diane's most recent publications
include "Issues and Strategies in Systemic Reform” (with Susan
Fuhrman: CPRE 1992), "Recent Trends in State Educational Reform:
Assessment and Prospects" (with William A. Firestone, Sheila
Rosenblum and Beth D. Bader; Teachers College Record Winter 1992),
and she will soon be publishing “"Achieving Consensus: Setting the
Agenda for School Reform" in Governing Curriculum (Association for
Supervision and Curriculum Development, forthcoming).

Diane conducted her graduate work in the School of Education at
Stanford University in California. ‘



NATIONAL EDuUcATION GoALS PANEL

. ~ Resolution on Core Data Elements for Administrative Record Systems

The National Education Goals Panel (NEGP) applauds the fact that at the national and state
levels, comparable indicators have been developed (or are currently being developed) to
measure progress toward the six National Education Goals. However, the NEGP notes that at
the local level truly comparable indicators have not yet been developed. Such indicators,
many of which can be obtained from local administrative record systems, can be a valuable
tool both for monitoring local progress towards the Goals and in improving the quality of
decisions about schools, classrooms, and students.

Therefore, the National Education Goals Panel makes the following specific -
recommendations: ' ‘

R R

1. That administrative record systems in education contain a minimum set of data -~
elements with which to measure progress toward the six National Education '
Goals at the local level (see attached for a listing of the recommended set of
elements).

2. That local school districts, assisted by the state and federal governments, as well
as by regional, intrastate, and interstate organizations, voluntarily move toward
incorporating all of the recommended elements into such record systems.

3. That the definitions of these elements be consistent with those currently being
. established by the National Center for Education Statistics and the Council of
Chief State School Officers. Such definitions are expected to be finalized in the
fall of 1993.

4. That, to the degree practicab]e and appropriate, administrative record system
data be maintained in a longitudinal format with information updated as it
becomes available in order to provide an historical record of all students.

S. That states be responsible for ensuring the comparability of record system data
across their schools and school districts.

6. That data collection and storage be handled in strict compliance with state laws
and the federal Education Rights and Privacy Act.

7. That the NEGP review this minimum set of recommended data elements
periodically, taking into account emerging information technologies and data
needs. ‘

l ' 1850 M Streel. NW  Suite 270 Washington. DC 20036
(202) 632-0952 FAX (202) 632-0957
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TABLE 1

Recommended Set of Data Elements and Corresponding Indicators for Monitoring Progress Toward the Goals

INDICATOR

DATA ELEMENTS

EXISTENCE OF DATA
ELEMENT(S) IN MOST
K-12 RECORD SYSTEMS?

GOAL 1

Number of Entering Students with Appropriate
Immunizations ‘

Type of Immunization, Date of Immunization,
Status of Immunization

Yes

' Developmental Well-Being of Students Entering

Kindergarten in terms of Five Dimensions:
Physical Well-Being;
Social and Emotional Development;
Language Usage;
- Approaches to Learning;
Cognitive Development.

Dcvclopmental Observation and Documentation,
Date of Developmental Observation and
Documentation

No

Developmental Well-Being of Students Entering First
Grade in terms of Five Dimensions:

Physical Well-Being;

Social and Emotional Development;

Language Usage;

Approaches to Learning;

Cognitive Development.

Developmental Observation and Documentation,
Date of Developmental Observation and
Documentation

No

Number of Disadvantaged, Disabled, and Other
Entering Students Who Participated in National
Association for the Education of Young Children

(NAEYC) Accredited Preschool Programs (Measures

Objective 1)

| Name of Preschool Program, Type of Preschool

Program, Number of Years in Each Preschool
Program, Disability Status, Poverty Status

No

Number of Entering Students with Low Birthweight

Birthweight

No
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INDICATOR

DATA ELEMENTS

EXISTENCE OF DATA
ELEMENT(S) IN MOST
K-12 RECORD SYSTEMS?

Number of Entering Students Whose Mothers Month of First Prenatal Care, Extent of Prenatal No
Received Comprehensive Prenatal Care Care
Number of Students Who Received Routine Health Date of last Routine Health Care No
Care Prior To Entering School
l Number of Students Who Received Dental Care Prior | Date of Last Dental Care No-
to Entering School _
| GoAL 2
High School Graduation Rate School Exit Date, Status upon Exit, Type of Yes
Credential Received, Cohort Year
High School Graduation Rate of Minorities and Non—- | School Exit Date, Status upon Exit, Type of Yes
Minorities (Measures Objective 2) Credential Received, Cohort Year,
‘ ' Race/Ethnicity
Other High School Completer Rate School Exit Date, Status upon Exit, Type of Yes
Credential Received, Cohort Year
Other High School Completer Rate of Minorities and | School Exit Date, Status upon Exit, Type of Yes
Non-Minorities (Measures Objective 2) Credential Received, Cohort Year,
I Race/Ethnicity
Dropout Rate School Exit Date, Status upon Exit, Cohort Yes

Year
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INDICATOR DATA ELEMENTS EXISTENCE OF DATA
ELEMENT(S) IN MOST
K~12 RECORD SYSTEMS?
GOAL 3
Number of Students Achieving National/International | Name of Assessment, Assessment Score No
Standards by Subject it
Number of Minority and Non-Minority Students Name of Assessment, Assessment Score, No
Achieving National/International Standards by Subject | Race/Ethnicity
(Measures Objective 1)
Number of Students Taking Advanced Placement Name of Advanced Placement Course Taken Yes
Courses
Number of Students Taking Advanced Placement Name of Assessment Yes
Tests
Numbér of Students by Score on Advanced Placement | Name of Assessment, Assessment Score Yes
Tests x
Number of Students Participating in Volunteer or Type of Volunteer or Community Service Yes
Community Service Activities Activities . :
Number and Extent of Students Participating in Hours per Week of Volunteer or Community Yes
Volunteer or Community Service Activities Service
Number of Courses Taken in English, Math, etc. Course Titles or Course Numbers Yes
Number of Higher Level Courses Taken Course Titles or Course Numbers Yes
Number of Students Making High Grades by Subject | Course Titles or Course Numbers, Academic Yes
Grade Received
Number of Students Involved in Extracurricular Type of Extracurricular Activity Yes
Activities

0z ebeyd
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INDICATOR

DATA ELEMENTS

EXISTENCE OF DATA
ELEMENT(S) IN MOST
K-12 RECORD SYSTEMS?

English Proficicnéy, Language Other Than

Number of Students Who are Competent in More than Yes
One Language , English, Other Language Proficiency
Number of Students chistcring' to Vote at Age 18 .| Age, Registered to Vote No
GOAL 4
Number of Students Achieving Natlonal/Intcmatlonal Name of Assessment, Assessment Score No
Standards in Math and Science ‘
Number of Students Taking Higher Level Courses in Course Titles or Course Numbers Yes
Math and Science ‘
Number of Students Taking Advanced Placement Name of Advanced Placement Course Taken Yes
Courses : '
Number of Students Taking Advanced Placement Name of Assessment Yes
Tests
Number of Students by Scorc on Advanced Placement | Name of Assessment, Assessment Score Yes
Tests A
Number of Mmutcs Spent in Math and Science Course Title, Number of Minutes per Course Yes
Courses
Number of Teachers Ins‘tructing Classes for Which Subject Matter Area, Level of Assignment, Yes
They are Certified Type of Certification/License/Permit Held,

Level Authorized by the Certificate, Teaching

Fields or Areas Authorized
Number of Teachers by Subject by Credit Hours Subject Matter Area, Number of Credit Hours Yes

Earned

Eamed or Courses Completed in Major Area




INDICATOR

DATA ELEMENTS

EXISTENCE OF DATA
ELEMENT(S) IN MOST
K-12 RECORD SYSTEMS?
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Type of Offense Reported, Date of Offense
Reported

Number of Teachers by Years of Experience Total Number of Years of Teaching Experience Yes
Number of Minority and Female Students Completing | Type of Degree or Credential Awarded, Area of No
Degrees in Math, Science, and Engineering (Measures | Specialization, Race/Ethnicity, Gender
Objective 3)
GOAL 5
Number of Minority Students Entering College Postsecondary Institution Attended, Type of No
(Measures Objective 4) ' Postsecondary Institution Attended, )
Race/Ethnicity
Number of Minority Students Completing Degree Type of Postsecondary Institution, Type of No
Programs (Measures Objective 4) : Degree or Credential Awarded, Area of .
> ‘ Specialization, Race/Ethnicity '
2 ) '
§ Number of Students Scoring High on College Type of Entrance or Placement Test, Entrance: No
mil Entrance or Placement Tests or Placement Test Score
o "
g Number of Students Employed After Graduation Employment Status No
i Number of Students Empldyed After Graduation by Employment Status, Type of Employment, No
é Type of Employment Name of Employer
g Number of Students or Ex~Students Registered to Registered to Vote No
= || Vote
Z
2| GOAL 6
< ”
Number of Offenses in School Yes







GOAL 3:

Resolution on the Assessment of Citizenship

By the year 2000, American students will leave grades four, eight, and twelve
having demonstrated competency in challenging subject matter, including
English, mathematics, science, history, and geography; and every school in
America will ensure that all students learn to use their minds well, so they may
be prepared for responsible citizenship, further learning, and productive
employment in our modern economy. '

The National Education Goals Panel believes that three indicators should be used for
assessing citizenship: knowledge of citizenship, community service, and voter registration of
18 to 20-year-olds. We further endorse the following 9 principles.

KNOWLEDGE OF CITIZENSHIP

1.

Knowledge of citizenship (an understanding of our political, legal and
economic systems and the rights and duties of citizens) should be included
in the state-by-state National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP)
data collection activities, with information provided every three years at
the 4th, 8th, and 12th grade levels..

Support should be given for the development of standards for knowledge
of citizenship commensurate with the standard-setting efforts in other
academic subjects. Further, much as performance assessment in other
academic subjects is being developed, so should performance standards for
citizenship knowledge ultimately include an action component —-
community service learning.

COMMUNITY SERVICE

3.

The Goal 3 objective -~ "all students will be involved in activities that
promote and demonstrate good citizenship, community service, and
personal responsibility” -- should be operationally defined in terms of
"service learning.” Service learning authentically engages students in
addressing unmet needs in their school and larger community, and
advances learning and performance oufcomes of specific subject areas,
particularly, but not exclusively, citizenship. Citizenship values and
understandings are learned in context of personal application through
community service activities linked with a civics education or government
program.

National Education Goals Panel Meating Page 23
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4. Service learning should be integrated, in a developmentally appropriate
" manner, into the curriculum. This means that service learning must
. include opportunities for structured discussion, reflection, and writing
related to, or arising directly from, the service activity.

5. NAEP should include in its data collection supportive information for
evidence of community service and the degree to which it is linked to the
curriculum or just encouraged as a separate activity. This information
should be collected, at a minimum, in years when NAEP includes a -
citizenship component.

6. In collaboration with the Commission on National and Community Service,
or its successor, the K-12 grant programs from the various states funded
under the National and Community Service Act should be analyzed for
common indicators based on the most frequent sources of data. If
necessary, these indicators should be supplemented to assure that they
reflect quality indices of service learning in the civics, government, or
other curriculum. The results of this effort would form the basis for the
assessment of citizenship among the funded states, with evidence collected
at the 4th, 8th, and 12th grades to parallel the academic subject
assessments.

7. The Commission on National and Community Service, or its successor, is

encouraged to make discretionary funding available to each participating

. state which has developed a data—collection system on community service
as a condition of receiving funds.

VOTER REGISTRATION

8. NAEP should collect supportive data on voter registration and the extent
to which it is linked to the curriculum or encouraged as a separate school-
based activity. This information should be collected, at a minimum, in
years when NAEP includes a citizenship component.

9. - Governors are encouraged to identify how many 18-year-olds in their
states are registered to vote.

National Education Goals Panel Meeting Page 24
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FORMULATING CONTENT STANDARDS:
Case Studies and Implications for National Content Standards
(in Previous Major Standards-Related Projects in Education)

by Diane Massell (Rutgers) and Michael Kirst (Stanford)
Center for Policy Research in Education

Abstract

Diane Massell and Michael Kirst present case studies of the
processes and outcomes of five major prior education standards-
related projects attempting to define what students should know
and be able to do. They identify key issues that past and
current projects have to deal with and make recommendations
regarding them to the National: Education Goals Panel.

The case studies include: 1) recent standards-setting of the
National Council on Teachers of Mathematics (NCTM): 2) a variety
of NSF-sponsored science curricula in the 1950's and 1960's; the
development of both 3) New York and 4) California's recent
history/social studies frameworks, and 5) the current Advanced
Placement Program. '

[N

The critical issues identified include:

1) the tension between achieving popular support and
consensus for standards and exercising leadership to set,
them at high levels:

2) the barriers to consensus, including the relationship of
subspecialties within a subject matter field, controversy in
society on proposed topics of study, and the demand for
speedy results:;

3) the relationship of content performance, and teaching
standards:

4) the level of specificity needed for standards and their
coordination with assessment;

5) the difficulty of developing subject matter standards
that encourage interdisciplinary study and depth of study:

6) making provision for the revision of standards;
7) deciding who to involve in setting standards; and

8) the need to permit a variety of formats for standards set
in different subject areas.

National Education Goa!s Panel Meeting P
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Formulating Content Standards: Case Studies and Implications for
National Content Standards, by Diane Massell amd Michael Kirst,
Center for Policy Research in Education (CPRE)

Sample issues and questions addressed in the analysis

l‘

How can the tension be balanced between setting high standards
(leadership) and maintaining the popular support (consensus)
necessary for implementation?

- How can the need for timely and visible action be balanceé

with the time it takes to build consensus and ownership.
among the important stakeholders in a field?

How specific should standards be? ... to maintain support? ...
to permit assessments aligned to the standards? ... to
steer a course through controversial topics and permit the
design of related curriculum materials? ... and teacher
training programs? ... to maintain local control, diversity
and flexibility in determining curricula? ... to give
direction and vision without bogging down in detail?

How much consensus is necessary? Does every point of view
have to be represented in each standards setting project?
How, how many, and which practitioners need to be involved?
How important is input from scholars and authorities in the
subject matter? What role should parents, taxpayers,
business, advocates and other laymen have in specifying the
standards? How does one deal with political, ideologial and
commercial interest groups?

What provision for revision of standards should be made now,
at the beginning of the standards-setting process?

What provision should be made for interdisciplinary learning
(across the subject matter areas)? ... and for applying what
is learned to the kinds of real-life problems whose solution
requires knowledge derived from several disciplines?

What is the relationship between content and performance
standards? ... between performance standards and assessment?
... between content standards, curricula, and teaching
standards? How would the work of the National Education
Standards and Assessment Council (NESAC) relate to others
concerned with teaching standards, delivery standards,
and/or opportunity to learn standards?

National Educétion Goals f’aqel Meeting Page 26
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Massell and Kirst conclude with nine recommendations to the
National Education Goals Panel:

1) gather background on the nature of each of the subject-matter
areas for which standards will be reviewed

2). consider ways to buffer projects from the press of interest-
group politics:

3) determine whether to adjudicate (ie., "referee") between
competing content issues in different subject areas or focus only
on the process by which groups develop national standards;

4) extend the timelines for the development of national content
standards; o :

5) don't require a common format for all standards;

6) seek expert advice about the optimal level of detail and
specificity of content standards:

I4

7) provide or encourage support for capacity-building efforts:;
8) consider schedules for revising the content standards now;

9) consider mechanisms to "bridge" subject-matters and ensure
interdisciplinary discussions.

National Education Goals Panel Meating Page 27
April 21, 1993
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Consortium for Policy Research in Education

: FORMULATING CONTENT STANDARDS:
Case. Studies and Implications for National Content Standards
. a.report prepared for the National Education Goals Panel

by -
Diane”Massell, Rutgers University.
Michael Kirst, Stanford University
Consortium for Policy Research in Education



. Consortium for Policy Research in Education

| FORMULATING CONTENT STANDARDS: .
Case Studies and Implications for National Content Standards
. a report prepared for the National Education Goals Panel

‘by‘
Diane Massell Rutgeis UniverSity -
Michael Kirst, Stanford University
with the ‘assistance of
Carolyn Kelley, Stanford University
Gary*Yee, Stanford University
(April, 1993)
‘Only a decade ago it was taboo to‘use'tne WOrd,"standards"f
or curriculum.in the context of the‘federalvgovernment and} |
‘ national-level policies. Since then withathe pioneerinngork of .
- the National Council of Teachers of Mathematlcs and state ;'
‘departments of education 11ke California and the emergence of
& . . 'the federal government as. an: active partner 1n reform , momentum
'to set national education standards has become overwhelming.,
,Construction of national content standards has begun under.
contracts let by the U S Department of Education ,and Pre31dent-
Clinton has pledged to continue this effort.‘ Discu831ons have
circulated about establishing a nationwide organization, the
National Education Standards and~AssessmentsvCouncil:(NESAC) to4v
”certify nationai curricular'content'standards,iwhose-duties;would
include reviewing tbe.proposed_national‘contentfstandards:‘ But:
specifying these  standards can-galvanizevonposition from many
sides of the prOfessional,'political,~and soCial‘spectrums; All
the current efforts are using‘somekform,ofvconsensus~building

. process to set the standards of "what students should know and be
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able to do". NESAC would need to decide how much consensus is4
enough -- for certainly any standard which movesAbeyond pure
compromise and vague positions will continue to raise issues and
debate -- and they wéuld need to decide how much'onQOing debate
woula underﬁine the effort. Similariy, NESAC would need to
determine key featﬁies dfvthe standards, like whefher a’similar
format and structure'should be used across all the different:
disciplinary standérds, whether the-content'Stahdards should make
assertions about pedagogy, whether standafds must stress certain
prominent reform goals like croééing disciplihes,‘and’other
elements; | | |

| %ThiS'report‘is writteﬁ in the spirit of beginning a dialogue
withlthé Nationai‘Eduéatién'Géalé Panel»onﬁthése weighty maﬁters,
to help it donsidef criteria by.whiéh nafional content standards
wouid be appro&ed.‘ Through a serieé of case étudies of |
‘curricﬁlar.sténdardvsettihg in other contexts, both in‘fhe néar.
and farjpast,Awe h&pe to illﬁmihate-the issues and.céncefns;
raised during'these'undeftakingé, and consider thé-iessons
ﬁarticipants have taken awaytfrém fheir‘efforts;’ In this report, -
we have restréined from'asserting our own judgments‘of "good or B
bad" agenda-setting.éroceéses'o: curriculum ddntent pfoducts, |
Instead, we p:esént thé'jﬁdgméntélof othérs--du; réspondents, and.
criticisms or pfaisesfbontained invtheAlitéréture. The tiﬁé . |
frame for thié study did nof permit ustfo develob'é'mo#e rigorou55
design that wouldvaliow verification df some bf these assertions

through a thorough search of printed records or interviews with
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http:effor.ts

all relemant respondents,

The case studles-were'chdsen to vary onZSeveral dimensions,
including‘subject-matter,:time period,uanditype 0f»curricnlar
product. We alsovwanted“tefexplore contrasting models of agendar
setting in the same discipllne area. We examined:

a) the National Council of Teachers of Mathematics' (NCTM) .
recent efforts to set curriculum and professional standards
in mathematics. NCTM was cited by Lamar Alexander as the .
guide for which all curriculum areas should follow. - At the
end ‘of this case study is a brief statement on some of the
"lessons learned" from the development of the “new
mathematics" prOJects in the 1950s and 19605,

b) the "new phy51cs, chem “and blology":of the 1950s and 19605,’

c) ,the California Department of Education's 1986
‘ history/history-social science currlculum framework and
. subsequent textbook adoptlon., This effort is contrasted-
. with a brief review of New York's effort to generate . -
.. advisory reports in hlstory to guide their state department
-~ of educatlon s development of. currlculum guldellnes, and :

fd) »‘the College Board's Advanced Placement (AP) subJect matter B
‘exams in fields such as science, social studies, -and :
language arts. Universities prov1de college credlt ,
. placement based on pupil scores on AP so the AP test is a
"high stakes" exam. - :
‘We- hope thlS report w1ll stlmulate thlnklng and provxde
A guldance to pollcy formatlon but as mentloned we were unable to :
'examlne rlgoronsly all the assertlons,that were~made in these’

cases, and we do not want to promote any publie misperceptions

about the various organizations and. efforts discussed‘here._‘So:

- readers of this document should look for patterns in the

assertions and con51der them 1n broad terms rather than in terms

- of a specific case.
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Looking at the Development Process: One Way of Seeing

We began this study by develdping a way of \‘ri‘gwing the .
relevant,facfors that affect the development of content
standafds,'based on‘Masséll's other recent work on this topic
(forthcoming). See Model I on the nextlpage. |

BOUNDARY CONDITIONS Boundary conditions refers to the
complexities of the,political, social and cultural environments
- that affect allvaspecté.of the agenda—setting.endeavor, méstr
critically, its more genetal‘goals and phildsoéhies. Ambng}the
j many salient factors»here are the historical legacies of earlier
efforts.to reform curricula, and thg po;itical climate pressing
fbr change. . Bitfer disputes, lessons learned about the
deiiberaxive~process, thé analysis ofvthegsﬁccééses ané failUres

of implementation and other issues help to shape and inform the

current undertéking.~vFor iﬁstance, most éfAthg current efforts
- -aim their standards at g;;;studénts, in reactidn to the
curficular reforms of the 1950s and 1960s which focused on

‘identifying and suppérting a cadre~§f youngAacademiCAelites who .
could cdntributeﬂin fhé'racé agéinst the SoViethﬁidnL

Fihéliy, the zones of preexisting'bublic énd‘professional.
consensus over a particular field effect the task, not only in
térms 6f the project’s‘o#erali’goals and‘objecéivés but also in

terms of the strategies it uses to bui;d consensus'. (In some

! Of course in some of the cases we review, consensus-

- building may not have been a primary concern. The project may

have assumed that consensus would simply. follow because of the

people--e.g. experts--used. Jackson suggests this was the case , ,
with the National Science Foundation's 1950s reform efforts. .
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of the cases, however, consensus-building was not a primary
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Model I
AGENDA~-SETTING for
CONTENT STANDARDS

“‘ BOUNDARY CONDITIONS :

.1. History of Standard-Setting
2. Major Current Political Events and Issues :
3. Zones of Public and Professional Dispute and Consensus

uA PLANNING STAGE

1. Systemic Relationship
2. Overall Curricular Goals and Objectives
C 3. Management Structure

| . DELIBERATIONS
.1. Goal and/or Standard-Setting
2. Document Drafting
3. Review and Feedback
4. Revision

e

- OUTCOMES - v » CAPACITY
1. Legitimacy of - BUILDING
Process and Product 1. Systemic
2. Consensus -, i Linkages
. o 3. Quality || (training,
D ' L 4. Implementation - || materials
: ' : development, test
ing)
C 2. Public
: . ’ | Relations

The dotted lines betwéen each element illustrates the
permeability and influence that one layer of the process has upon
another. : ‘ : :

N
i

DRAFT FOR REVIEW AND COMMENT ONLY o 7



concern. ) It‘is'important here to understand where the fault
lines of the disputes lie. In addition to the substantive
debates, it is important to gain a.general understanding'of the
”strdcture‘of‘therfield--the associations, interest‘groups, and
other organized elementS‘whioh influenoe’the dialogues and
directions in a subject—matter areafeand»the;power dynamic
amongst these players.

PLANNING STAGE The intended relationship of the curriculum

effort to other vertlcal and horizontal elements of the education
| policy system 1s another consrderatlon "and one which |
‘/dlstlngulshes our cases."' Durlng the 19505 and 19605, textbooks
were: v1ewed as the. prlmary lever of change and ‘were the key |
focus of . sc1ence and mathematlcs progects in. that perlod.“Some
of the projects turned to tralning teachers, but essentlally
ignored other elements of the system llke testlng, preeervic:ej
tralnlng, and state and - local contexts that effect currlcular
impiementatlon like the support and understanding of parents .and
distrlct adminlstrators who muet promote and defend the new;'lp
ripraotlces.' Many recent’ currlculum reform efforts are much more
mindful of these systemic llnkages and the process factors that
_can.impaot,the adoption and implementation'of change'at the local
level. Many of the national projects do not intend to‘get7
involved in developing textbooks. - Instead, they alm to craft a
system of broad 1nfluence over publlshers and the other
interrelated'eomponents of eddcatlon;' New technlcal designk~

principles are emerging.’ For-instance,-lnacurrlculum guidance at
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the state level, curriculum guidelines or frameworks should no
longer elaborate lengthy lists of content and behavioral
objectives. Instead, more configurational designs have been
developed that provide conceptual.mapS'ofethe knowledge field,
scope and sequence, conteet and behavior grids, and general -
pedagogical an& assessment strategies.r

‘The management.of the agenda-setting effort can, either
intentionally er'unintentionally,faffeCtithe'butcomes of the
process. Sohe of the salient aspects‘of management include:

selection Qf,participantsq grouping, staffing,.lines of formal

and informal authority, rules of deliberation, and financial and -

technical resources. Here we will explidate only ‘a few of these

- many aspects.

One of the most critical elements Of deliberation is the
issue of who participates. In general terms, participants in the

deliberatlve process can be selected from two ba31c groups 1)

,Drofe351onals (teachers and other pedagoglcal experts subject—

A matter‘speciallsts, educatlon admlnlstrators from dlfferent

levels_ofethe‘SYStem); and 2) the lay pgblicv(parents, business

and industry elites, elected governmeht.officials). An important

quality is the extent to which participation is representative.
Representatlon has two aspects' scope and diversity. Scope

refers to the expansiveness of the representatlon- in other

~ words, it refers to whether the "grassroots" of a particular

group participated, or whether a. group was represented by

appointed or elected‘ieaders.' Diversity refers to the range of
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. different ‘ideological, political or social groups involved. Some
of the most common‘and important divides .for example, are:
1) phllosophlcal and theoretical debates over schooling in
general, or a disciplinary field in particular;
2) pedagogical debates, such as the disagreements over.
whether the curriculum should cover more content, or less
content in greater depth;
3) political divisions based on geography, polltlcal
parties, interest groups, and the like; -
4) societal groupings (ie., race, ethnicity):
' 5) different areas of the school system (elementary,
secondary, vocational, and higher education); or
6) different levels of the school system (classroom.
teachers, district- level administrators like currlculum .
w‘,supervisors and state level personnel)
‘The diversity of'the~groups 1nvolved,‘paptlculafly'at the goal -
and-standard settingforvwriting staget has implications»for"thep
.quality of the discussion’ and “the clarlty of purpose in the
drafted documents. On one hand dlverse representatlon can
.' © promote consensus stlmulate crltlcal dlscussn.on : and 1ead to :
'serious“consideratlon of alternatlveuldeas; nOn the~otherlhand,
it could also lead to a c&rrlculum of compromlse w1thout
o conceptual clarlty or leadershlp.
; The way part1c1pants are grouped also can have an 1mpact on
; what 1deas are considered and dlscussed., For example ~1f‘1n~the
‘develepment of SCLence curricula partlclpants are grouped
according to tradltlonal fields (phys1cs;‘chem1stry, blology;'et
cetera), then they might~be‘more likely to“arguedthe detaila of
;these discipllnes. Other grouping strategles include organlzlng
them by vocatlonal or llfe skill goals, pollcy spheres

(assessment, teacher training, textbook and materials, et

cetera)}«and levels -of the-system.(federal,mstate,;local;Ihigherk
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education, high school, middle school, elementary school).

Implicit or explicit rules of deliberation could affect the . ’
legitimacy of the‘process. Procedural rules includeAwhether the
groupvvotes or'nust come to fnll'agreement, how criticisms o
obtained during review and feedback'are*incorporated, how ideas
are presented, and others;‘ Rules also govern the relationships
4between‘varioos taSk'forces,setlup to discuss differentvaspects
of theAcurriculum.‘~ |

| DELIBERATIONS The dellberatlve process for . settlng
standards roughly con51sts of four parts: 1) establishing goals
and standards, 2) wrltlngrdoouments, and 3) obtaining review and
feedback, and 4) revision. Creating conSenSus around content
'standards is 1terat1ve and 1nvolves contlnual interaction among

these four elements. The way these. steps -are sequenced as well ‘ . '

as how they are managed (who participates, et cetera) can impact

the nature and quality of the outcomes.

The dellberatlve glatforms that emerge durlng this process
provide exp11C1t models of problems 1nclud1ng how and why ‘the
problem arose, why 1t persmsts, what are its causes and its
Iconsequences (Walker 1990, p. 189). Some of the phllosophlca14~A

and technical issues that can arise include:
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o Should the content be divided into separate school subjects,

.or should the curriculum be unified, integrated,«or
interdisciplinary° o

o Should the same content be presented to all students or
should content be tailored to particular students?

o Should‘the content_reflect tradltlonal academic disciplines?
Should the standards also include content from other sources,
-such as the knowledge and skills. requlred for everyday life or‘
for particular occupations? :

o In what’ sequential order shouid;content be‘presentedbtop
istudents?,Which subjects, units, topics, and concepts should
be presented earlier and which later? o :

o How much content detail should the’ standards prov1de'>
~Should the content be organlzed around theories: and. themes?

"0 -How: can we determine which- content from the whole corpus of "
-human knowledge is most 1mportant for students. to learn?

— ey | “'
ape om et; . p. : : - IR

OUTCOMES The outcomes of these efforts extend beyond the
fquality of the product itself . Important as well is. the
.perceived legltimacy of the process and the inal currlculomh‘
product among stakeholder groups the extent to whlch consensusp.d
Cwas achleved and ev1dence about the affect of the process and\\
the product on lmplementatlon»‘*" ., kv
CAPACITY BUILDING Flnally, the efforts to bu11d capa01ty 1n'n‘
ithe system once the currlculum has been formally adopted can have
perhaps as much lf»notrmore,impact~on the levels of’ supportt,
understandingeand implementatfon’than’the agenda-settinggprocess”h

per se. These efforts include’ publlc relatlons campalgns

research, staff development and the llke.
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NATIONAL COUNCIL OF TEACHERS ﬁF MATHEMATICS,
with references to the "NEW MATHEMATICS"?
CASE STUDY
Diane Massell

1. BOUNDARY CONDITIQNS
A. History of Standard Settlng

The National Council of Teachers of Mathematlcs (NCTM) is a
grossroots profe531onal assocxation of 94,000 members,’ consmsting
 primarily of teachers and collegiate'ﬁathematios or- mathematics
.educetion professors. During the 1980s, NCTM'undertook a
, pioneering effortfto produce corriculom sfandards in mathematics,
believing:that "for too long we haQe aodicated this
"respoosibiiity to others, including'legisiatofs edministrators,
and textbook and test publlshers.“(Romberg 1988) Prior to
.developing these standards consensus was developed w1thin the
mathematical sciences educatlon communxty»aboutdthe need for
reform and theAdirection of reformdefforps. " In 1980, NCTM
published An Agenda~for Action whichicharted out a'loeyear plan
for change.. This*resulfed io‘the Curricu;umﬁand Evaluation
Standards for School Mathematics (1989), and the Professional
Standards for Tescﬁing:Matheééfios‘(1991); “Noﬁ,'ﬁCTM is abouf to
embark on expanded assessment sténdards; |

When NCTM started its work,. the idea of "standards" was an

¢ Any comparison between NCTM and the "new math" raises the
alarm of key NCTM players. In a public relations sense, they are
keen to distance themselves from the perceived debacle of the
"new math". Nevertheless, much evidence suggests that both the
negatlve and positive "lessons" of the "new math" were a salient
factor in current decisions, and the contrast is illuminating.
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anathema in-government and foundation circles; the organlzation
searched for but recelved almost no  financial support. Since
that time the energy that has been mobilized to create content
. -standards at*both state and federal levels, and among
professional associations, is nothing;short ofyremarkable.
Colorado Governor Roy‘Romer,‘chair’of'the'National Governors'
Association‘and'theuNational‘Council'on»EducationalAStandards'and
Testing;'and-former,UwS. Secretary oanducationﬁLamar'Alexanderz‘
Adrepeatedly cite.thedNCTMpstandardsxas thegpremler:example“of‘whatd.
national educationvstandards‘should look like',and”statefand
,”local groups emphatlcally embrace NCTM In addltlon NCTM s.
k’strategy for settlng the content agenda has become the touchstone
~for many of these other efforts. ‘ A |

The broad outllnes of thlS strategy and (arguably) the
"bsubstance of the NCTM standards departs from many of the "new'fv>
»‘mathematics" efforts funded by the National Sc1ence Foundatlon’
 (NSF)’ in the late 1950s and early 1960s. Whrle the multiple
.projects‘that comprisedxthev“newimathematics":reflected‘a,diverse
range of pedagogues and goals some general'statements'can be
made. During that period of 1ntense Cold War competltlon with -
the Soviet Unlon the educatlonal "problem" was deflned in terms
of the poor quallty of the wrltten currlculum and the subsequent
‘fallure to prepare a future‘generatlon ofetop—flight‘;<
‘ mathematicians, scientists and engineers. To develop state~of-
the—art‘textbooks that would prepare students,for'college, NSF

turned to widely acclaimedruniversity?scholars~in the discipline
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of mathematics; teachers had a much smaller role in the ' .

development process. Many, although not all, of these textbooks
proceeded on the assumptlon that knowledge should be presented in
a Socratic way (CBMS 1975). Many were theoretlcally inclined,
focusing on teachiné students the basic abstract structure of the
discipline. While some oflthe projects called for interactions
between mathematics and science, most~did,nct‘seek
interdisciplinaryvteaching and. learning. ‘The "new mathematics"
projects'could’he llkened to-cil on the«water'of teaching
practices and assumptions. Nor‘did ﬁahy genetate.broad ownership

and understanding or support for. the new curriculum; it often was

assumed that the ekpertise of’thewuniversity'faculty provided

suff1c1ent legltlmacy to leverage w1despread acceptance and use.-

The “new mathematics“ reforms: trled to uproot and replace the

- existing curricula and- ways of teachlng overnlght (Carlson 1992).

The current NCTM reforms proceed on some very dlfferent

; assumptions. First of all it‘called for a different type of

mathematlcs to be taught to all students. It should include

: algebra geometry, trlgonometry, statlstlcs,,prcbability;

dlscrete mathematlcs, and calculus, and'sheuld involve more that

the manipulation of arithmetic routines (Romberg 1992a). The

current reforms do not focus their energies on creating an elite

cadre of‘young mathematicians but‘cn providing the mathematics
that "all students will need.if they are to be productive
citizens in the twenty-fi:st century" (NCTM 1989). Their overall

goalsAare to create 1) mathematically literate workers, 2) .
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lifelong learning, 3) opportunity tor all, andld) and an informedv
electorate. To accomplish'this, NCTMydoes‘not set out to createb
new textbooks as their primary or‘sole aim;.butycurriculum*
standards'that will provide'the “criteria of excellence" by which
textbooks and other parts of a mathematicsrcurriculum (teacher
tralning,,new~proprams;‘etc}ﬂ'can~bepdeveloped-and/judged;by~'
others. The "problemﬁiand”potentlal'solutions'are'defined much |
" more- broadly and Systemically.‘ They env151on the. need to bring
-about change invthe entire System and attempt to bUlld support’
'and«capacity-in.more diverse:and ongolng ways. By 1nvolv1ng
{deducators in draftlng'theostandards they a1m to better "ground"»
nthem in classroom experlence and knowledge.‘ Furthermore, they -
,undertook an extensive campalgn to galn input and feedback from a
broad array of professional and publlc groups during the |
:development process 'and dld not assume that: the new standards
v:would be accepted because of the hlgh status of the wrlters. ?he
reallzed that a contlnuous stream of effort would be necessary to
'bu1ld ownershlp, understandlng and support. In addltlon the '
: central pedagogical vmsion whlch drlves the NCTM effort 1s’
dlfferent from the majorlty of "new nathematlcs" prOJects, lt
‘rests on developments in cognltive psychology. cThe dlfferences
" between behav1oral and cognltlve psychology w1ll be elaborated 1n
,sectlon IC below) ~F1nally, in contrast to the "new mathematlcs"
the NCTM standards call for 1nterdlsc1p11nary teachlng and
~ learning. | | | | | ‘

B. Major Political Events-and Issues .- --- -

DRAFT FOR REVIEW AND COMMENT -ONLY -~ '---.. . 16



The professional and political events which stimulated these .

new directions came from many sources. Perhaps the earliest
professional impetus came from the Conference Board of the
Mathematical Sciences' (CBMS) National Advisory Committee report
in 1975, which evaluated the conditions of mathematics teaching
K-12 and the "new mathematlcs" revolutlon. Among some of its
more salient recommendations which we see reflected in the NCTM
,standardS’
o every child is entltled to the mathematlcal competen01es
necessary for daily living; -
.0 teachers should have- the opportunity to select from among
the growing array of alternative teaching styles  and
materials those that best meet the needs of their students,
- and
0 concrete experlences should be an integral part of the
aCQUlSltIOn of abstract. 1deas. (CBMS pp 137-138).

The intellectual cllmate was also- strongly 1nf1uenced by the

‘growing authorlty of cognltlve psychology research on student
learning, and examples of its use in European pedagogy, where
students ‘have recelved more applied problem-solv1ng 1nstruct10n
'31nce the 1970s. In addltlon rapld changes in technology made
some areas of mathematics obsolete and expanded‘lts use in other
domains. By spring, 1983 NCTM had a task force looklng into the.
development of a standards document |

NCTM's new directions were,also stimulatedjby events which
"framed an educational and,politicaldclimate within whlch it wae
possible to delegitimize the minimalkcompetency ideology of |
‘minimal expectations and minimal demands? (Bisnop'lQQO). At the
\endkof the 1970s the United States was in a‘seriouS'recesSion,

and economic competitions with Japan, Germany and other countries .
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werelintensiinng. In 1983, the National Commislen on
Excellence in Education published its influentiallreport,'A
Nation at-Risk,'which called for higher standards in the;academicl
core of schooling.‘ 6ne year:later two separate conferences were
held to explore new directions for the field. One conference was
sponsored by the Conference Board of Mathematical Sciences and.'
funded by the National ‘Science Foundation,”and{another was |
jointly sponsored by NCTM and. the University ofswisconsin and -
,'funded'by'the'U.s, Department of Education. LAt_these'meetings,
. textbook publishers chargeddthe mathematics7community5with'heing'
quick to cr1t1c1ze their mater1als but never commun1cat1ng what
in fact, they wanted. Although the conferences'were'
1ndependently convened the groups 1ssued s1mllar'
”'recommendatlons one of wh1ch was to develop "a new content
pframework" (Romberg 1992a) | wlth-th1SHbackground and mot1vated g
| .. as well by state level leglslatlve attempts ‘in the early 1980s toA

.prescrlbe curr1cula NCTM chose to undertake thlS task

| It 1s 1mportant to note in comparlson to more recent
efforts underway to set natlonal content standards the marked
'd1fference in the polltlcal context. Slnce NCTM s efforts were
1n1t1ated before the federal government»became.so greatlywvested::
in these'enterprises, thev did not'face the.kind‘of extraordinary
scrutiny and political pressures'and rapld timelines'for“
completion that the new.projects confront.
C. Zones of'Professipnal and,?ublic'Debate

As the above-illustrates;gthevmathematics.education,
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comﬁunity now operates in tandem on many isgues. In most
countries, mathematics eduéafion and mathematical sciences® do
not see eye-to-eye; in the U.S., however, the collaboration has
been remarkable (Bishop 1990). Here the different professional
associations in mathematics work closely together and often'shére
a common membership. Indeed, they_activelylpfomote c0mmunity.-'
In 1985 a collection of leaders from CBMS and NCTM approached the
Natioﬁal»Academy of Sciences to establish a!coordinating board
for all the professionﬁl groups; this resulted in the '
Mathematical Sciences Educatibn Board.(MSEB}. MSEB helped to
prepare the ground for the NCTM document with its 1989‘report;

Everybodg Counts.*

‘The hlgh levels of colleglallty in the mathematlcs communlty‘

: ? Mathematics education is the discipline dealing with the
teaching and learning of the mathematical sciences. Individuals
in mathematics education are involved in basic research on how
mathematics is ‘learned, ways in which curricular programs and
materials might be developed and used, the inter-relationships.
between study in the mathematical sciences and other related
fields, and the development and delivery of teacher education in
- the mathematical sciences. ) Mathematical science refers to the
discipline of creation and extension of human understanding and .
application of mathematics. It is often characterized by the

- subdisciplines of algebra, geometry, analysis, topology,
probability, statistics, operations research, etc. (Dossey 1993)

‘Although pressure. for change is high, little consensus has'
existed on what mathematics students ought to learn now, much
less on what they will need for the future. Lack of national
focus has created such disparities among standards that it is
~difficult to discuss curricula in meaningful and productive
contexts. Teachers have received such mixed signals that even
the best of them often do not know which choices to make in those
few classes where they have some discretion over what to teach
(1989). :
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results in’part'fromvits small size andﬁregular.communication and
exchange. Robert-Davis:notes that when'the "new mathematics"
projects were developed‘in the 1950s and 1960s, the community had
few organizations or even publicatiOn vehicleskthrough whrch‘
debates andgdiscussionsucould be airedf Deeper.schisms existed
then. The many nodes of communication.and dialbgue'which now dot
the field were. actively usedgby NCTM during«thefdeyeiopmenfnof4 |
the'standards. , — | B B | |
» But‘this'COllegiality also is'determined<in part by the
nature of the mathematlcs dlsc1pllne 1tself Unllke soc1al
studles or even science, mathematlcs does not have a
' prollferatlon of hlghly dlstlnct and competltlve subdrscrpllnes
':and they have a common language whlch fa01lltates dlscus31on
across the dlfferent subject areas (geometry, algebra etc) As’a;

consequence the general "less is. more"5

goal of current
educatlonal reforms 1sveaslergt04ach1eye11n mathemat;csvthan
‘“other»areas,'because you do not have groups conpetinggto get
c0verage'of their specific;suhdiscipline\approachesgand content:_
emphases. (In mathematics,ithe raiiyingicry iSj?increased/v
tdecreased emphasis" or "more and?somewhat different fortall"
according to Thomas Romberg, Chalr of the NCTM Commlss1on that
produced the Currlculum Standards document ) | -

One of the most ‘remarked-upon outcomes of NCTM's efforts is

the‘high degree of professional'consensus'surrounding the:

5 The prevalent notion is-that schools-should shift their.
emphasis on "covering the material"” and. provrde more . SOlld in-
depth exploratlon of fewer toplcs.
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Curriculgm Standards. Many organizations and professional
associations endoreed the effort prior to its publication, and
its strategies for setting the standards agenda has been widely
emulated. But eerious disputes de exist;‘these debates tend to
center on pedagoglcal strategles (when and how) rather than on
the content of what is to be learned5

Perhaps the key dispute, and one from which many others
issues of practlce fall, stems from the debate between
.behaviorist and‘cognitive psycholegy. The Curriculum.Standards

presents a very clear pedagoglcal agenda which NCTM's"

-Professional Standards elaborates and makes more explicit. This

agenda draws heavrly upon research developments in cognltlve
‘psychology, which propose. that students~learnvbest when aetlve o
and engaged inkconstructing their own mathematical knowledge7.

then tackling numerical, spatial, and data related concepts in,

¢ As we shall see, many mathematics educators argue that

- distinctions cannot be drawn between content and pedagogy. At
least relative to other disciplines, certain objective constructs
in mathematics--like geometric principles--appear taken for

granted but pedagogy——the way to teach those pr1n01ples—~ls not.”

’ Romberg (1992c) refers to this as a dlstlnctlon between
absolutlsts and social constructivists.

‘ " For an absolutist, "to know" means to identify the
artifacts of the dlSClpllne (its record). For social -
constructivists, "to know" is "to do" mathematics..Each
‘makes different assumptions about the learning process.
If "knowing that" is stressed, the student is treated
as a "piece of registering apparatus, which stores up
information isolated from action and purpose" (Dewey
1916, 147). And if "knowing how" is emphasized, the
student is seen as an active constructor of knowledge
"operating in important ways on his environment”
(Bourne 1966, 36). (Romberg 1992c, 751-752).
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real life--a context--students develop a kind.of'mathematical,v
reasoning, a dlstinct way of approaching problems."This
pedagogical approach is seen as most conduCive to teaching the
higher-order thlnking skills that reformers now prize.__In
contrast, behaVioral psychology;‘whiCh~is‘the foundation for much’
'fc0ntemporary practice, asserts a. pedagogy that stresses Sklll
development through the repeated practice of calculatlons that
1ink to bas1c mathematical procedures and formulas. ‘Iti
’ emphasizes direct 1nstruct10n (where the teacher 1s the focus of
, attention and 1s engaged in telllng students facts and ideas)
memorization of mathematical riles and formulas, directj
1nstruction rec1tation and repeated,practice:"Althoughfthis:f‘*\
'"back-to-basics“»view is not w1dely supported by the inner c1rclef
B of the mathematlcs community,»it remains a predominant o
vperspective among a Sizeable number of practltioners (Davis
_1984) and is frequently advocated by parents school
v”'administrators and some popular textbook publishers .-.Andlthe"r
alternative approach advocated by NCTM-ralsesxfears; Asg o
A 'expressed by Finn (1993) "Was 1t p0531ble I asked that
‘children taught according to NCTM standards might have all sorts

of imaginative ideasjabout tackling a problem yet seldom get the

8Seigfried Engelmann, 'a strong advocate of direct .
instruction, critiques the NCTM approcach as haVing a lot 1n

 common with the "new math." As quoted. in Finn (1993): "The .

manipulatives, the exposures, the acting-out, and the moral:
insistence on problem-solving has been a theme of math educators /
since the mid-60's. - The approach is-actually one of the reasons

kids currently don't know -long division and are. not. prof101ent at

. paper~-and-pencil work in math."
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right answer to it becaﬁse five times 11 was beyond their ken?"
He continues by saying that what everyone yearns for is deft
skills and reliable "math facts" combined with imagination and
deep understanding, its uh}ikeiy given the current dearth of
excellent teachers. The implication is that in these

- circumstances we must focus on skills.

' Apcthef important distinction is the timihg of when higher-
order thinking‘and p;oblem-sciying is‘introduced in thee |
classroom. The basic skills afgument is expressed by one
mathematics teacher as’ follows: | |

You have to crawl/walk before you can run. If formulas
aren't memorized, there will be no basis for the

- mathematical reasoning. If there is no mechanistic answer
finding, there will be no congecturlng, inventing, and

- problem solving. If you don't know a body of so-called
isolated concepts and procedures, .there won't be any
connecting mathematics and its applications. Judicious. use
of old-fashioned rote memory and drill are as necessary
today as they were in generations past (in Carlson 1992).

The position put forward by cognitive psychology, and the’ one
,whichiNCTM embracee, however,. ietthatVthese elements (skills and
 conce§ts) canvand do emerge during ﬁhe process.- of problem-
solving, and should proceed in tandem. 7As‘sta;ed in the'1989k

» Standards' | -

Two general principles have guided our descrlptlons [of _
expected student act1v1t1es] First, activities should grow
out of problem situations; and second learning occurs
through active as well as passive 1nvolvement with -
mathematics.  Traditional teaching emphases on practice in
manipulating expressions and practicing algorlthms as a
precursor to solving problems ignore the fact that knowledge
often emerges from the problems. This suggests that instead
of the expectation that skill in computation should precede
word problems, experience with problems helps develop. the
'ability to ccmpute.“ (p. 9) : :
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This debate raises another, similar issue in the math
community (and among parents and other members of the public)

when and how to introduce new{technologies,Alike computers and

: calculators; into the classroom. Behaviorist assUmptions would

lead to introducing these technologies, particularly calculators,

enly'éfter students learn basic skills-caldulatiens:and'

| understand mathematlcal rules and formulas. This position

resonates particularly well among the public who opposed many of

the "new matheMatics“ effortsﬁbecauseﬁthey‘attempted‘to~introdu¢eka

‘calculators at an early age. Others more sympathetic with a

’cognitivelpsychology position (like NCTM) wouldisay‘that

introduc1ng the new. technologies early ‘on contribute to

k mathematical~reasoning, and that overemphaSis on memorization and~
' drill and practice contributes to students lack of 1nterest in

‘mathematics.

While these are the primary pedagogical 1ssues that the NCTM&

i standards raised I would like to address some an01llary '

‘critic1sms that have been launched against them because they

raise important issues for other standard setting efforts.
One set of critiques revolve around the deSign of the '
Standards Alan Hoffmeister 'in ‘an article to be published 1n the

Journal of Remedial and Spe61al Education charges that the NCTM

‘'standards provide insuffiCient-detail»and depth to guide program
- evaluation and. selection apprepriately. He argues that-in their

‘current format, educators tend .to use them as a checklist but

"[t]he knowledge that a math program is consistent. with. the. NCTM
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standards is not a complete and ‘sufficient condition for program .
validation for any child," and particularly students at-risk. He
refers to Carnine (1992) who described how a math program was
rejected because it did not mention hands-on manipulatives, even
though research on the program itself demonstrated its
effectiveness in reaching both low and high achiévers, producing
higher level cognitive outcomes, and improving student attitudes
towards math.

‘One problem that NCTM faces.is over-generalization and
misinterpretatibn; many people view its emphasis on active
learning, its arguments for using‘multiple ways‘of.communicating
- mathematical knowledge--including manipulatives——as a requirement
 for manipulatives. Deborah Lowenberg Ball, one of the team
leaders on the Professional Standards document, writes: . .

The use of manipulatives is:not,thevcenterpiece of this

document's vision of mathematics teaching. Instead, the

Standards hold that teachers should encourage the use of a.

wide range of "tools" for exploring, representing, and

communicating mathematical ideas. "Tools" include concrete
models and materials, graphs and pictures, calculators and
computers, and nonstandard and conventional notation.

Manipulatives--or concrete objects--are important but no

~more so than other vehicles in NCTM's vision of mathematics

teaching and learning. Still, because the passion for

‘manipulatives runs so deep in the current discourse, many

people read the Standards as a treatise that puts

manipulatives at the center of mathematics teaching. (Ball,
1992a) : ‘ ‘ o : T .

This problem highlights the issue of implementation for all the
standards efforts; diversevinterpretations will ensue. So how .

specifically detailed must the standards be? Must they be very

precise? More realistically, no standards,document will ever

have sufficient detailk'to preven-t‘this kind of misinterpretatioh. . .
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A continuing dialogue«once the standards areTCOmpleted is

probably the more reasonable scenario. |
Another; similar, design concern for some educators.(I've

heard thiS‘from‘the special education community»in'partiCular).is

NCTM's integratlon of content standards and pedagogy. They»argue

‘that while outcomes (e. g the- content to be learned) can be
\ decided by soc1a1 processes (dlalogue and consensus), how -
‘teachers can best teach that content and how students best learn

. it raise emplrlcal questlons that must be answered by research

And- they feel that the brand of pedagogy promoted by NCTM 1s

1nsufficiently supportedxby‘research and shouldnnot be SO

broadly advocated' They p01nt out that the NCTM documents

themselves call for further research to verify the accuracy of

'these‘methods . However Romberg has argued that the Curriculum

% In . an otherw1se favorable review of the NCTM standards

Blshop (1990) writes: .

. On the other hand, it is perbaps a little surprlslng that

:there is not much reference  to the research llterature
concerning mathematlcs learnlng and teachlng. There is no’
impression of the existence of a substantial body of :
research on which, for example, the proposals in StandardS"
are based. Recommendations and. exhortations appear to be
supported only by opinion--authoritative opinion, it is -
granted--but opinion nonetheless. It is, however, going to

. be necessary to mobilize all the supportive forces if the -
reforms are to be realized, and I would anticipate a need
for some detailed research to back-up to the prescriptive
statements. Already the research community in mathematics
education has sénsed the need, but their involvement. has
come too late in the reform process to have much impact on
the kinds of reforms being proposed. .(Alan J:. Bishop,
"Mathematical Power to the People” in Harvard Educational
Review(60)3, 1990: p. 366).but with how these aims have been
interpreted by pollcymakers and - practltloners.-
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Standards rested on "research and scholarly reflection on that .

research” (Rombérg 1992b), and that the document did not contain
references to the literature because its waé not written for a
research audience. | N
II. PLANNING STAGE
A. Systemic Relationships

Alfhough‘the“tefmu"sfstemic-reform“ had'notvyetkbeen coined
when NCTM initiated ité proéeSs, ifs actiuifiés were a'preCursor‘v

to (and currently a major supporter of) this kind of change

strategy. Curriculum standards became viewed as a mechanism

which could broadly influence the design and focus of

instructional materials without promoting one specific textbooks.

~

NCTM's initiative early on planned efforts to reach many

elementé of the syétem through~ a long-term process of change. Asv .
John Dossey, the former president of NCTM during the pericd1when'
curriculum‘standérdsvwére developéd, Sayé, one ?roblem with the
-“new'mathematicsf;projécts,wés,the ﬁafriéd:polifiCalvenvifonﬁent»
Whereuthe‘pressure was on;toVCatch up with théASoviet Union;‘
*They tried to makeuovernightgchauges. Here we‘te ta;king abouf-
a staged change, overia décade}fperhaps, so that teacheré are
comfortablé with it. ‘fhe children aré'uot expected to change
overnight, but to change as tuéy move through the“system."(in
Carlson 1992) - |

NCTM's multipronged effort began first with its 1989
curriculum and eValuation standards.. These are intended to be a

framework for curriculum development; the document does nbt




‘contain the traditional.scope-and4sequence5charts,1or‘a‘listing
of topics by specific grade level (see Curry and Temple 1992'for
'a description of traditional curriculum‘frameworks and h
guidelineS}._ Instead they assume that'manytdiverse paths can be
used to reach the curricular content outcomes identified inathe
document' They intend the document to. provxde criteria against .
which textbook content could be evaluated. Towards this end
they developed “addenda“'to the standards that identify exemplary
1instructional act1v1t1es. To date they have created 23 such
‘addenda which take some of the standards in greater detail by,
for 1nstance prov1ding strands for hlgh school algebra and
geometry. (Some»critics charge that these addenda actually
omprise the kind of detailed curricular documents that NCTM

- claims it wanted to~avoid—) Note that NCTM has not piloted

'wfspecific curriculum progects. However NSF is supporting several”;gf“

progects to develop curricular materials based on the Curriculum
: Standards. | | |
l-b; OrganizatiOnal Structuresf"' |

C In~1986 after failed attempts to secureiout31de funding
the board set aside $150, OOO to design the strategy for o
' developingvthe standards; The NCTM Executlve Committee set up - a
Commission, like a standing Board of Rev1ew to. oversee the.
writing groups and report on their activities to the Board. One
purpose for setting up, this Commission: was to prov1de an

;organizational buffer between the writlng groaps ‘and the

1° They did have a small planning grant from AT&T.
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political activities of the Board; as one respondent said, the
Commission kept the Board from micromanaging the project. This
enabled NCTM to "appoint people who could get the job done".
Informally,’then, the Commission's charge was to steer the
project through the political waters, move it forward and see to
it that implementation occurred. . But they also provided
substantive input. Formally its charge was to:
1. Create a cohérent vision of what it means to be
mathematically literate both in a world that relies on
calculators and computers to carry out mathematical .
procedures and in a world where mathematics is rapidly
growing and is extensively being applied in diverse fields.
2. Create a éet‘df.standards to guide the revision of the
- school mathematics curriculum and its associated evaluation
toward this vision."‘(Introduction to Standards, p. 1)
The Board. of Directors had finalfauthority over document
apprpval.

C.. The Drafting Stage for Contentistandards

1. A Period of Intense Préparation For a year and a half prior

to convening the.working groups, Thomas Romberg, who the
.>ExecutivezCommitteelselected to_head up the writing'projects and

serve as overall editor, reviewed the literature and talked about

how the standards document should_be presehted. {NCTM alsé hired

»(é graduate assistant for him, Qho,wo:ked‘with hiﬁ throughodt the
‘process). To assist the writing<téaﬁs,;they préﬁared‘a library
of reference materials that included‘reform-reports and
background papers, research, state and'ihfernational‘curriculum
‘doéuments,'and two summary papers which "outlined thej

perspectives and the tasks to which webwere committed" (Romberg
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1992a). Papers lald out 1n advance some of the ideas and- issues
that the working groups should consider, but did not determine

the overall way they would structure the document

2. Writinq Team Part1c1pants To draft the document, NCTMUset;up
four writing groups with 6 people”each' one of theseuwas |
‘f.1dent1fied as the wrltlng group leader. ‘The mrlting'teams‘weref-
- divided as follows' K—4 5-8,-9—12* and‘assessmentfstahdards;‘
These groupings were chosen because they'saids mathematiCS"hashl'
‘an implicit sequentlal structure;,ln K-4 ohlldren are addre381ng
\ whole numbers, in SsB‘rractions;‘dec1mals and prealgebra 9 12 |
algebra geometry. ‘And;;they‘said,'theseiclusters made sense. :
- given current organrzational‘structuresdih schoolsﬁj Dossey'o
appolnted the team members, selectlons were based on reputatlon‘
_rahdarole dlverSLty. He 1dentif1ed a math educator to chalr each
‘°;committee, someone recognlzed as hav1ng a strong reputation but ‘
not necessarlly a spe01allst in research or teacher educatlon.
They selected a- classroom superv1sor \another math educator with
a: research or: teacher educatlon spec1alty,e omeone w1th B
developmentally approprlate knowledge of that partlcular level as.
well as'understandlng»of the ad;acent.levels ofveducatloh, and
\ finally,'a wild cardf-SOmetimes a devil's advocate, a*good clearf
thinker to bring about hard debates; or\to provide a balance if-
no one represented‘a certain;element.‘ The ihcluSioh of more |
teachers and others ‘close to the classroom was a;strategy which
: distinguishedethe'NCTM;standards:developmeht fromrthegﬂnew.

mathematics". The‘latter'swproceSSnis.oftenJviewed'asxtop-downﬁ A
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and elitist, involving‘university faculty with expertise indthe.’
subject-area, but often with no deveiopmentalAunderstanding.
Teachers in the "new mathematies" projects were not integral to
the formative development of the curriculum standards.

Although there was fairly broad agreement about what should.
be done said Dossey, they needed direction. The deliberations
of the writers were not constralned by strong rules or-
objectives, although Romberg had prepared a number of materlals
\ abqut the Substantlve,issues precedlng_the team's meetings. Inr
general, the working groups were‘told.to focus‘on the “big.ideas"
and to provide‘ at~most' 15 stafements. From the beglnnlng they

were charged with 1ssu1ng standards for all students.

The sequence: In the summer‘of 1987 the teams were gathered .

together for two weeks at a single site to help bond them as a
team.. During the day the groups split out, and in the evening
they met in plenary sessibns.to'hammer out how it would all;fit

vtogether argue the 1ssues."At timeS' the Commission provided

input to the wrltlng teams relatlve to the substance and form of

~ the recommendatlons.r

- 3. Review and Feedback They 01rculated 60 cepies‘of:a‘draff
document around the country with response deadline of 2.weeks;u
then the teamsAhad another week to summarize_the responses.. The
teams met ansther two weeks to summarize the responses and
vdeyelop a second draft copy. This copy. was then edited and
served as the basis for a natianwide discussion of the standards

during the 1987-88 school year. It was releasedvinfseptember;
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1987, and discussed at eight’ regional meetlngs of the council,
the NCTM S annual meetlng, and regular and special meetings of
the council's over 200 affiliated groups. In addltlon it was
.mailed out to many of the Council's members and other ind1v1duals
active in mathematlcs education pollcy settings asking for - 1nput.
Through these efforts thelr three. Journals and other avenues,
the NCTM sought to get thelr members and,other!s, views on the
general directions they were taklng. | 7 |
~.-In 1988‘the MSEB'held'fairly Small'focus.grouptmeetings'of;
parents, school principals; school'bcard members;.busineSS'and';
industry leadersuand others to respond'to‘a synopses.I (The ﬁ
‘dlStlnCt role groups ‘met separately} MSEB wrote an 1nternal f
report to NCTM and sald for example that parents were
COmfortable with computers but not calculators. In this

1nstance NCTM s response was. not ‘to alter their call for

;calculators, but 1nstead to address thls as a. challenge that- they . |

should take on by developlng strategles to educate the publlc and_‘\

win broader support during post agenda settlng stages.V‘In the“
summer of 1988 the wrltlng groups met agaln for three ‘weeks to
develop the final version of the“standardsl The work‘resultlng"'
from this effort was carefully edited?and brought to'the final
form during the fall of 1988 with final NCTM Board of Dlrectors
approval taklng place in Septemher of that year. Throughout the

~ fall of 1988 NCTM worked with dlfferent mathematlcal |
ass001ations and other profe551onal groups in educatlon to have '

the Standards endorsed~by~them~prlor-torthelr‘release'ln March,
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1989. '
D. The Drafting Stage for Professional Sfandards The wrifing A .
teams for the Professional Standarde document wasvorganized
different;y. Rather than by:g:ade level, 5 to 6 people were
chosen to be on teams organized by: 1) teaching; 2) teaching
evaluation; orA3).professional development.

“According to the leader)of one of the teams: "We were
vseieoted with enough veriation that there was disagreement‘
'Controversy among the group meant that we were already dealing
»with some of the controversies which would arise in the field. "'
She notes that she had no role in NCTM before belng ‘asked to be a
team leader; she felt that 1t was probably because 1n31ders would
not provide the needed controversy %However, because her . .

publlcations and research focused on other topics in teaching,

\she believed that NCTMlstaff'would not know in advance'what hef
positlon on the issues would be. -She felt that the working
,groups had strong authorlty to. develop their own voice; NCTM's
Comm1581on played a back role, and no one intervened. The team
had no formal ru;es for addreseing disagreements, and no
disagreemeots were soastrong tﬁet anyoneoleff. They'had.outeide
consultants come in fo adorese differentvtopics,bsuch‘as'teaching.
to peoplevof color and poor'cﬁildren; ‘It'is interestiog to note
was that she said'that the‘connections with'the.content standards
‘were more<implicit; loosely‘applied. |

The developﬁent of the Professional Standards took two.

academic years. The first summer the teams met to develop a
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draft. They.organized'a steering committee’invo;ving the'team
leaders plus an additional member fromjeach gronp'to oversee~the
drafts, and help with review and feedback during the academic
year; The second summer they had paid reviewers chosen by the
groups to look at the document' as it evolved. 'MSEB«did‘not hold -
focus group 1nterv1ews to galn feedback for these standards as
they d1d for the Currlculum Standards, because theyvfelt,that
.teaching~standards related-directly to’the profeSSionai community~
1tse1f whereas content standards are highly llnked to the
external community.v | ' |
:'III;.DELIBERATIONS '
A. The Issuesp" |

As mentionedlearliern the d1v1s1ve 1ssues’in the mathematics
‘revolve around pedagog1cal 1ssues more- than content :and the NCTM
A'standards documents have stlrred up thelr share of controversy in
thls regard. Much of that was dlscussed earller in thlS chapter'i’,
the debates that have ensued over - NCTM s emphas1s ‘on cognltlve
, psychology, 1ts approach to problem solv1ng and actlve 1earn1ng
and its approach to the 1ntroduct10n of . technology in early
,grades. Some of the design 1ssueS*of concern durlng‘dellberation
. targeted the thorny'isSueGOf‘detailrand specificity.  How
'specific‘should the content’standards be? ‘Theyvconsidered
writing grade—levellstandards, but decided that would be too
»1dictatoria; to the schools. .Instead; they identified standards
across grade level clusters (K-4;_5-8;‘and 9212)§~Another issue

was whether the standardsfshould«beAdifferentiated"forvgeographic

DRAFT FOR REVIEW AND -COMMENT ONLY- - - -~ .. .. . .. 34



.playing out in the field, and provides advice to the Executive

b

regions (urban, suburban and fural) or for étudents with diverse
learning needs. . The NéTM Standards did not dobso..‘
B. Indicators of success and implementation

Iris Weiss did a small "quick and clean" study for them
examining teacheré' understanding of the standards. < NCTM has a

Standards Monitoring Committee that reviews how the standards are

]
P

Board. In addition, Exxonuhas.funded a monitoring project
involving 12 new schools for a period of three'years;
In The Road to Reform, Iris Weiss reported the following.

regarding teachers' knowledge of the NCTM standards documents:
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Curriculum and Evaluation Standards = . "
(in percent) ; ' :

K-4 . 5.8 . |9-12
Well Aware 22 31 - - | 48
Somewhat Aware | 33 S | 35 ,‘ ' 40
Unaﬁare - “ 45 o \-f'34 h «4'* - 12

' Professional Standards for Teaching Mathematlcs
(in percent) - :

k-4 - |s-8° - |9g-12
Well Aware 14 S IV - . 130
Somewhat Aware | 36 - s . o las
Unaware = 50 a0 o |es

| ;(Adapted from The;Road tO‘ﬁefcrm'iQQZ)‘
‘ The data. show that hlgh school teachers were much more aware
\4of the documents than elementary and to ‘some. degree mlddle schoolala
dteachers. In a more recent teacher questlcnnaire to. teachers in
- 400 .schools (201 responded) 1dent1f;ed.as.act1velyVengagedsln
mathematics‘reform 63.5 ner cent said'they;had:read they.‘i
hCurriculum Standards document whlle 52 5 per cent sald they had a2
read the NCTM Professional Standards  (The most wldely_read g
document was the district's mathematlcsdframework or curriculum
gu1de at 85.7 per cent. ) The survey also explored the extent to
.whlch teachers clalmed to employ practlces linked to the reform
\ideas (Natlonal Center for Research in Mathematlcal Sc1ences
Education l992). | |

Iv. CAPACITY'BUILDING

A. Implementation Efforts - - -
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When the 1989 document was published, NCTM set up an

internai Standards Coordinating Committee charged with the \ . ,
responsibility for making sure that the content, professional
-standards and other components wererset‘intormotion.' I call

these "capacity-building" aotivities; and they‘include:

1) adaeoda'to thetcohtent standards. »A series of 23 books which
took‘aome-of‘the standards in greater depth {e.g. strands for

_ algeora and geometry for'higﬁ~sohool:;kindergarten strand, and - .
the like). These.books explain partiCUIar‘parts of the -
curricula; . |
2) a aeriea of workshops called "Leading Mathematice‘intoithe
ZletACentury", in oooperation‘with the‘National Council of
”Supervisors of Mathematics. Thesevworkehops were funded by NSF.

NCTM also hired a Wall Street public relations firm. . Local ) .

teachera were identified as "point" contacts to'answer questione
that ‘may arise locally. Dossey met'with'editorial boards Of'somef‘
major newspapers to explaln the gene31s and nature of the
Curriculum Standards the present context and in regards to what
they were and were not in an attempt to place them into contrast_
with the curricular recommendations and efforts of the "new
mathematics“'ear, |

3) another set of workshops to. support the teaohing standaros:

4) copferences.for publiShers and teet‘developers once or twice a
year; |

5) a series of videos that pick up different parts of the content

standards, such as number sense, algebra for everyone, and the
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like;

6) a monitoring project to determine ifithe standards are heing o
implemented;,and‘the'kinds of inroads NCTM is makingcin the
classroom (the Exxon-sponsored project mentioned.earlier);.~"

7) mailed an executive summary of its content‘standards report to
every principal, school_board president and othersﬁ |

- 8) MSEBQinitiated statewide coalitions}which connects math'_
eeducators across the state and collects and disseminatesif'“ﬁ

information -about successful programs ,1nclnding those.that;
’engage parents. | : |
B. Affect on other policy spheres NCTM pre31dents focused their
attention on securing NSF funding for teacher training | |
Eisenhower funds which were in danger of being zero fundedl were
Aincreased instead | | 'A - ‘ K

NCTM has had an enormous impact on state curriculum :
framework and guideline deSign, a Counc1l of Chief State School
Officers (CCSSO) ‘survey estimates that 41 states have rev1sed
their frameworks to conform to NCTM standards.;‘These states
include California important because it can be very 1nfluential
.lin the textbook market and it coordinates 1ts frameworks with its
textbook, - tests, and other materials. '

'TextbookApublishers,ﬂhowever; havefbeen slow‘to;resoond;
becausev according to Dossey,YSChools are slow}to;respond:l The
- fear is ‘that if they move too quickly, they‘millirepeat thek o

kffailures of the 1960s where.teachers were”unprepared,to teach the

"new mathematics". - t?he publishers-want:toAmakeVcertain that
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there will be a demand for the new materials. They are also

concerned about how they can capture an active learning ’approaoh, .
- cooperative learning strategies, and more investigative projects
into both textbooks'and tests.

To accommodate'the new standards, the Educational Testing
Service (ETS) is revising the SAT for’spring_1994 to include
calculators. Open;ended“response items, emphasis‘on
‘interpretation~ofzdata~and applied.mathematics'are to come. They
will also‘allow calculators,qalthough not require then.‘ In
addition, PACKETS .a new matﬁematics assessment system is a
series of "math-rich newspapers" for teachers to use as
classwork homework or tests.

Pacesetter (ETS and College Board) outlines the fourth year

of a high school mathematics curriculum as outlined in NCTM

‘standards. It outlines course‘content, fmeaty" coordinated
‘assessments that requireistudents-to anply their knowledge, and
is coordinated with teacher,development opportunities. Its
modelledJafter_the Advanced,Placementvprogram, but seeksvtoaraise
the academic achieuement'of)akbroaderArange'of students.

V. CONCLUSIONS

| NCTM is held up as'the model for setting national content
‘standards‘because of the remarkable degree of consensus it
achieved. Indeed much is to be lauded. " Its remarkable review
and feedback process engaged the. entire community--not just
professionals, but the public as uell, This process allowed

professionals to endorse the curriculum document before it was.
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released, blunting.after—the-fact criticisms and giving them a
high degree of legitimacy. In addition, the development process.
engaged practitioners--a sharp departure from past-curriculum'
developmentnpractices. |

But policymakers-must be cautious aboutihaving the same
Vexpectations\for'other'content areas; gmanyfnowabelieye1that.if
otherlcontent area projects pattern their agenda-setting'after
the-NCTM approach), similar results- will be‘attained,';However;
the mathematics community is in many ways dlStlnCt' its small
size, overlapping membership,‘common discourse noncompetitive
disciplines,'more'readily constructed instructional.sequencing,"
“and the like. As we‘shall see, other areasvlike*science and
social studies confront much different communities making their
“'task'more.difficult., In addition NCTM took more than three |
years to complete the task of setting content standards and did-
so in a relatively calm political enVironment. Today‘s content' a
standards prOJects confront a much more . turbulent enVironment
with heightened expectations, demands for quick results (they are
operating in-a two year.time frame), and greater stakes. o

dther important iSSues can belgleanedvfrom the'debates that
the-NCTM standards stimulated. The kinds of-divisions that aroseQ
‘over the Curriculum Standards' emphas1s on cognitive psychology |
and active learning will emerge in other fields 'although in
slightly different'forms.‘ Some educators question its centrality
in the document, given what they believe to beran.insufficient'l

-research base. -Many textbook.publishersuare_both,hesitant_tq
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adopt the cogniti?e psychology approach, fearing that schools and

teachers will not accept them,~and also unceftain about how fo
embed this kind of methodology in a textbook.

Some educators also argue that-teaching‘standards‘should be
kept-clearlyldistinct from content standards, and that the former -
should arise out of emp;rical<research'such as that sponsored by
the National‘Diffusion‘Network (NDN).'<Special educators, in.
particulér, have given voice»toAthese issues. ' Similarly, they
aré concerned that people ﬁse theANCTMvstandards to guide program
decisions and evaluation, saying that the sténdéfds are not in a
form that will provide adequately specific and detailed guidance,

and will be inappropriately used.
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"NEW SCIENCE CURRICULUM OF THE 1950s and 1960s"
' CASE STUDY
Gary Yee
The "new science curriculum".was a set of new science-
courses for secondary schools developed under the sponsorsh1p of

the National Defense Education Act and the then newly-formed

Natlonal Sc1ence Foundatlon (1950) for national dlssemlnatlon.

The first federally sponsored grant was awarded to Zacharias of

M.I.T. 1n.1956 to develop a hlgh school physlcs-course,"

Subsequent courses . were developed 1n Earth Sc1ences Physical

-<Sc1ence Blology, Chemlstry, PhYSICS and Englneerlng Concepts.

The momentum for this curr1culum ‘was largely spent by the" end of

the 1970s, and . adoption rates.for the federally sponsored'~

'materlals peaked in the early 1970s.-

Programs which were developed 1nclude'
mfl The secondaryusChool-SCience Projectg(also,known'asa‘”
Princeton Project; and‘by.the'course~title: Time,.

Space;_and Matter), l962.

-‘. The_Earth Science'Curriculum Projectn(EéCP); 1962l
e -Introductory'Physical'Science'(IPS}; 1967,. |
. “The Biological Sciences'Curriculum Study-(BSCS),.1959.
. 'Chemlcal Educatlon Materlal Study (CHEM), 1959. | o
. . Chemlcal Systems (CBA Chem1stry) 1957.
. Physical Science Study Committee (PSSC), l957.
< Project Physics, 1964.
-.. Engineering'Concepts Curriculum Project (ECCP), 1967.
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I. BOUNDARY 'CONDITIONS

History of Standard-Setting. Until the 1950s, school curriculum

had traditionally been éet by individual school systems in
response to the pefceived needs of local_communities. The
science curriculum in schools was established by,criterié as
diverse as student or teachef interest, popular topics dovered_in
the magazines énd newspapers, life problems fof which scientific
information might prove helpful, college requireménts,,legalf

requirements fof.health and safety, availability of textbooks,

~and standardized test questions. Science information (as opposed

to scientific.inquiry itself), éépecially related to technology,
was emphasized, as such technological marvels as electrical
appliances, internal combuétion engines, and'telephones.became
widely used. Traditiqnal courses taught sciehcé thrbugh.
tech?olqgidal applicafion, with bits and pieces of ihterésting;'
but unconnected information lobsely'struCtured info,genéral
sciepce courseé."There_was»iittle cOncepfual uhity,vand no
'conceptual bridges between uniﬁé or?disciplines. The federal
government played little role in the setting of curriculum'
standardsfin scienée. |

Major Political Events and Issues.

Chénges‘in cﬁrriculum génefally occur bedause.oflfWO broad |
categories of forces: significant economic or social unrest or
crises, orjsignificant.changes in the knowledge base which the
curriculum addressed. By thé end of World War~II,.there

developed both a need for more scientifically- and technically-

'DRAFT FOR REVIEW AND COMMENT ONLY ~ . - . . ... . - . 43




trained workers due to a shortage of scientists and technically

trained workers, and the sense.of economic andupoliticalﬁ

'competition from the Soviet Union;‘ |
"UniverSity'SCientistsnwerevconcerned‘thatZentering“college

students were ill-prepared for’college science courses‘»because'

the science preparation they recelved in. high school lacked rlgor‘“

and any sense of scientific’ 1nqu1ry, In addltlon Wlth the
increased pace of scientlflc dlscovery and advancement much of
;the 1nformation that students had learned was already out dated
or irrelevant. The scientlst s concern was to provxde a
'motivating and relevant science background for college bound
_ students through rigorous sc1ence llke hlgh school courses

At the same tlme the Sov1et Unlon had produced 31gn1f1cant
scientiflc and technologlcal achlevements 1n a- very short two '
>decades including nuclear capablllty.; ThlS concern about the'

'Sov1ets prov1ded the . spark for a natlonal dlscu331on about the ]

' woeful state of Amerlcan educatlon esp001ally 1n mathematlcs and .“

science, and the establrshment'of'the»Natlonal‘Scrence;Foundat;on "
'i(1950); In 1954,osumner'instituteS'to upgrsdefsciénfifiéﬁ
knowledge'for high‘school teachers\wereﬁestablished and. the‘
first federal grant to develop a new phy51cs currlculum was’ .
awarded in 1956. ’The concern for currlculum reform was
exacerbated by the successful launch of Sputnlk I 1n 1957.

It is 31gn1flcant that respon31b111ty for the development of?
this currlculum was placed in the hands of sc1entlsts not

educators. - The -new -goals- for science- teachlng were drawn £from
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the respective theoretical scientific disciplines. The‘

curriculum was designed to be as faithful as possible to the .
scientific discipline‘itself, and Clearly the goal was to develop
pre—professional_background in science for college-bound

students; Little attentionkwas given to the'general educational
purposes or individual student interest that might be aSSOClated

with science education. |

Zones of‘Profes51onal and Public Dispute and Consensns.‘

' Because of the widespread disaffection with public education

at that. time, the increased complexity of each scientific

discipline, and the urgency for action generated by the Cold War,

_ there was considerable consensus thatrthe task of curriculum_r

development be undertaken by the. top scientific institutes

instead of by profeSSional educators. Conflicts were thus

primarily technical ones, based,on differing technical approaches

' to the discipline being addressed.

'Educators were seen as those who needed retraining, rather

kthan as partners in the'curriculum.reform. In addition, the

‘ focus of attention on science and mathematics meant that those
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~ courses had more status and competed with "less important“

courses in the humanities, social science, and vocational

"education. Finally, while there arefcommonalities'among‘various

science disciplines, the fact that. specialists were called in to
design the courses meant that there was less overlap among
courses, and more specialization within each course.

There was general consensus in the beginning that academic.




excellencevand improved achievement were.the primary goals of the
curriculum reform. As a result, programs'for gifted students,
-scholarships for the training of scientists, 'and sunmer workshops
for science teachers were the initial strategies.i However ‘as
the mid- Sixties arrived, there was 1ncreaSing awareness that the
-.emphasis on the college-bound may have made‘the-SCience‘courses |
even less attractive to the 70% of the students who dld not
‘intend~t0‘attend:college, and for: those college bound students
not“interested‘in‘a,science-based major. As ev1dence is the
lpeaking of numbers of 801ence cla;ses, nationally,iin the early
h703. There was ‘a sense that the curriculum reforms in science
had left out significant'numbers oflstudents._ | |
vII PLANNING STAGE A | | | G
sttemic Relationships o

Because the project developers all had links to research K
universities there was a close tie between unlver31ty courses,
~and the skills and content-necessarv to succeed 1n\univer31ty
science courses, and the curriculum being developed for high
school'students.. In- addition the curriculum was- d1301pline;
:based;,so the'relationship with other researcherS'Within the -
discipline was‘strong e L o

However '"there was little systemic connection w1th sc1ence‘
‘instruction and education at the elementary level little r’l
connection with traditional groups 1nvolved in educational staff
vdevelopment or leadership, no 1nterest in working with textbook

,publishers, ang- little connection w1th traditional teacher
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education and training‘departments at colleges and universities.
. Therefofe, while the disciplinary relationships were very strong,
the ones with the traditional educational establishment were very
weak;
Overall Currlcular Goalsg and Objectives

- The: underlylng goal of the currlculum reform was to prepare
_students for science in college and potential careers in
lsc;ence., The obJectlve»was to~botheupdate the conteﬁt of the
science courses, and to‘introduce‘students'to the processiof
science as actually performed by scientists. The formervrequired
the,refofmers to consider carefully‘what”constituted the
‘essential cdnteot of each’Subject area, and thetlatter required
the'use'of open—ended "discoyery'method" inetructional‘strategies
and extensive use of labofatofy expefiments and field studies.
The objective was to provide<studentsAwith'tﬁe_knowledge and the
skills to‘further.their uﬁderetaedihg‘of‘the subject area beyond
"what was taught in the class. The contentlwocla be introduced
,sequentially,:wlth simpler ideas'introduced earlier, and more
complex concepts reserved for‘tﬁe.end of the‘courSel‘ Each ueit
would be connected to prior knowledge and skills. The goal was
to re~cast high- school courses from scratch to make science
classes like science laboratories ".where students would pse'the
concepts, structure, and operations essential to that field to
make discoveries, not simbly tokreport ahd confito results.

' Competence in learning is not limited to being able to
answer questions from an assignment or to work the problems
of the laboratory. - A student is expected to know more than
an answer; this might include the restricted meaning of the
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topic, its modification for different contexts, or its
expression in quantitative terms.. To know somethlng 1s to
have insight into its meaning in terms of the laws,
theories, or conceptual schemes of science. - It is in’ th1s
way what. is learned becomes useful for th1nk1ng ‘and ‘problem
solving. Another way of stating [it is this:] does he see
the relevance of the concepts,. principles,  and inquiries
‘constituting the discipline? ‘Has he developed an- intuitive .
- capacity allowing him to go beyond the subJect matter _
described as the course?  Are ' his powers of reasoning thosemﬂ
~ ‘that’ characterlze the sc1ence he 1s studylng’7 (Hurd -1969;-
p. 32) . , ST

Manaqement Structure‘

There‘was concern about the federal 1nfluence on curr1culum"
2i1usurp1ng the tradltlonal local author1ty over curr1culum so,“.
*‘multlple reform prOJects were sponsored by the Natlonal SC1ence

vdFoundatlon (and others) in, each d1sc1p11ne area, by d1fferent m~f

predom1nately un1vers1ty based teams Most un1ts were plloted 1n>vﬁ;i

ey

”’;schools but most of the development work was done by

-uVresearchers 'and practltloners prov1ded llttle 1nput 1n the

‘currlculum development.r It 1s unclear how the part1c1pants were;lVf

"selected but 1t 1s assumed that practltloners would be selected V.f"

'for the1r knowledge .of ‘and’ experlence 1n teach1ng the subJect
u“matter.~'Because the part1c1pants are grouped around tradltlonal f |

4‘f1elds of study, and the concern was to 1mprove preparatlon for

college bound students it is- assumed that any arguments would be_‘_

prlmarlly around the. detalls of those d1sc1pllnes rather than onv;f:

larger pollcy 1ssues such as access and school-wlde
part1c1patlon..‘.ylx, "'41 : . o |

School systems" were free to adopt any or nonevof the un1ts
:for their. schools.; Teacher tra1n1ng was mlnlmal the bellef was’ ...
tthat teachers only lacked the materlals. lerted”tralnlng:was
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systems- Iocal staff development offices and teacher collegesf .

‘past or - to organize more in- depth unlts to facilitate concept . .
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sometimeS‘offered,during summer institutes. Traditional training

were generally_not involved. Most of the emphasis was on the

high school level.

' III. DELIBERATIONS

‘The‘brocess~for setting Standardngenerally followed the

well- establlshed guldellnes for conductlng scientific research

\ Major issues which ‘arose included how to shift instruction away o
, from information dlspensing to theory bullding, from data

‘ ,COllection to data analysis from lecture to’ experimentation[

from statlc to dynamic. ' There was c0ncern»over the vast amount

‘“of informatlon and its dynamic nature whlch represented each of

7the fields and whether to sample the field as ‘was done in thei

attainment (the latter was chosen)

‘,Goal and/or Standard settinq

' The goals for the currlculum reform were largely set by the

.prlncipal 1nvest1gators for each progect normally a professor
‘with status w1th1n the field. He organized an Adv1sory or.
‘~Steering commlttee of profeSSional SCientlsts w1th some input

- from educators."An experimental course was fleld tested and

evaluated, revised, and then published in flnal form‘by a
textboOk‘publisher;‘ The - standards were pre- deflned by the
content and Sklll prereqursrtes that the college courses into
which the students successfully completing the hlgh school class

would be channeled. ‘The goal is that these students would -




develop the interest and skills‘necessary'to beconetprofessional'
scientists in the future on;the,basis of-success With’actuali

~ scientific inquiry, rather than a potpourri'of‘unrelated,'but
personally interesting,_science‘taSks or experiments. . Topics
were limited to those which contributed'to ahstudentis |

understanding of the conceptual structure of discipline.

‘Because of the relatively narrow disciplineébased'fOCus‘of';’

each project there arose questions as. to the disaggregation of

sc1ence into narrow unrelated knowledge and skills.f ngh school~

students would have little aSSistance in 1ntegrating varlous '
dlSCiplines‘and understanding core sc1ence concepts‘and |
processes. The empha31s on “pure“ sc1ence also de emphasized
technology ‘and day-to day applications which in general were of .
'more interest to students.‘ In addition a. larger concern was>
that the science based emphaSis in the development of the *\
curriculum might preclude the dlscu351on of s1gnificant socxal
questions whlch may be raised as a result of - scientific study,‘
for example resource exp101tation ecology, nuolear weapons
proliferation etc.

The government sponsored several projects within each of the

disciplines, and schools uereﬁable.t0fselectlthosefthey felt were

most appropriate. However, there was little differentiation in

the program to accommodate‘diSadvantaged learners, and there”were'

only limited attempts to deVelop special materials. Debate
centered around whether.'the new models were too.difficult for

average or lower-ability~learners;woréwhethermthey;were‘inufact
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more appropriate, since they depended less on the rote learning

and prior experiences necessary for traditional courses. .
Additionally, because the courses were for "college-bound," there
iwas[a self—selection process which 0ccurred- Because all of the
curricuium ﬁrojects were developed within the,scientific
community, it wasklikely‘thatdmost participants were white males.
As the policy focus shifted in the mid-sixties away from academic
dexceilence towards.greater across—the—board eQuity and attention
vto ~disadvantaged students, there was concern that ‘they didn't
have the background skills and knowledge to handle the
~curriculum.

The pro;ects shied away from new dlsciplinary alignments or(f
- subject areas, such as ecology and biophysics. In addition,

there was a deliberate effort to move away from the. traditional

textS‘and courses of study, at least 1n1t1ally, and towards a .
laboratory and field experiment based curriculum. There was a
conviction that "new" instructional strategies needed to be’
employed in addition to the new content, and theé had little
regard for traditional science texts Acourses or pedagogy.
Because scientlflc rigor. and preparatlon was the overall goal,
there was 11tt1e 1nterest 1n maklng the new courses part of the
general educatlonal scheme, and,llttle connectlonfbetween the
content and any other subject areas,-save nathematics.' There was
1ittle interest in the social context of the student or a general
philosophy of education, savekthat which was essential to

scientific inquiry. Acquisition of skills and knowledge .for
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dailydliving was considered a study of technology, norfscience;‘”
The sequential order of units was critical to each of the
projects. Units were presented in order of both' content and 
skills complexity,,indorder'to maximize use of the limited time
allocation to science. Concepts'were also evalueted for
appropriate‘introduction at various grade levels: someﬁconcents i
were inltieted at the junior high séhool'lerel;i'HoWeder,:there;;'r
was little articulation among the/disciplines;‘there was weak =
intra-subject connection. | |
' Courses‘were_designed around‘units'which'tadghtfthe

. information and the skills. needed to understand the dlsc1pllne
and its dynamic nature malnly through experlment and 1ndependent
- dlscovery.u While the unlts were thoroughly fleld-tested the“
jdmore advanced ‘ones depended upon prlor knowledge and SklllS d"
'sought the development of skills in. theory bullding and testlng,
not speclfiotanswers,;Consequently, teachers themselves had to ber
verfjoomfortable’ﬁith embiguouefor_unenrioibated‘reedlreg'and:'
knowledgeable within fhedsubject‘areaf | |
' IV. OUTCOMES o
Legitimacy of Process and Proddcfli*

| In each case, the new curriodlum waslaﬁeignificent'departure
from the traditional'curriculum.‘ Jackson reports that over half
of the school dlStrlCtS natlon~w1de utlllzed at least one
federally-sponsored prOJect,'and forty percent used more than-
one. However, no'single projectigained widespread aoceptance:

only the Introductory Physical .Science. program,.._the _least
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demanding of the new'curricula, was adopted by even 25 percent of

secondary schools. Others had adoption rates of less than 15 | .
percent. In contrast, the commercially produced standard
chemistry text was used by half of the high school chemistry

students. vit'should be noted that some of the cOntent updates

~and shifts in emphasis to laboratory work were refleeted in the

revisions of those standard texts.

Three ' factors seem to have limited. wider adoptien.' First,

- the new material.was still being taught in the "old" way, even if
Vthe material required inquiry instructional methods. Many of the

‘materials appeared to reQuire structural reforms and ehanges in

classroom and school-wide organization; as well as eignifiCant
amounts'of:teacher trainiag»and staff preparation.. Some of the

organizational requirements of active discovery learning were too

compiex to be carried out in the traditional classroom with one

teacher for thirty-five students. . Equlpment which broke down was:

‘'seldom replaced. Teachers felt comfortable teachlng the way they

had been taught. It is important to note that traditional
currieulum‘development,systems, where educators were‘ih control,

were not utilized, so widespread support aadvparticipationrdid

-not appear to exist.

Second, there was a perception that’ the materials were too:
dlfflcult for average students. Teachers were not conv1nced that
dlsadvantaged students would be able to handle the course, and so

often the new curriculum would'be taught alengside a "less

- demanding" traditional course.»'ln‘fact, many teachers, who were..




_teaching science only because there were'insufficient numbers of
teachers with science credentials, “found the materials ‘too
difficult. The students themselvesmwere'reluctant to take the
courses for fear that they would be too demanding, or that they
were just for'extremely gifted‘scienceéoriented students.l The
percentage of high school'students'enrolleddinracademic science,'
course began to decline in the early 19?03.

Thirdl-there was insufficient consideration offthe competing
;demands and interests which fight for resources and time w1thin a.
‘school. Additlonal time for sc1ence meant that time for other
courses. would have to ‘be reduced.s The 1nclu51on of evolutionary :
theory ‘and sexual reproduction in biology classes renewed
'rcontroversy in the public eye., Textbook publishers continued to
exert significant political and profe551onal pressure on
‘ districts at curriculum selection time. The 19703 brought a-.
public cry for "back to the ba31cs" 1nstruction and competency-:"'
based assessment and the new science currlculum seemed fg
"experimental" and too open-ended. And 1t was not clear‘that the
' new curriculum would produce the high scores on standardized |
tests, which still ‘were the public measure of a school s qualityr"
V. CAPACITY BUILDING ‘ | |

Syvstemic Linkaqes

The systemic linkages were weak both among the various
science disciplines, and between the prOJects and the rest of the
stakeholders. For example, the courses were seldom part of the

content of-teacher'traininguprograms,l”Teachersiof”teachersrwete -
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not often utilized to disseminate and popularize the courses.

Instead, Asummer institutes staffed by vsc:ientists were often the .
dissemination vehicle. Standardized testing programs were qnable

to effectively mimic the process orientation of the g?ojects.

The most signifieant linkages qccgrred in the adaptation of
fraditional‘textbooks to the content presented byktheeceurses.

Ongciné development and steff training ended with the end of the

federal funding;“even.thoughfmost materials were_pub;ished by

traditional textbdok~publishing companies (These projects then

competed with the companies' traditional science textbooks!)

VI. CONCLUSION

" While traditional texts and state curriculum frameworks have.

. been heavily influenced by the various curriculum projects, and

there is general agreement that the courses were well—designed to

teach~scientific‘inquiryeat a high level, it is unclear that they

‘achieved,their intended purposes—fhe developmentwof,a'la:ger

scientificallyftrained manpower pool. In.their‘effqrt to
meintain the quality and integri%y of scientific inquiry, the
projects may have diStanced themselves f;om the broadef goals of
education. ‘After the initial surge ofeiﬁterest, fewer students
toqk’basic science classes and few clesses,utilized the materials
as designed. Science instruction began to be seen as "elitist"
and too difficult, and unattractive -to students. The initial
purpose became too narrowly focused and did not view science .

iﬁstruction as part of the broader reform of education, which

‘included the link of science with social science,'with_values .




issues, and with the application and implications of scienCe in
everyday life. | |

; This case highlighted a number of controversial norms that
the 1960s groups advocated{‘ For.example; the 1960$oreforh.groups'
operated under the following assumptions |
1) Content standards must organize the content into a.secuence of :
tOplCS that will promise achievement of course objectives. One
' con31deration is the vertical structure of K-12, and the other'is‘
~based upon the concepts and inquiry processes peculiar‘toya
specific science courSe. Concepts selected for teaching should T
be authentic and v1able in terms of a SpelelC sc1ent1f1c S
diSCipline Iike thSlCS. Whether the concepts meet the personal ?f
and soc1al needs of ‘the students, or are popular With students
. and teachers is not the first consmderation.??
2) Meaningful 1nquiry in science reguires the student to

participate in the kinds. of inquiries characteristic of the'

' scientific enterprise such as discoverv and 1nvestigation.

3) Content of greatest value Wlll provide the most explanations
and have the widestvgenerali21ng«power. This.involves
understanding‘the grand’principlestfthekunifying ideas, and thevv
abstract attributes of scienoe‘(for example, chemical bonding and
organic evolution ). | |

4) Teaching methods are not generalizable beyond the context of

the discipline they‘represent.

? The following is- derived- from-various- books written by
Paul Hurd at Stanford University.
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5) A relatively few significant concepts, taught in depth and in
context until the student has some intuitive feeling for the
topic, is preferable to subject matter."covetage.“
6) Each curriculum item should be coordinated with a complete
course package, tested and ready for claesroom use (including
1text,'lab manual, teacher’S‘guide,'tests,vfilms, lab equipment,
and lab ekperiments) |
7) The .courses must not be overly sophlstlcated and toodabstract
for the typical high school student.
8)_Content should be modelled after pre?ptofessionel ooursesgwith
a cateer<orientation. They should serve to weed out the non-
scientific mind»ratherithan’provide a generaleeducation for
sciences. HConsequently, lQéOs‘“new scienoe" wes criticized\fot
lack of apparent relevance to the "real world";;end’a lack of
'practioal applioatiOns. | |

While. there ‘remains a need to 1mprove the quality of science
\instructlon for the development of a strong scientlflc manpower
base, there is en equally 1mportant need to expand the base of
- students mho think ecientificallf. From our experlence w1th the
development de51gn and 1mplementat10n of the new science
curriculum of the 50's, we can ask several queetlons which may
helpdin the deeign of the next generation of currieulum.

‘iQUESTIONS TO ASK IN THE‘EVALUATION OF:NEW SCIENCE CURRICULUM.

1.‘ What is the v1ew of science reflected in-the curr1culum°
a. How are scientists involved in the development of the
curriculum?
b. How is science controversy handled by the curriculum?

c. What is its view of the relationship between science
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and technology°
What is its view of the relationship between sc1ence

‘and the social sciences and humanities?
" How is the subject matter coordlnated w1th that of :

*  other science disciplines?

-£.
g.

2. What

a. .
b.

How is scientific intuition treated°

'How are the needs for industrial and economlc

revitalization addressed?
is ‘the curriculum’s view ofestudents?

Who will the curriculum appeal to? '

- How does that view of science- limit or enhance ltS;

accessibility for traditionally under represented

' groups of students?’

.cb.
d -

’ é‘
f. .
g.
h.

3. xwhat

d. -

DRAFT FOR

What are its beliefs about the way students learn?
What attention is given to non-science-oriented

~students? to non-college bound students?

Why will students be motivated to take these" classes?.
How will students be encouraged to take these classes?
How does it see that science fits into the overall ‘
context of a student's education?: )
What does it see as science's contributlon to a
student s overall educat10n°;_ ;' : '

is the curriculum 8 view of teachers and teach1ng°
How are school teachers and learnlng theorists involvedﬁ
in the development of the materials? - ‘
What instructional strategies and abilitles are
necessary in order to teach the curriculum?

How will current teachers be trained in both: the .
discipline and the instructlonal strategies° How w1ll N

"~ the training be sustained?

How will the curriculum be disseminated°'

"How will teachers and courses be linked with other .

science teachers and courses?" How will their
discipline-based knowledge be- updated?

Are science teachers scientists, or 1nterpreters of
science? :

is the curriculum's impact on schooling?

What changes are needed in the structure of the school
in order for the curriculum to be successful?

What is the relationship of the curriculum to the
current materials being used by schools’ How will
science knowledge be updated? ‘ -
What are the strategies for recruiting and retaining

more science . teachers?

What strategies- will. be employed to recruit and - train
teachers. from non- traditional groups?
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e. How will teacher pre-service training programs utilize A
the curriculum in the preparation of new science .
teachers? o

f. ‘How will the curriculum be systemically linked to other

" components of the education system- ie., assessment,
textbooks, staff development? :
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. . CURRICULUM REFORM IN CALIFORNIA and NEW- YORK:
A TALE’OFAHISTORY-SOCIAL‘SCIENCE AND SOCIAL STUbIEé‘STANDARns
| ‘ CASE STUDY |
- Diane Massell
Social studies is a fieldAwhich,gaivanizes.extremely

passionate professioﬁal and'public debate. "The multicultural
issue" is one of the most c;itical, althoﬁgh Cértainly not the
.only, sources of dispute,~'THis Césé study examines the attemp£s
bf two states, Californiarand Né&‘York, to set sqc?al studies |
cohtent«sfandards‘du?ing»the l;ttér~partfof the lééds, andipays
particulafkattention té'how the issue of multiculturalism played
out in these different efforté;v'in;some respééts the context for
_curricular reform was similar across'the two stéfes.;iFor |

. "example,' éa‘ch state has beéh.tﬁédi‘fioﬁally"fa'ci:iv?" 'i'n curri‘cﬁlum
policy, and both have largé;idiyéfse}ahdﬂpoweffui minority |
commﬁnitieé.“Yet despite:thésé similéritieé;\gommunity response .
on the multiéultﬁfai iééﬁé differed.remarkably; and in California
those responsés changed character at various sfages of the réfbrm
précess,‘which invbl?ed'first the’dévelopmeht‘of afnew history_
sociél sciehce framework,iana:tﬁéh the‘state'adbpfién of textbook
éeries.based upéh‘tﬁe framewOrk:criteria. PubliC'and‘, | |
professional cbntrovefsy'o?er(fhé multicultuféi p:eséntétioh'in
the framéwork was relatively‘ﬁuted. AWhen time came for the -
public review and Staté Board adoption of a textbook series,
however, the public cried out vociferbusly on this issue.‘ In New

York, by contrast, multicultural debates loomed large at the
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outset of their curriculum reform process.

This case study explores these two states' efforts to see if .
we can identify key differences_tﬁat‘ﬁight haQe contributed to
these varied political results. However, I look at the
California effort in much finer detéil than New Ydrk (Sectioh V)
in part because New York is still in an early stage of devéloﬁing
its social studies curriculum standards and frameworks®.

1. BACKGROUND TO THE CALIFORNIA CASE.

A. Overview

When~¢aliforﬁia began réﬁiewing itsnhisto¥y*sociél science
framework in 1985, Bill Honigiﬁad only,recently been elected
superintendent of public instruction. He had won the election on
a pledge to create a more rigoroué, academic education‘for all

children. Two years before the state legislature had enacted an

omnibus education reform packagézwhich raised;gradﬁation
requirements for all.stﬁdents;‘ Curriculum frameworks were
targeted as the ﬁrimary policy'mechanism for carryingfout thi§
promise. Whiiekthey had beenVusedAbytfhe state since 19?2 to
“guide statewide texfbook adoption, the - older documents were
perceived'as little more than “édOd doorstops"—-symbolic, vague
statements with only a minor impact oh thé curf;culgm and |

" instruction of élassrooms.‘ But the staté decided £hat‘if the

quality of these frameworks were improved they would have a

3 Most recently, the New York Stéte Department has turned to
the task of establishing social studies learning goals and
outcomes which will‘later translate into curriculum frameworks.
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‘powerful mechanism for;changef”“Over‘tlme,ktheiframeworks'became‘

‘key not only for COordinatingltextbook and”instructional
b‘materlals adoption but also statewide testing,rstaff developmenti“
and teacher certiflcatlon accountablllty, andumore;"Also'OVerd‘

- time the frameworks moved further and further away from a’ "f IR

*conventlonal state currlculum gulde format whlch offered lengthypf

:}lists of content and behavroral objectives (what some detractors ‘
fcall “isolated factoids") Instead ‘the newer documents
4-artlculate a phllosophy and ratlonale for: the subJect matter "
'ffield embedded 1n readable prose.v They prov1de conceptual =
v"roadmaps to the fleld s "blg 1deas"‘ Wlth advxce on. pedagogy and o
other elements of 1nstructlon.f Phe documents are supported w1th |
”;many addltional documents for 1ocal distrlct currlculum.ﬁ. |

Q‘“supervisors teachers and parents..a}"”‘

Even prlor to Honlg s electlon as‘state“superlntendent
showever the broader polltlcal and cultural envxronment was..
:preparing the wav for new 1ntell°ctual dlrectlons 1n the hlstory—}
.isocial sc1ence framework The precedlng framework adopted 1n |
u1981 presaged the new document s empha51s on world hlStOIY and
culture multlcultural perspectlves and lnterdlsc1p11nary | |
'integratlon of<d1fferent subJect~areas.t Yet poor test results
from‘1983 as well -as new state and natlonal research in. the

' field gave fresh impetus to change once the framework came up

for rev1ew in- 1985 Students reportedly scored poorly 1n most

subgect-matter flelds but they were partlcularly weak in world

hlstory and geography, and an attltude component of the test also
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showed low student interest in these disciplines. . In addition,. .

the state was concerned about - the small(amount.of'time teachers
were spending on history‘and social sciences, and the_qUality of
textbooks which watered-down content to providefinoffensive, |
politically neutral--and, many maintain, boring--
representations.
B. TheﬁFramework ' |
"eIn 1987 the State Board of'Education adoptedvthe.History-
Social'ScienCe framework developed under the aegis:of the\
Curriculum_Deveiopment and'Supplementai‘Materials Commission..
The new_frameworﬁ represented a dramatic_departure from the‘j
'fdominant pattern of social_studies_curricnlnmnin the United
States,.mhich can_be traced.directiy‘toian influentia151916‘?,

report called The Social Studies in Secondary Schools (National

Education Association 1916)*.. Most conventional,social studies

curricula emphaSize an"expanding environments" design,. which.isr

a set of concentric c1rcles that begins w1th the child in the .
center and moves outward to the family, neighborhood ‘community,
region, nation-state and world. In. this deSign history was
’ practically pushed outdof the:primary grades_by the 1940s in
favor of content drawn from'sociology,ipsychoiogy} cimics( and
(economics (Patrick 1992). Charlotte Crabtree a member of the
California framework team, and others argued that the research on

child development and. learning did not support the tenets of the

; . * A 1991 survey by the Council of State Social Studies .
R Specialists revealed only slight deviations from the long-

standing curriculum pattern (Svengalis 1992). . ) .
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‘wrote:

expanding environments design (1989) and'manY*newer social
science efforts, starting with California, are rejecting it°.

In its stead, California's framework poses'what Crabtree calls a

‘"Here,«There, and Then" design, in which study focuses first on

the young child's immediate world; extends negt out in space to

M'distant places and then reaches back in time to connect the

child in meanlngful ways to times past and the long ago. Hlstory’
is returned to the elementary school curriculum as well as

geography, llterature and the arts from varlous hlstorlcal

~periods and dlverse cultures and places around the world.

. In addltlon to these changes the 1987 Callfornla framework .

calls for 1ncreasing the study of world and Amerlcan hlstory to

;,’three years each giving speC1al attentlon to the study of non-f‘
{Western SOC1eties,,restoringmstudy'about~religlon~as.amkey.factor L

in'U S. and»world history, - emphas1z1ng history as a dramatic

chronlcle to be taught and "a story well told adoptlng grade-

to-grade‘sequen01ng, re1ntroduc1ng llterature in hlstorlcal

o instructlon “and- making hlstory and geography the unlfylng forces‘

in the document.

5 Jerome Bruner "a distingulshed cognltlve psychologlst

There is little beyond 1deology to commend the Hanna [i.e.,
expanding environments] program and its endlessly bland
versions. Whatever we know about memory, thought, passion,
or any other worthy human process tells us that it is not
the known and the settled but the unknown and the unsettled
that provokes the use of mind, the awakening of
consciousness...Starting kids off with the familiar and then
going out to-the unfamiliar-is-altegether-in violation.of
this deep principle of -thought-and of narratlve.u.(Brunerﬁ
quoted in Crabtree 19--) '
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Vlife"‘ understanding the "special role of 'the United States in - .

The multiculturalism within the framework emerges from what ' . .

some would call the pluralist perspective (an effort to'portray
the various facets of the multicultural debate follows in section
C). In its own words, the framework:

calls on teachers to recognize that the history of
community, state, region, nation, and world must reflect the
experiences of men and women and of different racial,
‘religious, and ethnic groups. California has always been a
state of many different cultural groups, just as the United
States has always been a nation of many different cultural
groups...The framework embodies the understanding that the
national identity, the national -heritage, and the national
creed are pluralistic and that our national history is the
complex story of many peoples and one nation, of e pluribus
unum, and of an unfinished struggle to realize the ideals of
the Declaration of Independence and the Constltution.
{California Department of Education 1987: 5)

‘Elsewhere the framework calls for "respect for the human dignity

. of all people and understanding of~different cultures.and waYS of

world history as a nation of 1mm1grants"' and recognizing that
"even as our people have become 1ncrea51ngly diverse,. there iat'
broad'recognltlon_that we are one people. Whatever out‘origins;
we ate all Americans." (balifornia Department ochdncation 1987)
In October, ;990 the State Board of Education‘adopted the

Houghton-Mifflin K-8 social studies textbook series and a Holt;~-

Reinhardt and Winston grade 8 book based on the criteria

‘contained in the framework.

' C. Major points of contention in the social studies field

Social studies represente’one of the most contentious

'wsubject-matter fields, in part because of its strcng llnkages to

moral and ethical debates in our soc1ety and 1ts
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: multidisciplinary nature. Here I discuss'three of the major

points of contention in.the field in general; later in the

document I will talk about how they'did or did not play out in

California and New York.

1. Multicuituralism‘is one ofcthe issues:which most -

ggalvanizes the broader public, . The debate is hard to

characterize without being'submerged in'the polemics of opposing

'campS‘ espec1ally when there 1s range of oplnlon within the
4d1fferent camps themselves.‘ (Here I w1ll not dlSCUSS the

»p031t;on of those-who argue agalnst multlculturalvcurrlcula‘

altogetherr-'Among‘educators;,atzieast;‘thosegwhophold this view
are few and far between. ) 'MultiCulturalists diVide-over.the

scope purpose and method of multlcultural 1nstructlon.. Whiier

' labellng these pos1tlons 1s 1tself a contentlous act for the_j<

'2sake of argument I will descrlbe one:.as’ the "plurallst" model of

multiculturalism, and the_other_the“ centrlc model.:.The B
following quotes illustrate some'ofvthe range;of‘debate.

Centric Arquments

. The idea of "mainstream Amerlcan" is noth1ng more than an’
additional myth meant to ma1nta1n Eurocentric hegemony.
When Professor Ravitch speaks of mainstream, she does not .
have Spike Lee, Aretha Franklin, or John Coltrane in mind.
Bluntly put, "mainstream“ is a code~word-for-"white."..We?do?
not seek segments or modules in the classroom but rather the
infusion of'African-AmeriCan'studies‘in.every'segment"and in
every module. The difference is between "incorporating the
experlences" and "infusing the curriculum with an entlrely
new life. Asante, 1991: 269 -70) »

The idea'[of the Californla framework] was to see everyone
in a single great narrative, but.the narrative itself is’
‘faulty What ‘we ~have here-- is a d1fference in. perspectlve
and you-can't -get- -any--more- .fundamental..than. that. :.I'm less’
concerned. about the common culture than about the survival
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of African American children and African American eulture.
(King, quoted in Kirp 1991: 22) .

-

Pluralist Argquments
As a result of the polltlcal and social changes of recent

decades, cultural pluralism is now generally recognized as
an organizing principle of this society. In contrast to the
idea of the melting pot, which promised to erase ethnic and
group differences, children now learn that variety is the

‘spice of life. They learn that America has provided a haven
for many different groups and has allowed them to maintain
their cultural heritage or to assimilate, or--as is often
the case~~-to do both; the choice is theirs, not the state's.

. They learn that cultural pluralism 1is one of the norms of a
free society; that differences among groups are a national
resource rather than a problem to be solved. Indeed, the
unique feature of the United States is that its common
culture has been formed by the interaction of its sub51d1ary
cultures. (Ravitch 1990: 3) .

- ..educators must adhere;to-the principle of "E Pluribus
Unum." That is, they must maintain a balance between the
demands of the one--the nation of which we are common
citizens~-and the many--the varied histories of the American
people. It is not necessary to denigrate either the one or
the many. Pluralism is a positive value, but it is also
important that we preserve a sense of an American community-
-a society and a culture. to which we all belong (Ravitch
1990: 17) ' :

Professor Asante suggests that we disagree about our vision
of the future of the United States. He is right. I fear

- that Afrocentrism intends to replace the discredited white
supremacy of he past with an equally disreputable theory of
African supremacy. The theory of white supremacy was wrong.
and socially disastrous; so is the theory of black
supremacy. I fear that the theory of "multiple-centrisms”
will promote social fragmentation and ethnocentrism, rather
than racial understanding and amity. I think we will all
lose if we jettison the notion of the common goal and learn L
to identify only with those people who look JUSt like
ourselves. (Rav1tch 1991: 276) ’

" Those on the "centric" side of the debate often propose that any

effort to teach a common culture is itself an act of oppreesion
which obscures the position, role and contribution.of different

minority groups. They argue thét simvply incldding. ‘more ;ﬁee:ple in . -




. America's story is cuitural imherialism in a new guise. Thi's
hints at aAcentral critique of the pluralist,perspectiVe——that it
is disempowering,. and that pluralist politics itself is a |
failure.  Some,‘although not ailihadvocateS‘argueathat.studentsu
gain self—eSteem and do‘better'academically when they see

: themselves represented in the curricula, and hear themselves
represented through their own v01ce35 (Price 1992) |

2 Disciplinarv focus of sooial studies.‘ Social studies is

a. highly fragmented field draw1ng from multiple diSCiplines..-It_

can include history, anthropology, SOCiology, psychology,"

economics, geography, or other subject matter areas.' Strong\
“professional debates arise over which d1s01pline (if any) should

u‘provide a unifylng core for the 5001al studies curricula in the

: . . 'schools or indeed whether soc:Lal studles has its own: content and.a; o

¢ This position is laid out in an. article. CrlthiZlng the
' Qluralist multiculturalism of the California textbooks:

-Particularly for nonimmigrant or involuntary minorities.

. (those whose forebears came here. through slavery, conquest,
or colonization), the impact of negative textbooks on their
primary socialization can be ‘devastating. As Vernon
Broussard notes, "The children of minority and other .

: depreciatedtgroups . .absorb "‘an ‘alienated perspective on the
‘social world,"™ which comes from."the official legitimators
-and definers of individual. and social identities."

~ Says Veronica de la Cruz -an Oakland student, "I, as a. ,
young Mexican-American, feel that the education system hides -

-a lot from us. Many people are ashamed to say’what their
cultural background is, ‘but that is only because all they
have ever learned was European. history.". -

..Many of us have observed that a reputedly "slow"-
-student can both learn and create "raps" with a speed and-
imagination that would inspire Carl Sandburg or that a
student who rarely contributes to class discussion and who
cuts school nearly every day may be an inspired speaker in-
church or at a community meeting.--Why? - -Because -the-voices

U 7 silenced in-the textbooks-find:--their expreSSion»elsewhere.
. (Ellis and Epstein 1992, p. 164) :
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should_avoid the more traditional disciplinary perspectives
altogether. If decisions aremade to give all the disciplines ’ .
equal weight and representatron, COverage within the constraints
of time (the school day and year);becomes~a concern particularly
if one has the goal of providing students with more opportunities
to explore content in depth Also, many educators argue that
identlfying one or two dlSClpllneS as the primary lenses provxdes

- students w1th a way of 1ntegrat1ng the 1nformat10n they recelve."

3. Social issues} Another key‘dlsputevln this field is the

issue-ofvhow (or‘whether).socialisciences-should be structured to
address controversial sooiei'issues; and whether sociel issues
»insteed ofvdisoiplinery perspectives.should‘frame the course of
study. An‘issues—based sooialjscienoe'curricu;s arose in

response to.the social upheavals.of the late 1960s and 19705.'

| Then it did not seem as 1mportant to understand the "structure"
of academic disciplines (a prevalllng pedagoglcal phllOSOphy) S0
~much as the crltlcal»issues of~the day; From thlS perspeotlve
courses are judged accordlng to thelr relevance and thelr
potential to overcome racism, sex1sm, ethnocentrlsm -and national
chauvinism, and would be organlzed around these or other crltlcal
issues. Another school argues that issues should be addressed
but that they should be addressedAwlthln the context of one or

more disciplinary perspectives.

II. PLANNING STAGE
A. Systemic Relationships

—---=—- - .- The systemic -connections between California's.frameworks and
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other educational policies have.grown during the past'decade.

. Before the current reform efforts, the frameworks were used by
county steering committees to'developﬂan outline for'curriculum
guldes, and‘teachers were often completely unaware of them.

State Department.staff conceptualized the notion that frameworks.
should,befcentral to the state'sfrevitalization efforts, In
Honlg s f1rst year the llnkage between the frameworks and staff
development and new teacher tra1n1ng became clear,:the,use of ‘the
frameworks.for,textbook.selection was its historicffunction; and
that"continued; The frameworkS"are.used forfthe,development ofw
thewstatewide CaliforniayAssessmentnProgram (CAP)} and’later
still for evaluation and accountability purposes,'staff
development and teacher cert1f1catlon. |

B Organlzatlonal Structures |

FRAMEWORKS

The Callfornla éurrlculum Development and Supplemental
Materials Comm1ss1on (here1nafter referred to as the- Curr1culum'.
Commlssion) is a'permanent'advxsory body tonthe State Board of
: Education:with»jurlsdiction over‘curriculumﬂframeworksfas well as’
state- adopted textbooks and 1nstructlonal materlals Itsvmembers

are app01nted for four ~-year terms, they in turn app01nt ‘ \"

) Currlculum Framework and Criteria. comm1ttees to revise the

documents when they come up for review: every elght years The

wr1t1ng committee members serve for the length of tlme 1t takes

! The cycle was- very recently changed from._seven to elght
years. :
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to revise the framework for presentation to the Curriculum
Commission.

While the State Board of Education holds final authority
over ‘the adoption of the framemorks, staffing arrangements give
the Department significant influence over the procees- In
addition to providing staff for the framework committees Honig,
as superintendent, is the. Executive Secretary of the Curriculum
Commission. While~this is not a voting position, it'provides a

formal role from which to exercise.SuaSion and 1eadership. ,ln

addition to staffing, the Department plays an informal but often

- strong: role in the selection of participants to the framework

writing committees and the Curriculum'Commission itself. Other

~informal efforts (like the polltlcal leadershlp that was

frequently exer01sed by the superlntendent and staff) gave the
Department substantial authority over the agenda—settlng process.
For’the HistoryéSocial Science~framework the Departmentf‘
took the unusual (if not unprecedented) step of callrng together
a Blue Ribbon committee (teachers currlculum spe01allsts,and‘
academlcs in hrstory, geography, and civicsf;prior_to COnQening a
framework committee. The:Committee_metxfor qu days to |
brainstorm, and among otherlthings theykdiscussed the lack of
time spent teachlng history—socialiscience in general and in
primary schOoling'in particular; the problem with repeat survey

courses which do not allow students to delve deeply into a topic:;

- and how literature might be used to enrich the teaching of

history.v Unlike‘NeW»York's.advisory:task forces .(see below), the
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Committee did not'issue mahdates’foriaction,or even ahy‘writteni
document .’ ﬁather, the Committees function Was}largely
exploratory.
C. The Draftlng Stage
The State Board'of Education appoints members to the

framework committees based upoh-the suggest@onS“Of the Curriculum
Commission. For the History-Social.science committee, they drew -
lupdnnscholarsfin{the field‘of‘historyf‘geography,.and’education'
as well as,admihistrators, teachers and currlculum supervmsors in
social science and other;f;elds. Two of these people had been on,

ithe'Blue Ribbon-committee,'thus>prov1d1ng some contlnulty‘and

'means of conveying the dlSCUSSlOﬂS galned there.'

'Organizatlonally this framework commlttee was grouped 1nto grade—
g ‘level clusters of. klndergarten through thlrd fourth through
eighth and ninth through twelfth o

The commlttee met mcnthly for a ‘'year (Callfornla Departmentg

,Of Education 1987), although the rev1s1on process took two years
altogether.' After the fleld rev1ew (see below) the Currlculum
Commlss1on voted to accept the commlttee s recommendatlons lahd
then app01nted a subcommlttee to prepare a flnal draft The
final draft syntheSized; and in some cases elaborated upon, the'
'origihal 300-page'document and included recommendatlons from the

Curriculum Commission, 1nput from the fleld rev1ew, and

% piane Ravitch, .co-chair of the framework committee and at
the time -an adjunct professor of -history at . Teachers .College,
Columbia University and Charlotte.Crabtree, a._professor:-of _
education at the University of California, Los Angeles.:
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suggestions from the State Board of Education. (One area that

they reportedly elaborated on was multiculturalism.) However, .
this redrafting caused a stir, particularly among members of the
Califbrnia Council for the Social Studies (CCSS) who felt that

the committee at large should have had a hand in the rewriting’.

. )

Participants. ‘The compésitioh of thése writing committees,;és
“well as the Curriculum_Com@isSioﬁfitself, marked a departu;e'from
conventiqnai selection practices and was a key»componént of
California's stfategy-fo; creating cutting—edge documeﬁtsf In
general, members to'state-committeés are appointed‘according to a
'maérix formula that ensures réﬁreSentation»acrﬁss:political,
geographic, racial‘énd éthhic;]énd'ofhef‘gebpolitical énd social

characteristics, as well as various vested interest groups. .

However, in Califorhia thé'view:émerged that "if a committee was
representative in\the‘broadésf sense, what you.got Qas the status
quo enshfiped". : While.the Board_continued td'meet'the Qarious
matrix criteria, the firét'concern_was.selecting people with the-
.profeséional expertise-and skills in both the cdntent area and in
‘pedagogy. Their choice»of}teachérs‘éhd subject—matter
profeésionals wés_"a'powerful synergy whiéh was unheard of at the
time™. | | |

Respondents provided a stéwhat‘mixed.viéw of whether

members to the History-Social Science or other committees were

- -~ 9 Department officials argued that this was standard -

- ~ operating- procedure- for- the Curriculum.Commission. Whether  that ;
is true or not, this step generating long-lasting tensions.
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selected based on their views-on’issues»within a subject-matter ~
field. While most often they did not know what outcome they
wanted, or'ewen whereka person“stood onla'particular'issue,‘the
state knew_roughly where it wanted the framework'to,he on the |
'fissue”of‘multiculturalismw' Honig publiCly discussed his
'concern that social studies under the 1981 framework had
deteriorated into "ethnic studies"'in which schools serving |
‘Hispanic children.emphaSized Mexican culture and‘heritage, while
those in-largely.Black communities emphasi;ed.African American
culture and schools in‘Asian American.communities emphasized_
their-culture-and heritage. He was concerned . that none.studied'h
any of the othersj andsstudents:in schools that:enrolledn
-primarily Anglo students got "none of the above"A(Written E
fcommunication from 1987 history SOClal SCience framework member
\3/29/93) Consequently-they did'not deliberately choose“someone;
for the framework committee whose ideas would ‘be. in. direct .
oopOSit on'! An opponent California s pluralist - |
.multiculturalism critiCized the technique used for deCiding :
minorityirepresentation on the committee, alleging;that'they“

appointed minorities based on their proportion in the teaching

. However, another respondent, discussing other subject-
matter frameworks, suggested that the state sometimes did have a -
strong notion of where they wanted a committee to go once the
process was underway. The respondent noted that the state would
sometimes provide consultants to help steer the committee in this
direction, or might even reappOint committees and start ‘anew..

10

u However, Joyce King, an advocate. for a more centric
kind of multiculturalism - was-on the -Curriculum- CommiSSion at the
time, although she-did not- partiCipate directly in~the-~»~-- - '
preparation of the framework in  that role. . . /
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rather than in t‘he' student population. In this way, one gets a . .

_much smaller number.

Review and Feedback. Sunshine laws in the state require that all

meetings of-the framework committees operate in public. At the

3

end of each meeting they allot time for public response; numerous
visitors attended‘each meeting of the history-social science
committee. Informally, consultants and other reviewers respond

to the frameworks during the. drafting period' more formally, upon .
approval of the Curriculum Commission the draft framework is
circulated to a professional‘network consisting primarily of -
teachers;,university professors, and other education expertsi
Uoon‘revision the Curriculum Commission then ‘holds two public
nearings and the State Board of Education holds one more.

With the Hlstory Social Sc1ence framework the state decided,

at the urging of the-California Council for the Social Studies,
to circulate twice the number of drafts than usual. CCSS,said'
more. teachers needed to be'involved because of the. great number

of changes that they were going to be asked to make. And,

‘ according to one respondent the state only held one public

review session with teachers before adoption, rather than the
seriesqof sessions that was moreAtypical. Ultimately, however;‘ﬁ
the Commission‘did’receive 1700 responSes fromfindi?iduals and"
Aorganizations”;iiThe changes they.madelto the,draftAcentered,on

'religion, multicultural,content,,thearole of women, and emphases
2

- 12 -These were'computerized and - periodically the responses

(organized by questions or - issues, -with.pro.and con. feedback) L
would be taken to the’ Commission for advice about revision. o .



in world history.u‘Perhapsuthe most contentious area concerued
5, . : . .
the'efforts of various groups to bresent the history ofvtheir
original homelands or:ethnicrgroupe in positive'or heroicuterms
tWritteh'communication from 198? history-socialtacience‘framework
member, 3/29/93). | | |
| : TEXTBOOK ADOPTION

The‘StateﬁBoarotof Eduoatiou'appoints5an instructiohal’-.A
" Materials Evaluation Panel (IMEP), which in the hlstory social
science Caee oonsisted,of'educators, hlstorlans and’ religious
‘scholars, to reviewgsubuitted-tethookS'basediUponvcriteria‘noted.o
in the framework. Materials are;placed on.displayrat 30 centers‘-
looated.turoughout‘the State}othefCurriCulum Commiesion'holds'two‘
pubiic‘comment'sessions, and the State Board of Educatlon holds
one more prior to adoptlon.~i:b | |

The nature of the 198? HlStOIY—SOClal Scmence framework was
1nt1midating to ‘textbook publishers. Because the framework
"called for the teachlng'of rellglon,‘departedgfrom‘the;%r'
tradltional social studles des1gn and:to a%oertaru‘ektent
\obv1ated survey textbooks coverlng the sweep of Amerlcan hlStOIY,f;
publlshers were concerned that the books would have no market
beyond~Californla.‘ Durlng the&nextA3O months, publlshers»went
around the couritry to see if suohua radically different.series
would sell. These kinds of oonoerosfled the Ametican Aeeociation
of Textbook Publishers to lobbytthe'atate»legislatureAto’overturn-'
statewide‘adoption<altogether,ra measure strongly_énd

successfulLyafought by~Honigw(Kirpfi99l)w :Butfihgthe.endgonly.Qx
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publishers submitted books, and onlyll, Houghton-Mifflin,

provided an entire K-8 series. ‘(By contrast, 22 publishers had i .
submitted during the previous adopticﬁvin 1983). Houghton-
Mifflin, whose seriés'was'approved, had no previous history
series and thus no investment t§ protect. in more recent years,
the state has had continued.diff;culty encouraging publishers to
submit te#tbooks that matchithe*framework. '

Two competing accountsAof fhé state’s métivation to adopt
the textbook sefies Circulate. ~According'to'one journélistkwho
is,generally very crifical-of.the history—social scienéeyeffort,
‘the state was almost obliged to approve the:submitted texts
because the legitimacy of this particular‘framework and other
framework innovations might be'éeen as ﬁnreasonébié if the state
‘xl'epea‘tedly» faiied to sécure publishe'rs,’.' cooperation (Waugh 1991,). .
However, many participants in the process Vigo:ously oppOse‘fhis |
interpretation and. assert that, §n the\contrary, thé.State Board
of Educdticn waé under'strong preésu:es not to adopt any of the
.propbsed books bécauée of the vocifegous‘opposition, and long-
standipg tensionstwithAthevSuperintendth. }They aréue‘that the
éoard~fulfilledvitS'promise to bublishéré that iﬁ the;materials
aligned with the frameﬁork( they,would.adOpt them. Because the
ﬁaterials iafgelyAmet the standards set forth in‘tﬁe.framéwork,
Athén, they were épprerd bf unanimous vote (Kirp~1991).
III. DELIBERATIO‘NS ' |
A. Major’issues

——— ] A , e . FRAMEWORK..
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. Over the course of the California history-social science
committee's deliberations, several key-issues’arose; Among them
were:

1. How to integrate the various disciplines. Strong voices

emerged both in favor of and against U.S. and world history as
the central unifyingknerSpectives forg6‘of the‘13 years of the
framework. Reputedly.one major association argued that social N
studies should act as the*central‘focus-"Consensus'ouerlthe‘
hlstory'proposal Was‘reached, honever, once‘oourses in civics-
(Amerlcan government) eConomics- and the‘soCial sciences were
assured.’ In addltion consensus reportedly was secured by ‘the
potential of world hlstory to bUlld global understandlngs, andlf
~ the devotion of the. grades 10 and 11 currlculum to 19th and 2OthA
.‘ 5 ‘century U.S. hlstory and 20th century world h:x.story. These twc
yearS'satisfled'the'“5001al lssues“ advocatesnbecause‘they»‘
allowed teachers to explore in depth major contemporary issues
like human rights or racial ethnlc and religious confllots.
2 Degth. “While the commlttee agreed that prov1d1ng students
with more in-depth coverage of fewer toplcs was 1mportant and
necessary, achieving this goal generated strong dlSGU$SlOnS,
particularly across grade levels when'determining-what content to
include at various levels and how to malntaln connectlons.< One
,strategy they used to. address the depth 1ssue was to empha31ze
dlfferentrchronologlcal periods in grades~5, 8 and 11.4/ ThlSv

“approach'runs,counter‘to most survey courses.which cover the

sweep of U;S;—history.-<While-teaChers;initially;were;concerned,
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about the elimination of these survey courses, respondents
suggested that teachers have now embraced the.moie narrow time
focus because it allows them to go into greater depth ahd discuss
critical issues with studenté. In fact the California'Councii
for the Social Studies, with strong teachér membership, endorsed
maintaining the 198?Ahistory-§ocial science f;amework for another

cycle.

3. Conservatism/lnnovation.~‘0ne~queStiQn constantly before the

committee was how to responsibly‘innoﬁate’and lead the field and[
at the.same‘time, pfoduce_a framework with whiéh‘feachersbwould
feel comfortable. There was a strong temptétion to stick to the
status quo and what is familiar to feache;s; ‘

As noted in the deécription,éfit%e framéwork; many
innovations were introdudéd; In bart'innovation was pushed
through becauseféf the.leéding—edge ideas,huftured by some of the
parficipants on the panel’’, the.leadership provided by State'

Department,'Curriculum Commission and State Board of Education-

members -which "protected" these innovative ideas, and managerial

tacticsitb~maneuver the document safely through some of the

turbulent political waters.
4. Multiculturalism. Multiculturalism was an integral part of

the 1987 curriculum framework. During the framework meetings,

13 For example, one of the "turning points" in the

framework committee meetings came with the invitation to
Charlotte Crabtree to attend a meeting and talk about child-
development and social studies in the early grades. Afterwards
they invited her to become a full member. As a result of the
effort she and others made, -the framework adopted the innovative
"Here, There arid Then" design discussed earlier.
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whether multiculturalism'would be a central component'was not an
issue; rather the 1ssues that arose during the public hearings
concerned historical 1nterpretations and presentations of o
particular-ethnic ‘religious, gender and other groups. Among.the
'spec1f1c complaints that arose were whether° 1)-Turkish‘COntrol
.‘led to Armenian "genoc1de"; 2) the holocaust should be called a.
Polish-Christian holocaust as well as a Jewish one; 3) Israel

should he'described asda "democratic" state.(Arab.groups'obbosed

this adJective), 4) all homosexual people should: be 1dent1f1ed°

5) deeper treatment should be given to Hispanic history in the
':West.. To arbitrate these concernS' the Comm1ss1on sent the |
'fdisputed material to historians and asked them to dec1de if‘the
__concerns~were'valued '/ln this way the academy would legitimate
or delegitimate the claim., | | R -

While these.and other-concerns were.VOiced durino;thef

‘Board's public hearings on the framework hrelative to the
'textbook adoption process or the New York case the outcry was not‘
voc1ferous.A Indeed, the chair of the State Board of Education S
open hearing estimated'that 75% of the_people:were supportive of
the framework. “ |

(-

' TEXTBOOK ADOPTION

InocontrastVtoAthe frameworks;.the texthook.adoption'processu
__led to much more vociferous and:acrimonious debate*over-the issue
ofvmulticulturalism; The nublic hearings.led to hitter'outcries
:by Blacks, Asians,-Native Americansfand‘Hispanics.who;argued'that'v

‘the proposed*tethooks"were~Eurocentriciandmbiasedzmand—rrf»*4
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insufficiently covered the culture and history of different

minority communities. Several respondents asserted that these

3
communities had been contacted and mobilized by parallel groups

in New York State, who had become inflamed about the issue during

the advisory committee fepotts issued there (see below). Among

) othervthings,'groups charged‘that’multicplturalism had not been a

] : . .
top priority of the textbook selection committee in its decision
to‘:ecommend.the Houghton‘xifflin books (Waugh 1991)“5 Other
procedures used by the State Board of‘ﬁdncation were also

criticized. For example opponents of the‘textbooks accused the

Board president of inappropriately lobbying for the Houghton

. Mifflin series, and of limiting public response to only one

minute each!® (Waugh 1991).. However, other‘members of the

fminority community welcomed the new textbeoks. For example,

State Senator Diane Watson reportedly wrote a powerful letter of

SUpport'fbr adoption to the LosAAngeles Board of Education, and

other minority leaders 1like Julian Nava and Cliff Trafzer

testified in favor of'adoption. The‘minority community is not

YUsing the 18 criteria for tektbqok selection listed 'in the

- framework (where; as one critic points out, narrative style was

weighted more heavily than cultural diversity), the committee
ranked the Houghton Mifflin books as 3 (on a scale of 1 to 5) for
meeting state guidelines for cultural diversity. Three others

were ranked higher on this point (Waugh 1991).

15 At the textbook hearings, the Board President hosted a

press conference with other state officials and Houghton Mifflin

representatives. He reportedly "heaped official praise"” on the -

-series, and circulated handouts listing the higher number of

references to ethnic-minorities. in these texts compared -to. _
existing ones. -
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one monolithic group with a single opinion‘onﬁthe multicultural
issues. V ,.

At the Board hearing, the crowd wasnso big they'had-tov
relocate, and so rancorous that a police officer_was summoned.
Although acknowledged to be better than the previous texts, two
urban districts (Oakland and'Hayward) refused tozadbpt the books
'and are now. struggling to flnd thelr own materlals.v»Other urhan
districts like San Fran01sco adopted them on the condltlon that
the dlstrlct prov1de supplemental materlal that addresses
7minority concerns (In fact they 1ntroduced these supplemental
materials at the same time, so that the local board was voting on
;the entire package) The majorlty of dlstrlcts in the state
) welcomed the textbooks (or at least felt they had no. ch01ce)
| because of their 11nkage to the framework (Reinhold 1991 see ;M@
. also Berenson 1992) The otherﬂsystemic 11nks--to statew1de
assessment and -staff development--also probably added other
1ncent1ves. | . ‘

However the "publishers were stunned by the bltterness of
the protest that surrounded the process of publlc hearlngs and
comment" (Relngold 199l), and desplte their purchase by most
California schbol,distriots and;states'like Arkansas,and-
.Virginia, they'remain‘wary'toda§..-Atdthe timegyﬁonig's responsel
"to the outcry was: |
L | They do not 1ike the 1dea of common democratic
prrncrples. It gets in the way of their left point of view
that this country is corrupt.: .This country has been able to
celebrate pluralism-but keep some-senge-of-the .collective .
that holds- us-together. --Everything- is.-not race, gender or .= .

class. The whole world cannot bé seen: Just through those
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glasses.

. Democracy has certain core ideas--freedom of speech, law,
procedural rights, the way we deal with each other. If
everything becomes hostile race and class warfare, we are
going to lose this country. The issue is not
multiculturalism. We agree with that. The question is, Are
you also going to talk about the political and moral values
that are essential for us to live together? (Reinhold 1991)

The dispute has left lingering doubts in certain segments of the
'_minority,community about the legitimacy of the framework adoption

process. Commented Lew Butler,vchairman of "California Tomorrow"
(a group which represents minority communities):

...the state's adoption process may have been functionally
appropriate in the days when Whites were the dominant
majority. But it doesn’'t seem to be flexible enough to
respond to today's "new majority" of ethnic minorities.

- African Americans and Latinos and Asians are struggling

L , to make the books responsive to their interests, and then
. they are correspondingly charged with being interested in .
‘ only their own culture. The whole process has become
adversarial. (Waugh 1991) '
Furthermore, the teaching of reiigiOn has remained very
controversial at the local level, and is far from settled.
In thevehd,’an enduring problem for California is the
'refusal of publishers to submit addltlonal textbooks that meet
the guxdellnes. It raises a potent questlon for natlonal
standards:-:f,the content standards are‘so‘innovative,~and'do not
avoid important butkpotentially-controversial’topics/ will
" materials developers'respond?-
IV. CAPACITY BUILDING
Ih,general the state department of education sponsors

‘awareness conferences in conjunction with county offices of

é“L~"-education after frameworks are adopted. -For History—Socialt

Science they held 11 1nstead of the usual four,>all were
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. oversubscribed {approximately 500-1000 people in attendanCe). In
~addition to the awareness conferences, the state has launched a
number ofiefforts to promote staff deuelopment.around the -
frameWorks;‘VAmong other things;.the State Department‘alsofissues
manyvpublications‘to supportucurriculum development based on the -
framewcrks'at the district leuel-(such‘as gradeulevel COurSe .
models), prOVides pamphlets for teachers on supplemental
literature that. supports the framework ‘as well as literature in
: different languages, issues booklets for parentsf and develops
~fmodel Curriculum guides for grades 9 12. B “'A o
v. COM?ARISON: NEW YORK STATE SOCIAL STUl)IES COMMITTEES
In November 1687 New York s Comm1331oner Thomas' Sobol

appointed an advisory task force (the Task Force on MinoritiesQ

.‘ o Equity and Excellence) to Teview all of .the: Department s curriculum ; _‘ ‘

and instructional materials "to see 1f they adequately reflect thef'“~
pluralistic’nature,of our soc1ety; and to 1dentify ‘areas. where*-'“
changesfor.additicns may'be needed". ‘The task force report "A
Curriculunl"of Inclusion" (July;"l989) unleashedt extraordinary,
public debate over the multicultural 1ssue. .The7task'force.wrote;
that minorities ‘had ."been the victims of an. Kintellectual 'and‘
educational oppression " and . that thelr contributions had been;
systematically "marginallzed" by a pro- European ‘pro Western bias.
‘They charged that the textbooks;used in theschools16 were filled

with “hiddenvassumptions‘of white supremacy."

'* New York-State does~net adopt textbooks,-these are. local e

. decisions.
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In addition to stimulating a statewide debate on the issue,

the "Inclusion" report was harshly denocunced by historians like
Arthur Schlesinger, Diane.Ravitch;and Kenneth Jackson as reverse
racism,,’In-fact,~Schlesinger ccnvened a group of histcrians to
respond to the report. and "prévent the abuse and_corruption of.
history by ethnic groups." (Schlesinger 1992) = Tne report also
alienated curriculum specialists within the State Department of
Education,.and led one stafffmember_to publicly:Criticize than
report as groundless because.it_did,notvcite examplas'of bias in
the existingasocial studies:curriculum,. This curriculum had been '
révised three yéars earlier tc‘give Africa, South.Asia, East Asia
and Latin America the same.weight as Europe»in new global studies
units in theléth'and_loth grades (BergerilQQO)Q' Several staff in

the Department remained angry about this and Sobol's subsequent .

handling of.the issues; in 1991 the head of the social studies
bureaufresigned cut of frustraticn.

The outcry led. Sobol. to trf-to distancs‘himself'from the
report by reminding.the public that it was purely advisory, and
vagreeing that its tone was ‘inflanmatcry.' He recommended a
Icontinuing .review of the 7K—12 history and sccial; studies
Curriculum, and‘in Juiy 1990 appbinted,another advisory_panel (tha

- New York'State Social Studies Réview and DéVelonmant‘Committeé)‘fto
help design the structure and focus of new syllabi assist in the
selection of content and 1nstructional materials, and serve as a

,knowledgeable resource for information, ideas, and suggestions."

Most-cbservers-agree~that-the~‘inflammatory>tcne! of _the. first __
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report can be attributed to the composition of the task force.

With the controvers1a1 Leonard Jeffries, Chairpof the African-

American Studies Department at theaCity University of New’York, as
- a prominent consultant, the»taskﬂforce~participants included 16

minorities in all, ~and"on1y‘1fwhite. A New‘york‘rimes editorial

o charged that the task force was - “domlnated by politlcal ~and |

educatlon advocates not curriculum experts" (1990), an observatlon

[

confirmed by others-—even the Commissmoner himself..

Indeed politlcal concerns had motlvated the agenda settlng:

‘process from the beginning.. The task force was one of Sobol s‘

'first acts as Comm1551oner hav1ng been appointed by the Board of

Regents only a few months prev1ously.' HlS app01ntment was mlred 1n:
controversy. The Black and Puerto Rlcan Caucus An the state‘
leglslature and others charged that Sobol s background from an-5
affluent, suburban communlty ,(Westchester"County)> made‘ him

unSuitable.to confront the‘problems,ofSthe:stateJS'urban'schools;

‘and_minority students. In fact, vthe thembly‘Education-Committee7

”held up reappointment hearlngs for the Board of" Regents to protest

hls~selectlon.~ Sobol moved qulckly to mltlgate these concerns.- Hef

‘suggestad that racism underlay the poor quality of many of the‘

state's urban schools " and sald that the system was composed off
"two contrasting.systems. one largely suburban whlte affluent

and successful, and the other largely urban of color poor and

- failing." The task force resulted#. Whlle the "Inclu31on" report

17 a newspaper article -said: -"He admits- that he -named -the - .

"panel because “his own -appointment -had- been-criticized- by the

Legislature's Black and Puerto Rican Caucus" (Berger 1990). ' This
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was controversial, it is evident that his bold moves won the

support of at least the Assembly Education chair, who had etrongly
obposed him.?®
In appointing the:second task force, Sobol pledged. to the

Board_of Regents that any syllabus revision would be "thoughtful;

~scholarly and apolitical“——a'direct response‘to the politicization

of the rssuee brought about by the previous task force (New York
Times' editorial 1990). While Sobol selected people from different
sides of the ideological spectrum, tried to'avoid‘the ideological

"extremes", and included some of the sharpest critics of the

"Inclusion" report, consensus over multiculturalism was not

. forthcoming.

- When the report, "One Nation, Many Peoples: A Declaration of

Cultural Interdependence", was issued by the Social Studies Review

and'Development'Committee in ‘June 1991,.eight participants on the

panel wrote separate dlssents.~’ Like their criticism 'of the

"Inclusion” report they felt that the new effort erred on the 51de'

of ‘emphasizing ethn1C‘ ldentlty . Wrote ‘Schlesinger: = "The

charge was confirmed by others.

88y early 1990 the chair said he was "really a fan of this .
guy. He has a sense of outrage.:  If he has to defend himself, . |
it's against people who say he's done too much to brlng equallty
to all of our schools." (Verhovek 1990)

%.Some other proposals'of-"One Nation" that were
controversial:
1. Even the youngest students should be taught to view history

- crltlcally and to understand that there can be many ways of

understanding historical . events. »
Educators argued -that a critical view of hlstory for young
children leads to relativism; they 4o not think young children




.republic,has survived and grown because it has maintained a balance
between pluribus‘ and unum. The report, it seems. to me,‘ is
saturated with pluribus and'neglectful of unum." ' He felt that the
report "plays up the crimes and plays down the ideals" of European
influence.f Wrote Jackson -"It is polltlcally ‘and . 1ntellectuallyt
"unwise for us to attack the tradltions customs and'values which

attracted immlgrants to these shores in the first place The )
people of the Un1ted States w111 recognlze even if thls commlttee
does' not, that'every vrable;natlon»haszto_have a:- common culture to |
survive in peace." (Quoted in Verhovek 1§§1). Paul Gagnon, who was.

invited to be on the task force but was unable to. part1c1pate said'
hthat the "One Natlon" report only om1tted the most.extreme language |
of the first document (1992) f cheri_commlttee membersv who

‘supported' the report countered that:'thef consensus reached‘

represented the strengths of d1vers1ty and the unlty wh1ch could"

'emerge (Verhovek 1991). Governor Cuomo entered the debate in July,F-
1991, over what he said were ‘the perceptlons of the report 20 w1th '

a more~moderate accommodatlng pos1tlon, " He argued that the"

o Celebration of d1vers1ty depends on agreelng to common values and'

ideas, that we. do not have to choose between the two The freedom d

can grasp such confllctlng information. . .
2, More time should be spent in studying everyday llves and
traditions ("social hlstory") _

20 "1 mention "perceptions" because “indeed, many of the

issues raised by the release of the Report'reflect not clear
policy statements in the Report, .but nuanced interpretations and
perceptions--some no doubt accurate, --others--perhaps strained--of
the underlying- goals~and-motivations~of~themReportf1~¢(Cuomo'uo
1991, p. 3) ’ : :
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to be different is a core,vunifying American value, &c.'(Cucmo
1991).,‘However, the tensions remained as high and sharp as they
were after the ﬁInclusion" report was produced. And, in fact, one
state department official predicts that the multicultural debate
may reemerge once more‘when‘the'Depa:tment issues its recommended
learning outcomes and curriculum frameworks.?
VI. CONCLUSION

Why did New York's agenda-setting process stimulate such a

. high degree of political turbulence'around multiculturalism? One

~must point to the initial motivation for reform: for the new

Commissioner, the curriculum review was a way to leverage minority

esupport S0 at the outset multiculturalism was the primary issue.

And, once the- different communities had been galvanized by the
"Inclusion” report, multiculturalism moved irreparably to the top
of the "issue-attention" cycle and dominated discussions and public

reaction to. the second report as well. ‘Theitwo documents became

irideological platforms serving the’ political exigenCies of - the

moment. Furthermore, because these were. adVisory reports and not

‘ actual curriculum documents, neither were followed by a review and'
~ feedback process that couldfhavenserved to create consensus.

The reverse»side'of.these argumentS'is that in California, at

least during framework development, multicultural issues did not

ignite because they were not gthe‘ main motivation for change.

22 As of this writing the Department was in the midst of

" writing learning outcomes which are reportedly at-a fairly high.

level of generality.: Curriculum -frameworks -based.-on these
outcomes will follow.
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‘ Through review and feedback the state was able to address many of
_the objections to the multicultural strand~ofdthe framework (as
well as other issues).

However,‘theucalifornia textbook adoption phase did generate
strono controversy.-‘In:some.measure’this may have been a resnlt‘Of"
timing.ﬁ The adoption phase occurred in the aftermath of,New York's
mIncluSion".report,'and public attention throughout,the,nation had

turned to explore the issue:’of .onlticultnralism. ' Groups  in
Caiifornia werevreputedly mobilizedrby parallel organizationstin‘
New York. “Another'reasonlwhyuthis‘phase'was nore'contrOVersiaivmay'
have to do with‘the‘natnre.of textbooks. For one thlng, they are

- much more'detailed'than:frameworkstiand ‘can’ thus generate more

oppositlon. The textbooks are also hlgh stakes for publlshers, the. .

‘»state,vand 1oca1 dlstrlcts.v Publlshers have invested 51gn1flcantf
“amounts of ~t1me and 'resources;' The state wants books to be’
published that meet 1ts standards and complete an. essentlal plece
of-thefsystemic'puzzleu~ For dlstrlcts the textbooks are hlghly
'~salient hecause~they nust spendd?o peroent.of thelr state textbook
aid on“adoptedkmaterialsfgf ;In addition;theoanse“locai'sohool
'boards decide on‘Whether to‘ose the state;adooted books or not, the
- process becomes hlghly pollt1c1zed at the local level k
‘San Franc1sco was able to derail opp031t10n to the Houghton
leflln series. by first puttlng together supplemental materials

that "addressed the specific needs  of thelr ‘ownr,mlnorltyo

22 yhile-in California districts may put the money aside for .
“future spendlng on- other- state approved materlals -they. would..
* then have to rely largely on out-dated books. - B
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populations. This points out the importance df emphasizing that

the textbooks, like the national standards, will not be everything
~fto everybody, but will provide a common core of high standards
which must be supplemented at the state and local levels.

The California case also .demonstrates many other important
lgssons for.national standards in this subject-area. Ohe concerhs
the ability of the 1987 history%social sciénce-framework tommittee
to introduce ihnovations thét‘draméticallyvdepart'from the current;‘
status of the field. These_~innovations were enablgd by the
composition of the. writing COmmittee,“ which brought together
leading-edge acédemics -and ‘practitionersv and emphasized

~professiohal, participation in all:_stagesb of the..ptocess,
(Elsthere[ I have called'this.tﬁe'professional elite modél of -

participation.,f See Massell, forthcoming. )" In addition to

coﬁmittee composition, the state employed a ndmber of managérial
strategies to protect the conttotersial positions and innovative
stahds,taken'witbin.this framéwotk.;‘ By’turniné‘tg university
’SCholars oﬁtside the process to'legitimate or‘delegitimate the
competing ;laim}-the Cur:iculﬁm.Commissiqh was able to adjudicate_
content*dispﬂteé. While Californié,>théh, has.creétedfcutting edge'
. frameworks, it has been less successful iﬁ generating support\from
a wide range of textbook publishéré; andAcontroversies”continué at
 the local 1evé; regarding the teaéhing of religion. Thuskeyen
.thpugh iﬁnovation waé successful, one m@st ask how “leading—edge"

a document can be without losing some of the essential components

. |
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measured .in the short or long-term?‘
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ADVARCED PLACEMENT PROGRAM
CASE STUDY
Carolyn Kelley.
The Advanced Placement (AP) Program, administered by the
College Board, providesdhighvschool teachers with curriculum
guidelines on 29 courses in 16 subject areas including Art,

Biology, Chemistry, Computer Science, Economics, English,'French,

German, Government and Politics, History, Latin, Mathematics,

‘Music, Physics, Psychology and Spanish. AP examsgare

administered in these subjects in the Spring of each year, and

participating colleges‘grant credit and/or waive course

réquirements based on the results of these exams.

I. BOUNDARY CONDITIONS
A. History of Standard Setting

The College Board established the Advanced Placement Program
in the 1950s in response to concerns\of the academic community ‘
about the educarional progress of able etudents. jAt the time,

some colleges had early admissions ‘programs to accommodate

radvanced students.« In 1953,>two separate initiatives by faculty

at elite colleges, univerSities and hlgh schools came- to the

same conclusion: that there should be some means»ofg
acknowledging college~level work completed by stndents in high
school. Beginning mith facalty'discuSSions at Kenyon College,’a.
consortium of 12 cooperating colleges‘and 27 high schools
eatablished 11 college-level‘courses tobbevoffered in these high

» : 4 / .
schools beginning in September, 1953, with an exam administered

~in the ﬁollowing Spring.

"~ "DRAFT FOR REVIEW AND COMMENT ONLY~-— — - - - = --ccoc . . 93_ _ W




* DRAFT FOR® REVIEW AND- COMMENT -ONLY: ~o—ic: “mmem =5 = oo« . Q4

In 1954, the College Board voted to administer the AP exams
beginning in the spring of 1956. They asked that the Educational

Testing Service bedresponsible~for developing‘the,exams.

~ Significant and steady growth'has occurred in.the program since
1956. In that year, 104 high schools, 130 colleges, and 1229

candidates participated in the‘program.‘~By 1985-86;

partlcipatlon had. grown to 7201 hlgh schools, 2125‘colleges, and

231,378 candldates.

- B. Major Current ‘Political Events and Issues

The primary polltlcal issue surroundlng the program revolves.~

'around determining what materlal should be included in the AP

curriculum'and exams. Because the. purpose of the AP program is

i»to provide college credlt for hlgh school coursework the AP

urriculum of nece531ty must be representatlve of the content of

current college level 1ntroductory courses. However

college-~-level 1ntroductory courses may not reflect the best of
what the field has to offer. ”

As the program has grown to encompass more and more. colleges
and unlver31t;es, the problem of respondlng qulckly to changlng
conceptions has been exacerbated,..Today, thh over 2000
participating postsecondary institutionSfithe APfcurriculum must
reflect the diversity of the'colleges it.seeks‘to serue..kAs a
result, the currlculum rlsks belng ‘reduced to the lowest common

denominator of these 1nst1tut10ns.g'Therefore, although the AP

program is still known for its high-and,Challenglngkstandards,

some people assert»thatwit~follows}wrather~than—leads? curricular}_,



”'itS‘curriculum;’~The'College'Board hasvekploredmamnumber,of”,,-;w -
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-inno\}at‘ion and re-form. The_ ‘College Board addresses this concern .

by ensurlng that the AP curriculum and exams cover the toplcs
that faculty at participating institutions consider essentlal
‘but also by introducing and encouraging the use of innovative
curricula and instructional methods, and by providing for
flexibllity for individual teacher preferences..‘One notes for
example, that while most freshman courses in state unmvers;tles
are.so large that few assignments deal with original sources,

history AP exams always include a document-based essay. Also,

- half the questlons in all AP examlnatlons are free response

' essays, unlike most college,courses.

C. Zones of Public‘and Professional Dispute and Consensus

. Some recent examples of confllct and consensus in the AP

- program include determlning content alternatives in hlstory and .

the social sciences and the use of technology
Historz and the Socxal 501ences- Recent tumultuous ‘changes

in Eastern Europe and the Soviet Union made much of the~current

. curriculum in the comparative governments course out of date.

'VNot‘only'were descriptions of existing.countries outdated, but

the normalVcomparative,divisions‘— among the first, second and

~ third worlds or. among democratlc, communist, and developing”~

countrles no longer seem to deflne the world we are evolvxng

into. Unfortunately, the new world order{ ‘and polltlcal theories
cefining that order have not yet evolved, and the AP comparative |
_government currlculum is left unsure of what direction to send

o




alternative directions, such as using paired comparisons of
countries to highlight differences, but the program is limited in
its ability to move to a new paradigm until textbooks have been

written which use this new approach.

The Use of Technoquy, Use of technology'in’the AP

' curriculum,.specifically‘the extent of use of graphing |
lcalculatOrs -and what type of graphing calculators to allow in.
exams is an unsettled-issue in the-APecurriculum, ‘In order to

" determine what type of graphing calculators. to use (if any),”the
College Board surveyed all participating~postsecondary
'binstitutions and all h1gh schools to determine to what extent

these calculators were currently used in college level courses as

wellyanhigh.school courses.‘ The issue’ w1ll be dec1ded next year -

on.theabasis_of equity and fairness validity, and.psychometric
questions." | |
II. PLANNING STAGE

A. Systemic Relationships .

The AP Program maintains close ties w1th faculty of
.part1c1pat1ng colleges and teaching staff. In addition 'staff
'monitors activities oprrofessional organizatiOns and curriculum
.specialists to keep abreast of changes which may be-occurring in
'the field. Programgstaff consider college'faculty both:the -
consumers of‘theirlproduct and the,definerslof'what‘materials
should be covered in their exahs.' v y} |
B. Overall Curricular Goals and.ObjectiVes:

The AP curriculavand~exams differAfromxsomemother.model
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curricula in that the goal of the AP program is to replicate‘as
closely ae possible the curriculumythat«currently exists in
participating colleges and universities, in order to give high
school students college credit for this college-level work.

C. Management Structure -

The College Board appoints an Academic Advisory Committee

_for each broad diSCiplinary area which oversees issues related to

curriculum development. In addition, each subject ‘area has an ‘AP

Development Committee, comprised of approximately six indiwviduals
who are appointed by and responsible to thevCollege Board.
Committee members are selected for their expertise in the field,
including both subJect-matter competence and knowledge about
curriculum and instruction methods. Members'are drawn from
secondary schools andtcolleges, both publiC‘end‘private, with. ‘
attention to representation from a Variety of institution types,
as well as racial and ethnic'minorities, and men and women. All
committee members teech the AP course or its college equivalent,
end many have been AP reeders or teachiﬁg.consultants, Changes
in thetmembership of'the‘committees occur:every year.with,
rotation‘for the committee of one or.two experienced.memberS'and
the appoiutment.of new members. Nominations are solicited from
appropriate professiohal“organizationS‘andrfrom membersAofAthe
College~BoardAregional staff whciare in_close contact with -
secondary andlpostsecondary schools. . |
Development Committee members are responsible for specifying

exam content and ability level and assisting.in‘writing,and;
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reviewing test questions as well as descriptive literature for .
the examinations that is‘distributed'to candidates,' schools, and .
colleges. The descriptive literature outlines the broad areas to
be covered in thevAP course and exam, as well as recommends
textb00ks, other materials, andkteaching methods for high schoolb
teachers to use.- '

| In addltlon the Development committees may be expected to
act as a liaison between the College Board and members- of their
discipline in order.that‘the concerns of faculty be represented;
and that members of the«discipline be kept informed about the’
programs and examlnatlons of the College Board.. Fihally;lthese-
Development Committees may: recommend research valldlty studles
curriculum surveys or other 1nformatlon gatherlng act1v1t1es
‘that will aid in the 1mprovement of exams and help lnstltutlons
" make better use of'the exams: Most Development Commlttees hold
‘three three- day meetlngs per‘year.'

‘ ETS test development SPEClallStS work closely w1th thelr
respectlve.Development Comm1ttee.~ Test development staff members,
are themselves subject matter spe01allsts and have typically
worked as faculty members or hlgh school teachers prior to
jolnlng the_ETS staff.

The Chief Reader is a oolleoe professor whotteachessoourses
similar to the one for which the AP oourse‘is intended to provide
credit. The Chief Reader is responsible for scoring the
free-response section ofuthe particular AP examination. This

involves selecting  readers;-developing -scoring-standards. .for .
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free-response questions, and overseeing the entire scoring

process. The Chief Reade is appointed by ETS for a four-year
term after serving for one year.asAChief Reader designate.
III. DELIBERATIONS
A. Goal and/or Standard-Setting

" The content and skiils specifications for a given
examination are related‘direcfly to the course description and

pfovide the blueprint for the examinatipn@J The specifications

. for AP courses and examinationsde'not.change radically from year

to year, but evolve over time to ensure continuing -

appropriateness and relevance of the exam content.

F’B.'Document‘nrafting ,

' The AP Program survéys colleges and university departméhts
in the process of developing an AP course and examination to .
align the AP course outline closely with what colleges teach.

The surveys are repeated every four to five years.

C. Review, Feedback, and Revision

1

Committee decisions,aboht reﬁisions_of Course Content are"
dérived from sﬁrveys_of»collegefcurriculé,‘recqmmendations,from -
appropriate professional orgahizatibns; and,consultatiohs with
teachers curfently teaching AP courses in secondary schools. .
Majér changes in a course Qf examination are announced to schools

at least two years before the change takes effect.

IV. OUTCOMES

‘A. Legitimacy of Process and Product

- The AP program»worRS»hardwto incorporate. information and_. .




materials currently being taught in'introductory:college-level
courses.. Development Committees meet annually‘to provide for
incremental changes in curriculum'rather\than‘waiting untilva
crlsis arises.,'There.are‘frequent surveys oftcollegefcourse>
content, and'exchanges'among members of each subject matter
field. | | o

Colleges receive 1nformatlon on the grade rece1ved (scores
of 1 through 5) for cand1dates who "have taken ‘the AP exam, and
© they mayjchoose.what to do w;th;thetresults. Some'collegeshgrant}
- credit and/orlcourse waivers for students'receiying'a.three orﬁ
_above on. the exam, 'others.require a4ors inrorder to receiyef
credit. ThlS allows the college to determlne what level of
competency they requlre in order to honor AP coursework

The AP program also does studles annually that examlne'
program‘effectlveness. These 1nclude comparablllty studles 1n
wh1ch college students reglstered in a. course llke the AP course
takevportlons of,or all,of thefAP examlnatlonr'studreS'of AP
student performance inxcollege¢.andbstudies’of construct validity
and psychometric analysis' In. general these studles flnd that
" AP students do very well in college and that a 5 on the AP exam
reflects competency which exceeds that of A students in 31m11ar
courses in college. | | o Y

Consensus. Content validity‘is measured‘through surveys
‘that'are sent to colleges every‘four to five'years'to determine
whether exams are. representative. of the.curriculum that is taught

within-introductory~courses~forewhiChwadvanced.placementiis,_
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awarded. The colleges provide information about course content,

texts, empbases, labs, and technolbgy. . .

For APlexaminations,Acriteridn-related validity is measured
through cﬁmpa:abilityAétddies;,performance of AP‘students in
college, and performance of AP students in sequent coursés.

These studies are condﬁcted annually.

Quality. The primary quality criterion of the AP program is -
that the AP curriculum should reflect what is currently being
taught in participating‘collegesvandvuniversities. éivenAthis
ériferidn, thé AP p;og;amwbas_veryjhigﬁ»quality; ;Howevef, in
striving forhconsensus‘acroés a b;Cad rahge, the program'?oes not
seek to lead ehanges in curricular‘réformé,<or td neCessérily
meet high standards of some college programs that would be

considered outliers in the' total distribution of programs. Two

. examples frovaP science illustrate this issue.

. Aécdrding‘fé foidials at the Collége Board, "In all thréé
scieﬁces, the NSF hésjfundéd projects to‘stress.cohéepts,
restructure courSes,;and-strengthen:labs. ‘Thé'Program is
following these deliberations with interest but*must'wait: our

'approach~is,to"participate<in*reform but ndt‘fo tfy'to'leéd it.
Meanwhile, the gP sciences arezéften séen as too goncerned with
detail, too tréditional, offefing ‘éookboék labs.k-kAP feflects
‘what éxiéts in mainstream freshman'bourses; thé courses can
reject whét is worst in the maihstreém, but they muSt remain in
the mainstream.“

— _Msimilarlyr,"Both”theuChemistry_and_PhySiCSwN§EWQ¥Qj§9t$mQ§Xé .
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spoken with favor about the "discovery method" in laboratories.
While attractive,'the,AP committees believe that’it_is unlikely

to be implemented except in small, selective.colleges."

Implementation.‘ In.order to implement“a‘new curricula, the
College Board begins bf surveying colleges,and'schools on.their.
interest in the subject, andaon_what speclfic!content_colleges.
and high schools currently offer in thls subject area; For-.
example, the College Board ls in the proCess‘of‘deVeloping‘a
statistics exam. The College-Board appointed;a'statfstics task
force, made_up'of'two high'schoolfteachersfand eight college -
faculty members. The task”force developed andiadministered.a
survey to‘participating'AP lnstitutionsfto determine whether a
generlc statlstlcal course could be offered at the hlgh school
*.level, and whether colleges would be 1nterested in grant1ng
credft for it. The survey 1ncluded suggested content for the
coursevdevelopedufrom‘several college textbooks and an outllne
of top1cs.l | |

Survey results 1nd1cated that colleges would be 1nterested
in an AP StatlSthS exam.  The. College Board w1ll now proceed
with app01ntment of a Development Commlttee and an ETS spec1allst
to develop the currlculum and exam. The College Board w1ll
‘monitor the need for tralnlng 1n statlstlcs among hlgh school
teachers, and 1mplement the program in the next few years.

V. CAPACITY BUILDING | o
A. Systemic Linkages

Training.  -By- including high - school .teachers in_the._. _. .
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Development&Committee‘prOCess, and consulting with professional
organizations, the AP program is very aware of limitations that
may arise due to inadequate training of high school staff. In
the past, the prbgram has made provisions for tfaining when the
need;arises. For example, when the computer science curriculum
was developed,‘itVbecame clear thét méstyhigh schoolvcomputér‘
sciences courseSrtaught’BASIC, while program surveyé indicated
that Pascal wasﬁthé lahgﬁagé of choice in colleges. Béforé'
launching AP compufer.SCience, the Prograﬁ offéredlseveral summer

institutes and managed in about four years to retrain the

teachers. .

Materials. For each subject matter;‘Development Committees

* prepare a booklet‘describing the subject mattet.that needs to be

‘ covered in the. AP course, including,suggested textbooks,

reference materiais, and a course outline.w The outline
designates the pe:centage‘of time~that«the cémmittee-feels should
be spent on éachréubject area. In:addition;'teachers feceive
sample questions‘which'provide thém Qith an idea of tﬁe fqrmat as
well as the content of thé exam.qﬁestions. .It'isAup‘tO'the
teéchers to obtain textbooks,andvmater;alévfor their class, and
to determine the actual content of the AP course.

Develogmeht;  The AP ?ﬁogram'dfawé from thé'expeftise of the
faéulty qnlﬁheir Devélbpment Cdmmittees; from thé‘professional
community, and from their own reseafch té determiné need for
changes in the AP curriéulum and exams.

Testing.~,By-combining»subject-matter-expertise,_.~-.;..




: . psychometric techniques, and analys:.s of test results the'
Development Committee and the ETS" testing specialist develop and
refine AP exams. - -

-

Public Relations.v The AP Program lS very responsive to

concerns expressed in the COmmunlty.k One of the responsibilities o

V‘of ‘the: Development Committee is: to act as a liaison between the yf'f”

College Board and the community to respond to concerns expressed B
VI. CONCLUDING COMMENTS | | | |

| ; AP has been completely implemented and clearly meets~7kh'

implementation and capaCity building criteria. In addition to

tthe examinations the program periodically identifies areas in

‘which to . provide teachers With the relevant training and support

needed for the AP content.' Many outcome measures demonstrate thelngﬂig

. ' : strength of the program. For example, ‘students performance on

'"the AP examinations is closely correlated Wlth subsequent colleger'JQ

-performance.‘ And by developing examinations which carefully andk f;* X

closely reflect college curricula and providing tangible 7{?"‘”
'tbenefits and incentives for college bound students (e g. status'.p7'
nyand college credit),,the College Board AP program has been able
to gain the partiCipation support‘andﬁtrust‘of'secondaryvand,
fpostsecondary institutions around the country. . v
. The goal of the AP program is to develop courses‘and exams
k‘lwhich provide high school studentsgcredit;for college—levelvwork:
As.a.result; AP mustfstresspwhat islcurrentlyltaught"rather than

attempting to move rapidly'to reflect new. developments in a .-
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syllabi, and they take an incremental'approach to change.

However, because the goél‘is to replicate college content rather
than instructional method, AP is more readily'able to lead
innovation‘in teaohing»techniques'than in curriculum content.

For example, the program has introduced the use of essays across

“the curriculum, graphing calculators'in calculus, computer

science,‘case'studie8~ and free response exam questions even

though these techniques are used . only in a small proportion of

‘part1c1pating colleges and unlver51t1es. This, too, will be an

1ssue1for,nationa1«contentfstahderd5°'how to_balance the

‘ kstability‘of ccnstancy and the trust galned through consensus,

with reSpondingoquickly tovembrace newsdevelopments.

B
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OBSERVATIONS FROM THE CASES and
IMPLICATIONS FOR NATIONAL CONTENT STANDARDS
: Diane Massell
The case studies document the process and outcomes of previous
efforts related to standards setting. Here I will summarize
observations across these cases and other research on curriculum

and Standards and draw‘implicationS'for national'content standards~

and  the work of the proposed Natlonal Educatlon Standards and

'Assessment Council (NESAC) The discussion here does not cover all

'the 1nformatlon and 1deas 1n the case studles Wthh deserve a.

I. ACHIEVING CONSENSUS AND LEADERSHIP

In its call for-the development of national contenttstandards

and assessments, the Natlonal Educatlon Goals Panel set forth twoa"'

key criteriar The standards must be. l)v“world class" and 2)
"public, realistiC' and valued " a notlon which has "far reaching:

implications, not the leastwof which»ls reachlng consensus on what

it is that students should know and be able to do“ (Natlonal

\

Education Goals Report 1992 2?O)~-'The deSLre for Vworld-class”‘

' standards emerges out of the concern that U S. students repeatedly

lag . behind their counterparts in other 'countrles. "wOrld—class"

standards are leading edge standards for ambitious goals of what'

‘students'should know and be able to do. They contrast with the

Basic skillskorientation that predominates in American schools
today (Sykes and Plastrik 1992)

The Geoals Panel s empha31s on consensus partlally addresses

one of'the falluresMof~prev1ous~reformswtomchangeacontentrwh;ch.'
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neglected the social and political realities of implementation

(McLaughlin 19981). ;Bducatcrs today are indeed keenly aware df the
problems that result when'hOfions of change are not widely shared -
{(Carlson 1992). As‘we’sa& with the "new mathematics" and science
projects sponsored by the National Science Foundation in the 1950s
and 1960s, parents, teachers, community. leaders, édministrators,
énd others had ohly_limited,‘;f‘any, ihvolvement in the development
'of‘thezneh curricula, were'Uninférmed aboutvthe’chéngés they were
‘expected to make, and'were-ill-éreparéd to defend the‘fefdrms whgn
challenges arose at the local le&el. By involving diverse :
professidhal and public groups in a cdnsensus-bﬁilaing Standards
development proceSs;,é sharedquundation of understanding may be .
built. In addition, this‘broad-baséd participation strateéy may

impart the content standards with theAlegitimacy,that is vital to

maneuvering through potentially treacherous political waters at the

i

‘national, state and local levels.

But achieving leading-edgeAsfaﬁdards is‘ﬁrequéntly at‘odds
Vwith‘reaching broad.cdnseﬁsgé- The National Cdunéillof Teééhers of
Matﬁematicsk(NCTM) recognizéd this inherent tenSion:

Twin needs propelled the development of NCTM's standards for -
school mathematics: the need to gain consensus and the need to
promote change. On the one hand, if these standards were to
stand as the banners of the community, then they had to
reflect shared values and commitments. On the other hand, if
change was desired, then these standards had to do more than
reflect current practice. New ideas were needed, ideas that
departed from extant assumptions - and practices (Ball 1992:
2-3). '

NCTM did, in fact, achieve a high degree of consensus around what

'“f;“‘“” many- perceive to be-leading—edge~content.étandardsww_lt embarked on
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an extensive consensus building process which involved thousands of
practitioners, academics and other professionals as well as members

of the lay public in different stageS' of agenda-setting and

'capacity-building;~ While some dlsputes llnger 'the degree. of

acceptance they have achleved is what other standard settlng groups.'

‘aim‘to emulate.- Can‘they do so°

In this section ‘I will explore the leadershlp/consensus

’conundrum. I will discuss the factors that make the NCTM case’ a

specmal cne and the challenges that confront current endeavors.

Then I will look at strategles used to achleve the tw1n obJectives

of. leadershlp and consensus..

Challenges to Leadershln and Consensus o

We have 1dent1f1ed flve challenges to establlshlng balancef

‘Lbetween leadershlp and consensus although certalnly others ex1st.f'V

They include. 1) the 1ntellectual foundatlon for reform 2)qthe‘

~particular lay- out of a subJect matter field 3):‘theg natural
*connectlon of a. subgect matter fleld to- ethlcal moral ‘religious
eor gsocial debates 4) the 1n1t1al motlve behlnd the standard-‘:

- setting effort and 5) the current polltlcal envzronment.

1. Intellectual foundation for reform. In many respects current
content standards progects are operating in an env1ronment w1th a
remarkable level of agreement on the brcad substance and dlrectlon

of ‘the reforms needed to create ‘eéxcellence. 'Across‘fthe

’ subject-matter fields, for instance, we see,éi'strong push for

higher-order thinking and active models of learnlng, more

interdisciplinary - learnlng«Aandnuunderstandlng,"mmore ;In-depth_,
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coverage of a smaller set of topics rather ithan superficial
coverage of more content (called interchangeably the "depth over
breadth" or "less ie more“‘goal); and morelchallenging content for
all students (see Curryﬁkandl,Temple,v 18992). But there are
professional disagreeﬁents about how to operationalize these ideas
in the context of the specific subgect matter areas. And while

many educators support these broad objectives, a strong segment. of

the professional . community '(inc1uding, many if 'not most
1practitionera) embraces more conventional, back-to-basics views of

knowledge and learning, questions the research base on which‘the

efforts will have on at-risk students. The broader public also

embraces a more con&entional model of schooling based upon their

own experiences._' Thus the foundation for consensus on_ _the

intellectual goals of reform-still is far from solid.

2; The lay-out of the sub;ect-matter fleld. NCTM's success in -
- merging consensus thh leadershlp is due to some advantages whxch
- other subject-matter areas do not necessarlly or naturally have.

Our comparative case studles revealed that the dlSClpllnary lay -out

of a subgect matter area, and ‘the llnguistic or conceptual llnkages

that bridge its subspecialties,jare extremely important factors in
. forging consensus. l‘ As a disciplinei mathematics vis! uniquely

cohesive, without the highly distinct and competitiye subgroups.

that characterize fields like the sciences (chemistry, physies, and

blology) or .social studies (hlstory, economics, and geography).

The dlfferent areas-— ofmspec1allzatlon within. mathematlcs,msuch as._ .

new’goals réside, and are concerned about the effects the new o




. geometry or calculus, share a common vconceptual and linguistic
frame which fac1lltates dlscus51on and commun1catlon. 'And since
the mathematlcs communlty is comparably small people are - often
members of the d1fferent organlzatlons that do exist to represent

different segments of the field. . .Because of the nature of

mathematics, Drofessional debates'tend'to center on pedagogical

issues--the: when and how--rather than the "what" of "what students

should know and be able to do."

The sciences.and social sciences4'by'contrast are balkanized.

1nto dlfferent d1sc1pllnes that often lack a ‘common framework that -

can fac1lltate dlscuss1on and compromlse. In the sc1ences for.

7

.1nstance a phys1c1an does not employ the same theoretlcal tools or
"lenses that an earth sc1entlst or astrophys1c1st does.; ' ihé

. 3 sc1entific communlty.as a. - whole 1s qulte‘larget and sc1entlsts'
belong to dlfferent profess1onalfassoc1atlons. In some ways the

' field of social studies 1s evenAless clearly deflned.”‘It can
1nclude one or more .of the follOW1ng d1sc1pllnes. economics,

- history, geography, anthropology, 8001ology, and soc1al studies.

All of these d1sc1pllnes compete for resources and time in the

(llmlted) school calendar.- For these reasons,.the-actual content

that should be included in science or social studies standards is

more contentious..

'_ 3. Llnkages to eth1ca1 moral, rellglous ‘and’ soc1a1 debates. While
,-reforms in mathemat1cs have been known to touch off heated debate

def1n1ng valued.content in the.sc1encesrand.soc1al sciences is sure

" to -ignite 'public‘-and-professionalw¥passionsa—overu“religion,
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evolution, multiculturalism, and ethic histofiog:aphy, to name a
few. We saw in the Califofnia and’New York social studies case how
multicultural debate prevented consensus. Though California was
able to achieve a currisdlum framework which took a decisive
position' on the issue and set fOrth numarous innovations,

implementation has been hampered (although not stalled) by the

unwillingness of more than a handful of textbook publishers to

" submit materials that meet* the»,guidelines, and by continuing

religious debates at the local level. In some measure the way the

agenda was formed--particularly who narticipated and when--had an

impact upon the way the debate.was framed'and the subsequent

controversies. However. when the controversv is hlqh. on_ the

v“1ssue-at entlon c cle" Downs 19?1 the level of ublic and

profe331onal debate is bevond the control of the standards~setting.

committees. Thus in Californla when the history-social science

thewcygle; but when the textbook5‘ware,adopted, awareness had been‘
' heightened by the New York effort and other events.

4. Self-generated reform. In contrast to many current standard-

setting endeavors, the NCTM effort was self-generated. Consensus

development in current projects may be:hamgered by the externally-

derived nature of the»staddardwsetting enterprise. In the early

198Qs, the mathematics community as a whole made the decision to
undertake the'task of'setting content standards;, When NCTM did not

recelve outside funds to a551st thelr efforts they used their own

resources-.-- - Some of- the more -recent . standards projects._ have been_
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undertaken by the leaders of various subjectematter assOciations
without, necessarily, the wholehearted backing of_their members.
In other~words; these‘communitiesﬂareknot;Starting'with the kind of
general support for the effort that"mathematicsfhad at the outset;
This raises a question that NESAC will have to’addreSS'at some
point: What if the content standards developed under grants from
the. U. S Department of Education are approved by NESAC but not by
- the rank and flle of the assoc;ation or- group whlch developed them°
1f there is a schism between therleadership of the association and
S its ;membership, or between ‘the- standards—developers- and their

constituencies w1ll NESAC approve them°

5. The polltlcal context of reform.;s Flnallv. ‘the prevailian

: polltlcal envrronment poses condltlons whlch 1mgacts the ablllty tO‘A."

reach consensus.‘: The stakes are: hlqh 1n the current effort to setf

" national content standards and assessments. : When NCTM was
developingiitsjcurriculum~standards, “the natlonal env1ronment was '
relatively‘quiet;’no grants were avallable natlonal assessments
were not being planned, “and the term "systemic reform" had: not been'
c01ned ;NCTM was able then to plan a- slow lengthy development
process, w1th plenty of time for consensus bulldlng.l Today, a lot
of resources and’political and‘professional viability is atlstake
for the subject~matter assoc1at1ons or groups attemptlng to broker
consensus wlthln thelr flelds. |

Standard setting exerC1ses requlre educators to make expllcit}
the‘valued content and“objectives of their~disciplines and models

of teaching-and-learningmthat«oftenwlayiquietlynimplicit.;;In;many[V”
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ways this provides an excitihg opportunity for broad-ranging

discussions that can yield clarity on the goals and purposes of

education. But airing these views in today's explicitly political

and public context will shape the content outcomes in particular

ways, and may prevent consensus. For example, by requiring that
. ) }
these models be given concrete form, sometimes gray areas where two

views coexisted or were compatible become sharpened for debate in

the high stakes marketplace: of  public ideas, professional status,

and dollars. The competition can 1lead to polemics and posturing

' which the standards groups and NESAC will have to carefully'sort

through.

" Strategies for Balancing Consensus and Leadership

. In the case studies, we found sevéral techniques or strategies
that standard-setters used to build. consensus and establish
cutting-edge positions. Usually.thevtechnique-orvstrategy favors

one dimension, like conSensus, over leadership, or vice versa.

1. Vague, open-ended ianguager One of the most common techniques

used to get agreement across diverse groups is vague, open-ended

language'that can be intérpreted in"multiple ways. ~Perhaps the

"most frequent criticism launched at textbooks is that they expunge

from their material all provocative and controversial topics,
producing "safe' but boring texts that will anger few but also

excite few students to learn. - This approach equates consensus with

the absence of écntroversv.rvlf this qenerél technique predominated

in the setting of national content standards, it would be unlikely

--to change school -teaching--and -learning. - However, .this technique . = .
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may 'sometimes be necessarv if  the standard-settinq _group

ascertains that ogposxtion would stall reform altogether. or if 1t»

;1s an area which the national qroup wants to 1eave to local
'discretion.:bv | | | B ’
20 Representational equality.' In some of the hlghly fractured

‘fields llke sc1ence or soc;al studies it 1s appealing to patch af
”nconsensus together by including every disc1pline and every demand S
o equally,nin the final standards document.: This representationalif
equality approach to consensus lS premised on’the dynamics ofrﬁ

11nterest group. politics Aand the fairness of the document 1s Judged:~w7““

A - in.these'terms.,v To paraphrase ea partiCipant in one national#f
'ppcurriculum project (not discussed in this report), 'I would agree
o as- long as the standards represented more of what I teach ;VInffvn‘

iwffact the nature of our fragmented political system and the reign ofpfﬁ*:“":

'interest group pOllthS has always made 1t easxer to layer new;QQWV

requirements and courses on the old rather than parse out the-;f;“'-ﬂ

‘ '1nconSistenCies to create a more uniform, cohe31ve school curricula

VoLt

“‘(Fuhrman forthcoming) ‘As @ consequence we have the "ShOpplng mall."v‘ o
{,high school" (Powell et al.,.1985) . In a recent book vSlzer |
»\discusses this. R

‘“There s too much in the curriculum now too' many -
courses, . too many’ promises _too.much- stuff "We know .
- that. most of it is covered superfiCially, and we know
how confused the kids are—-those kids who bother. to .
~ think about what we teach them. , The teacher ’waS“"
' referring .to what the committee members had learned from
"shadow1ng" ind1v1dual students over the course of a .
"day, ‘an experience that had radicalized more than a. few
of -them. .At the end of trekking behind a student for = . . -
_ . seven. periods, their behinds -were. sore,. they had. beeno;;pmu-c
v+~ -  bored by-being talked-at-so’much, -they. had witnessed_the __
' cumulative 1ntellectual chaos of a typical ‘sequence of
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courses, French to physics to English to phys ed to -

mathematics, none planned with any reference to any of
~the others, and all before lunch. There was, most of

them had agreed, no ‘coherent sum to be totted up from’

these disparate parts (Slzer 199-).

In the more fragmented subJect matter f1elds the goal of

ach1ev1ng-“depth over breadthT_and;1ntellectual coherence

w1ll pose great challenges. " And- the heated political.v

env1ronment where so much more 1s at stake than was the case

-
i

'when NCTM conducted 1ts early efforts may contr1bute to less

, willlngness to compromlse ground.,

- curriCulum._ For the AP program reflectlng the postsecondary‘

3. Survey approaches.'- The survey approach used by* The

College Board s Advanced Placement program prov1des an

process. By reflectlnq the standards embedded 1n colleqe

' effort W1thout qettlnq boqqed down in dlsc1p11narv disputes.

--The survey approach 1mparts a klnd of leqltlmacv to the

process, because the standards reflect the actual - averaqe

‘alternat1ve way to develop consensus in the content standards'

- curricula, the AP program is able to produce a high qualltv_g

' curricula,for:hlgh school student.g1ves the program a certa1n-

cache. In th1s way it is able to buffer ‘the program fromc

potent1ally competlng demands. However the survey approach a

'also restrlcts the 1nnovatlons 1ts content standards can

vattempt° in other words by llmltlng 1tself to the currlculum '

that 1s AP does not often move to what ought to be (On the :

othervhand 1t has been able to prov1de ‘more cutt1ng edge

pos1tlons~"on-*pedagogyhnbecause these technlqueslrare not
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derived’from surveys of.college teaching methods})

4. Time. A factor that seemed to be a crucial precondltlon

for develoglng consensus was simglz tlme. One of the‘keys to

NCTM' s success was a slcw,'lengthy development process which
contained‘plenty.of“timevto‘preparefthe groﬁndvboth’before“
the drafting ccmmittees met, and afterwards for review and
; feedback and consensus bullding‘
‘5. Revxew and Feedback A broad revxew and feedback process
is a critlcal component of any consensus bulldlng strategy.

We have mentloned the NCTM example and the case studles

-describe other‘rev1ew.and feedback processes.- In addltlon to

spreading the sense of ownershlp for the outcomes, these

'efforts help to 1dent1fv where ‘some of the potentlal't'

landmines are should the draftln 'commltteesede01de not to

'revise the standards in the wav the feedback dlrects. kIt‘t"

‘thus Drcvxdes valuable xnformatlon for the capaC1tv bu11d1nq\

efforts that follow the adootlon of the content standards.':

- 6.~‘"Just Saylng No."™ = Rev1ews can- also lead to some

_extraordlnary pressures to - compromlse the .1ntegr1ty and
leadership potentlal of the standards.‘ In our cases we saw“
how NCTM and Callfornla used some 1nst1tut10nal mechanlsms to
enable the writing groups to "just say no" to demandS»for'

change.

Internally, the projects can create an organizational

- layer to buffervthe writing committees from the’high pressure

demands.' NCTM created—a“committeewabevemtheustandardmwriting.,].f",,"
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groups to answer to the Board. We alsc saw in California how-

the'State Board of Education, theACurriculum Commission, and
the State Department of Education undertook various efforts

to 'protect the history-social' science framework from

competing demands. Degendlng on_the comgosxtlon and

structure of NESAC, its certiflcatlon process mlqht enable

the standards committees to take on some tough challenges.

'»Iﬁ other words, it'might~befableAto-leverage'change that the

 standards groups. . acting alone, may not be able to
accomglish. ; - o |
A key;element of California‘s strategy'te craft high
quallty documents centered on a careful selection’ process for
part1c1gants in the development of the framework.’ Departlng4

from a more common tradltlon of selectlng peOple to state

committees based prlmarlly on their ,representatlon of
particular lnterests, they gaveAprlorxty totpeoplevconeidered
Aeat the cutting edge of'theirfdiseipliﬁe. Key'staffemembers
v1ewed the more conventlonal ways of staffing committees as
a. contrlbutlng factor in the _repreeentatlonal equallty
approach - to eqnsensus and :the* use Aof ;vague; <open—ended
language. In~California,'the framework deﬁeiopment procees

places_strong emphasis on involving education professionals--

classroom teachers, district curriculum specialists, and

university academics from the disciplines and schools of

»! education--in all stages of the process, from settingvcontent

"standards*andmdréfting~do¢umentswtgereview_andmfeedback;.mh_ .
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| . Whiia the - broader public‘ doas have access to ail the
| meetings, compared to other state approachés to’development,
their participation is relatively modest.?’ |
Determining Success | |

To exercise meaningfu; leadership, national‘standards
must cléarlyﬂchart aQéOUrse'thrqnghjréal dehatés and iéSuésl

“On the other ‘hand, the standards must balancé this leadership

with political and practical realities. If the content

standards move so far ahead of the field, or so far to one -

side of the controversial DrbfeSsiqnal‘and_puhlic-debates.

the groups targeted for chande may refuse to: budge or key

interest qroups‘withdraw support for the'proiects. Again in.

. California textbook publlshers have been reluctant to develop

. _. _materials that meet 1ts more - :Lnnovatlve and controversual“ o
.historyesoclal sgience framewqu. While strong flnancial
incentives may overcome thia,kind of obstaéle, the larger>
question is whether opp031t10n wlll be sustalned at the local
'level and defeat the 1mplementat10n of the standards. In

d other words; 1t is one thlng to‘get all the pollcy constructsd
(like content‘standards and'assessments) in place; it,is.
duite'anbther to change the multip;e layers of go&arnment,
interests and values. » | |

Understanding when to "stand ground" and when to

# In Vermont, for example, broad-based citizen forums were
"held on the front-end of development to.determine public views
about directions the curriculum should take, and are playing an
T “integral role in: reviewing the draft documents that were prepared

. (Massell forthcoming). :

“< " DRAFT FOR REVIEW AND COMMENT ONLY : - 118



compromise is not simple. There is no easy, single litmus

test that will determine "how much consensus is enou h“ or

- when the standards meet "world-class" criteria. If in every

instance the fest for NESAC approval were total consensus,
the content standards would inevitably be meaningless. As
ﬁeborah Lowenberg Ball, a chair of one of NCTM's professional
standards committees nbted, if people were ruffled by the
standards ‘it‘ was an indication that NCTM was providing
leadership on some of the tough issues and not just
reflecting the statﬁs quo or avoiding the‘problems,(Bal1
1992). And in any case, implementation research demonstrates
that reform can happen even if the goals of change are not
universally agreed to beforehand (McLaughlin 1991; Fuhrman et

al.f; In othér words, it is human nature to resist change,

and belief can follow practice. | '

To judge. whether the ‘standards meet the leadership
criteria, NESAC will ﬁotibe able to :ely exclﬁsiveiy on -
empirical research, as some would argue. jWhile the research
base fhat NCTM drew upon giveé sdme-clear directiohs, it is
largely suggestive. The foundation for change has not been
definitively ‘given by empirical evalhatibns of existing
programs. At a recent meeting, standard—getting groups .
pointed out that no reforms wduld ever be offered ‘in |

education if definitive research were the primary criteria
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‘ . for change.?

To navigate these waters, NESAC may want to develop

histories, or topographical overvieuws, of the different

subject-matter areas in which national content‘standards are.

being developed ' This overv1ew mlght describe the contours
i'of the field similar’ to the case’ studies prepared for thlS
ireport.~ It is important for NESAC to understand the major
,points of »dehate and consensus- "the. powerful- 1nterests\:'
(including'publishers test developers and others who will
ultimately operationalize the standards), and the unique _

'»challenges that the different groups confront.a At the samej_g

| time- it might be useful to develop a kind of Bus:mess"

‘Roundtable gap analysis w1th a portrait of the currentw e

.‘ '._fll !state of practice in general and where the ‘new standards"f"f"_".»*.__»

might'depart from it. In: this way'NESAC may gain a-deeperv”'
t-knowledge of where consensus and leadership overlap or
depart. ‘This analysis might also be useful for developing:
capa01ty building strategles after agenda formation._
| o II. DESIGN ISSUES ,"”'"'
,Oneuof the‘difticulties in the developnent of~contentlh
. standards centers on issues of de51gn. lhese issues—range‘
from what the standards should look like in. general to thej’
n‘way the endeavor is structured. The follow1ng explores six

general design issues that emerged in our,case'study reviews.

2 In. fact many educators would argue that’ the emplrical
‘literature is never wholly-objective.- - Instead, .research itself
. is subject to discourse and consensus. ' ‘
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1. Flexible content standards. The term "standard" is
typically being ueed today'in the sense of‘a flag which
reflects the valued goalavaround_which a. team or group can
rally {see Romberg 1§92 for the mathematice example). Groups.
are quick to argue that by establishing standards they are
"not standardizlng and enforc1ng the practices or\materials
which must be used to meet these valued outcomes (Sykes and
Plastrik 1992). For example one of the NCTM authors wrltes

that . the profe551onal standards are to "dlrect but not

' - determine practice; to guide but not prescrlbe teachlng" and

that “no tlght 1mplications for practlce" may be inferred.
(Ball 1992: 2 and 7). o
' The notion of “flexible" standards is 1mportant in the

United States context where local control is highly prlzed |
. and where percelved losses of . autonomy oan lead to tense
: political battles regardless of the 1ntellectual content of
the reform. In thlS culture we have a blas favorlngu
' voluntary change‘ etrategles (Sykes ~andtfPlastr1k 1992).
Reflecting these values, the classic definition of systemic
reform calls for pairing ambitious; coordinated policies with
restructured' governance. 'Smith and O'Day, .proposéu
simultaneously “Increasing.coherence in thelsfstem through
- centralized coordinationu and increasing. 'professional
discretion at the school site. Thus while schools have the

. ultimate responsibility to‘educate thoughtfulv”competent, and .
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: . responsible citizens, the state;-representing the public—-has
the responsibility to define what"thoughtful, competent, and
responsible citizens' will mean in the\coming decade and
centhryv(Smith and d'DayleQl: 254). | |

Education research literature demonstrates the valne of
flexihilitf. lmplementation'stndies; for . example voften“:”
emphasize ‘the 1mportance of adapting reform to fit local}
needs. Highly specific reforms and mandates may be at odds
with these local needs. Cognitive sc1ence research suggests
that students learn. best when they' can’ bring their own

lexperiences into the/classroom and thus to a. certain extent
at least part101pate 1n bu1ld1ng their own curriculum. f
. f‘; ;Research on - teaching empha51zes the importance of teacher
. . 'autonomy and dec:LSionmaking to teacher empowerment and a

dynamic school curriculum.,

These elements combine 1nto a Dowerful arqument for

'creatinq content standards that are flexible and in certain

ways open-ended. But when do content standards become so ;‘

Aflexlble that they no longer lead the field and cut through

some. of the contentious debates°' The 1ssue here is one of

specificity. Another concern is that the content standards

 become so 'flexxble that they do not grov1de~«suffic1ent |

guidance to national assessment developers. fAS<Koretz,et.

al said, "This'effort,[a ‘national debate on educational

standards] must  go beyond generally' worded standards to_

' 1nclude the development“of curricula speCific enough~t0 guide
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teaching and assessment. These must be the first steps: a

syllabus~based examination system will have to wait until
standards are established, because we cannot insure that
. students have a fair chance to learn what is tested until we.
have curricula in place." (Koretz et al 1992). Indeed,.
without a sufficient detail in the standards to guide the
assessment effort, ﬁuoh'power‘will remain in the latter's
hands. This issue has'recently comefup with the'designers of
assessment tasks for the National Board for Profess1onal
Teachlng Standards.
By not. creating standards at what we would call a
- fine-grained level..standard writers leave the critical
. work of operationalizing standards for exercises and
~judging to the assessment developers. We, not the
standards committee..imagined the vignettes or examples
of accomplished teaching, we attempted to ground the
~standards in research, and we think the standards
committee should have been involved in the assessment

effort to operatlonalize standards. (Pence and Petrosky
1992) .- R ‘

A oertain level- of' detail in the content standard is .

necessary to guide the oonstructlon of performance standards,,

whloh;w111 thenagulde test spe01flcat10ns, ‘"and finally the
‘Adevelopment.of thehtests.themselves. ' .

| On the-other‘side of the balahoe, however,:lie oontent.

standards that are too hiqhly specified. NSF-funded textbook

development efforts of the 1950s and 1960s are now largely
viewed as ineffective in stimulating widespread or deep,
lasting. change.’ Current standards developers are also moving

away from older currlculum strategles whlch elaborate lengthy '

llStS of "factoids" that courses should cover--llsts which ‘ .
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can be easily ignored or plopped into the-texts or syllabi
without any consideration of the overall fit?, Newer
curriculum guidelines are broader efforts which tend to
provide a coherent rationale for change. Theoretically; at
least, this retiOnaieAfacilitates system—level change. As
Archbald writes:
EffectiVe'state'Ieadefship requires.buiiding a,o0mmon' .
definition of curriculum needs. A clear and compelling:
curriculum . rationale increases the probability of
coherent action within.and among schools: and dlstrlcts

by work;ng toward a consensus’ on reform needs. ABecause
change agents are 1likely to ' encounter a. welter of

?® Curry and Temple describe traditional currlculum.
frameworks as follows:. ,
"Frameworks created between. the 1970s and the m1d 19805 con51st
primarily of goal statements and objectives..and often address
.the nature, quality, or number of educational inputs,. such as the .
-"quality of the teaching. force, number-of-hours :in class,. and. SO
on. They are most often.a r1g1d prescrlptlve ‘taxonomy of I

subject matter objectives. unconnected to most .other components off.

the instructional system such as assessment ‘professional
development, and 1nstruct1onal materials.. Many of these’
- traditional frameworks' contents range from comprehensive:, .
listings of goals and. obJectlves to definitions. of minimal
academic achievement or basic skills; which are often _ )
. disconnected from one another and presented for no hlgher or more
.complex purpose than skills development

The preface is often followed by a descrlptlon of m1n1mum
course content .and a- set of subJect area process SklllS
frequently in the form of an outline..These frameworks are
generally developed in a top-down mode. More often than not,
they codify "more of the same"” and reinforce the notion. of the
discipline as a "laundry" list of facts (Bartels 1992). o

Scope and sequence..is generally presented as a layered"
linear, lockstep, sequentially developed outline of course .
content. It often encompasses so much material that it impedes
students' in-depth 1nvest1gatlon or understandlng of the subject.
Such frameworks tend to be "compartmentalized," focusing on
‘student knowledge and skills in specific subject areas without
regard for the overall interconnectedness of subfields of "the
discipline, and the thinking and reasoning.skills that. are so
important -and necessary-in the real - world.- (Curry and Temple
1992: 4-5) - :
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competing notions of what curriculum reforms are needed,
a clear and cogently expressed vision of needs and goals-
is essential to make curriculum deliberations productive
and to promote "buy in"." (Archbald forthcoming; also
clites Walker 1990). » ,

2. What should a content standard include? At least three
broad domains of standards can be identified: 1) content
'standards, which define "what students should know and be
able to do," 2) performance standards which define how muchA'
studentsisheuld.know and be able to do, and 3) teaching -
standards whlch 1dent1fy crlterla for the best pedagogy to

. dellver what students should know and be able to do. A major

design issue is where--or indeed, whether, it is possible--to

draw the boundaries of these three domains. Many educators

snggest that it is inpessibie to separate content from
| ‘pedagogy. Joseph Schwab once: wrote that "the means*we use . .
color and modify the ends we actually achieve through them.
‘How we teach will determine. what our students learn" (Schwab
19?8 in Ball 1992b). Indeed thlS assumptlon underlay NCTM s‘
work. They wrote:j | |

Students'’ opportunltles to - learn mathematlcs‘ are a -
function of the setting and the kinds of tasks and
discourse in which they participate. = What students
learn--about partlcular concepts and .procedures as well
as about thinking mathematically--depends upon the ways
in which they engage in mathematical activity ,in their
classrooms. Their dispositions toward mathematics are
also shaped by such experiences. Consequently, the goal
of developing students' mathematical power requires
careful attention to pedagogy as well as to curriculum.
-(NCTM 1989: p. 21).. ‘

Indeed, reviews of the initial draft of the Curriculum

Standards ca%led for NCTM to include more information abent“.
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pedagogy and practice. Having the content standards
explicitly addreSSkpedagogical assumptions may provide
needed guidance for the development of staff developmentl.
and’ dellvery standards as well.

And yet it is often polltlcally attractive to forge
some kind of. d1st1nctlon albeit art1f1c1al 'between the
two.. . Had NCTM split content off from pedagogy, for
instance, they m1ght have av01ded the dlsputes between
educators hold1ng d1vergent views of student learnlng (e g.
behavioral. vs cognitive). Separatlng them also '
Symbolicallyhsatisfies‘the.bellef:that, whlle the state may

""set national goais and standards.-teachers will be free to .
‘meet these goals ‘as they best. see f1t (Porter 1989";'”'
Schwille et al., 1983). And spec1al educators are
particularly concerned about the conflatlon of content and ‘
pedagogy, and many remarn unconv1nced that current pedagogy
promoted as.?cuttlng—edge" wrll“serve,at-rlsk populatmons
well. | | PR
3. Congruence of the standards- multlple dlSClpllnes/
multiple formats? ThlS raises an issue of congruence..
Should all the standards share common features or be
issued 1nAa common format? As it embarked on its
endeavors,tthelNational‘Board for Rrofesslonal'Teaching
Standards set forth five proposftions:of“goodateaching
which all the writing groups were.to'foliow;':The

justification for-this.was .in part.to assure continuity . :
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across the standards, and a kind of operational equity ]

(Bradley, 1992). Common«formats might make it easier for

subsequent stages of act1v1tv, such as national test

‘development. Common formats might also facxlitate Cross-

disciplinary dxscussxons.

However, evidence both from the National Board example
and from our Callfornla studles suggest that the

idiosyncracies of dlfferent'sub1ect-matter areas call for

different fotmats7'at‘least to some extent. Assessment
‘developers working_on the Englisn{Language Arts effort of
‘the National Board argued‘thattthe fine»propOSitions
squeezed out pedagogical and content loglcs unlque to that
dlsc1pline (Pence and Petrosky 1992) : For 31m11ar reasons

the: California Department of Educatlon abandoned its early

efforts in the 19808 to issue standardlzed formats for all

the curriculum framgworks.

4. Another kind of flexibility:‘revising the content

standards; While it seemsAprematnre:to’talk about‘revising: ,A . 1
the standards sincthhey are not yet developed, it is an .

important issue to consider at tnis staée lest these

effotts become calcified in»layetS'of policy and become

nnable to respond to knowledge advances_in the particular

fields. Since the standards are difficult to devise. and

all the interlocking systemic components take time and

significant resources to'develop, there is a concern that

roblematlcn,"

- updating and-revisin fthem will. become very... e
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. . 'california; like many states, reviews their curr_iculum
frameworks on a staggered cycle, with a different subject
area coming up'for.revision each.year. Originally |
California had_a seven-year cycle, and this was!recentlyl
extended to eight. While on first glance that seems like a
long time perlod 1t is actually very short for those
attemptlng to coord1nate the d1fferent pOllCY components.
and to practltloners in the fleld; 'The rev1s10nuprocess
itself averages approximately'two years',andfthen‘ .
publlshers must be g1ven sufflclent t1me to respond In
addition, assessments staff development and other

- elements must‘be.aligned. The d1ff1culty of produc1ng all

these changes in a tlmely fashlon led to frequent

. ':crlticisms there that frameworks and assessments were‘readyﬁ‘j»

| ‘before the currlculum materlals.« Furthermore whlle a ’f

staggered schedule is 1ntended to ease. the burden on
teachers;lelementary teachers and d1str1ct curr1culua
supervisors must address-the’whole range*of subjectS‘and
thus reassess a ‘key component of the1r currlculum each year

(Marsh and Odden 1991)

The challenqe for NESAC'and’the-National'Education

Goals Panel will be to set up a process that responds to

changes in the field that maintains state-of-the-art

knowledqe; yet does not overwhelmuthe system's capacity for

change.

5. Coordlnatlng standards—"“A s1m11ar issue- for the
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National Education Goals Panel to consider is the impact of .

the national content standards "on the ground.” wWhile each

" content standards document may be viable on its own terms,

and meet "depth over breadth goals", collectively the

various standards may overwhelm the'currént capacity of the

system to address them.' Apart,from:the question of whether‘

teachers have the knowlédge_and resources to teach to the
~'standards, the constraints of the schdol‘calendar alone may

provide a significant barrier to their implementation.

- One possible response is to encourage more

interdisciplinary linkages across the different subject-

areas, and to encourage even more parsimonious standards.

‘Iheré are many ways.tobcbnnect stuay'across¢the
disciplines .k . In general, interdisciplinary strategies can : .
be classified és thdselfhat: | |
1) restructure knowlédge'by chéhgihg‘parts of the
disciplineé.(Group £or Researcb_aﬂd Innovation 1975).
This approach calls‘forvfundamental rethinking and
integratiénAof different discipiines td’achieve a new
COhceptual unity (Kléin;V1985)._r | ~
2) sustain’disciplinary'perSpectives buf gall.for
interactioﬁ. ’Tbese interéctions‘can ocdur by bringing
disciplinary perspectivés to bear on p#oblem—solving ‘
aétivitieé, broad themes,'or'currehtiiséueé.' |
Given~political and techndiogical diffiéulties inherent in

" “the former, the -latter may be a-more reasonable ————e—— o




. expectation.

Another way to encourage interconnections across the
disparate groups is to embed interdisciglinarz links in the
assessment development process. While this cptionwmight

undercut some of the politiCal tensions of the moment, it

would be less likely to encouraqe the kind of communlcation:"

across the. communltles that count in 1mplementat10n.' Openy5

 frame we might see some important compromises reached. It

would probably be important thatvsuchgaﬂforum’for cross-
'diSCiplinaryTdiscusSions not be‘hestedihy the Goals‘Pahelx
or NESAC The stakes are too high and 1n such an
env1ronment the part1c1pants would be far less llkely to': 3
. " ; concede on "turf .", Perhaps the- effort‘ can draw upon some
of the recent 1n1t1at1ves hosted by The College Board or
'rthe Education Comm1331on of the States.v | |
| III. SUMMARY
ihe above indicatesvsome critical;isspes that the -
vproposed.NESAC will haVe‘to‘cohsieer ashithgoesfabout its
rtask of approving standards'and assessments. The follow1ng
 is a summary of the- suggestlcns we ask the Natlonal
AEducation Goal Panel to. consxder: | |

1. Develop extensive case studies of the proposed natlonal

content standard sub1ect matter areas. Each field poses‘
unique challenges to the consensusfleadershipAcbnundrum,m

and NESAC“should’have-a~deep~understandingﬁeﬁmthewterrainu<
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of that area to help in forming‘decisiens about approving

content standards.

2. Consider ways that NESAC can leverage change and buffer

the projects from the press of interest-group politics.

Perhaps NESAC could encourage the groups~to establish
mechanisms which would enable the proJects to merge the

twin goals of consensus and 1eadersh1p. ‘Or, it mlght

.itself provide thatvbuffer,~although the. political "cost"

to NESAC must be carefully welghed

3. A related key question for NESAC is whether it should

~ad1udicate between competing content issues, or whether its

approval criteria should focus only on the process by which

these qroups develop their standards. If NESAC chose to

adjudicate content issues, it might do this by settihg up
internally-based subject-matter councils (similar to the
Subject-Matter Committees in California's Curriculum

Ccmmiseion), or an externally-based set of "referees."

, Again,kthis may encoarage and facilitate ieadingeedge

standards, but mOV1ng into thls realm mlght be pclltlcally

difficult. Should NESAC decide to focus on the potentlally

more neutral ground of defining process criteria®® and
avoid the content debates, they might end up approving_‘
standards which followed procedure but avoided taking

leadership positions.

% An example—would be specmfylng the. steps groups should

' take for review and feedback.
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Another tactic might be to approve multiple content

standards in one subject-matter area. . If NESAC approves
multiple standards,‘however; which one should guide the
construction of national assessments? If the assessments

cover more than one set, should thedtestiitems.cover only

what,iS'oompatible,across the different standards? - This. .

strategy risks eliminatinngome of the more innovative,

cutting-edge-standards.

4. Extend the timeline for national~content standards

; deVelogment; While I realize~that thé“Goals‘Panel:is'/

operatlng under constralnts stemmlng from polltlcal

timelines, ‘the cases suggest that tlme may be an important

"precondltlon for consensus and compromlse around demandlng 7~*‘
standards;{ Perhaps the panel can. con31der ways to phase 1nﬂ o

ﬂstages of the standard- _sétting process.-f

5. Be cautious about "standardizinq” the standards into a’

common format.. While a common . format may be desxrable for

some reasons 1t can constraln the wrlters and place the
Astandards 1nto boxes thet are unsu1table for dlfferent

content‘areas;, 'Some common formattlng, however mlght

tackle the frequent questlon-of‘whether the content.
standards should only address'what‘students shouldfknow and
be able to~do, or. also dlSCUSS assessment and pedagogy.

Similarly, it might address the issue of. whether to create

one standard for all students,aor.standards.wlth_.

A differentiated“levels~sfHContentfforudiﬁferentwstudents,;w -
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6. The level of detail and specificity of content standards

should be explored with experts. The specificity issue .
raises many questions about the'flexibility'of the -

standard, its ability to lead, and its ability to provide
substantialxguidance to other componentS'of systemic -

change, such as assessment. . Perhaps a paper could bei

.comm1531oned or a meeting could be held to explore this

questlon.

7. Provide support for capacitv-bullding effosts.
Consensus-building?does not end”encefthe aéenda:is adepted;'
This stage'of development is ctucialvnot“only,fof gaining
brbadened support and underStanding,, ‘bu*.t als'o for
implementatlon. |

8. Conszder schedules for rev1s1ng the content standards

C NOwW. While it may seem premature, revision schedules can
kbe considered now to address complex questlons of the
stabillty needed for 1mplementatlon and the development of
systemlc components, and the need for standards which are -
'state-of—thevart.dl Y o

9. Consider mechanisms which can "bridge" across different

subject-matter areas for interdisciplinary discussions.

This is-impdffant~for many ieasons;.,One is eseating

coherence across the subject—mattef standards {(not jpst",,
, within), and for‘helpingvto ensnfe that as a-collective the

standards are "doable"iduring'the school day and year.
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The National Service Trust Act of 1993 @‘4F].

National service will be America at ‘its best -- building. community,
offering opportunity, and rewarding responsibility. National service is a
challenge for Americans from every background and every walk of life,
and it values something far more than money. National service is nothing
less than the American way to change America.

-- President Bill Clinton

Rutgers University
March 1, 1993

President Clinton’s national service program will expand educational
opportunity, reward individual responsibility, and build the American community by
bringing citizens together to tackle common problems. The centerpiece of the initiative
is a new program to offer educational awards to Americans who make a substantial
commitment to service. In addition to this program, which builds on the youth corps
and demonstration programs of the National and Community Service Act of 1990, the
National Service Trust Act includes: .

a An overhaul of the student loan system. A variety of flexible repayment
options will be made available to students -- including income-contingent
repayment -- making it tougher to default but easier to take service jobs. At the
same time, the phase-in of the direct lending program will save taxpayers and
students billions of dollars and simplifying the complex system to make higher
education more accessible.

L Extension and improvement of programs in the National and Community
Service Act of 1990 that enhance elementary and secondary education through
community service in schools, support after-school and summer programs for
school-age youth, and fund service programs on college campuses.

w Extension and improvement of VISTA and the Older American
Volunteer Programs authorized by the Domestic Volunteer Service Act.

. Creation of a new Investment Fund for'Quality and Innovation to support
model service programs and activities designed to ensure the development of
high quality national service programs.
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The National Service Trust Program

Types of Service

u To qualify, service must directly benefit the community and address unmet
educational, environmental, human, or public safety needs.

u National priorities may be established to ensure that pressing needs are
addressed.

u Participants may not displace or duplicate the functions of existing workers.
Participants

Eligibility

= Individuals may serve before, during, or after post-secondary education.

= In general, participants may be age 17 or older. Youth corps participants may
be ages 16 to 25.

= Participants must be high school graduates or agree to achieve their GED prior
to their completion of service.

Selection

n Participants will be recruited and selected on a nondiscriminatory basis and
without regard to political affiliation by local programs designated by states or the
federal government,

= A national or state recruitment system will help interested individuals locate
placements in local programs. Information about available positions will be widely
disseminated through high schools, colleges and other placement offices. A special
leadership corps may be recruited, trained, and placed to assist in the development of
new national service programs.
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Term of Service

u To earn an educational award, a participant must complete at least one year of
full-time or two years of part-time service in a program designated by a state or the
federal government. An individual may serve up to two terms and earn up to two
educational awards.

Educational Awards
n Educational awards worth $6,500 will be provided for each term of service.

u Educational awards will be federally funded and deposited into a national
service trust on behalf of all participants accepted into the program. Organizations
and individuals may donate funds to support national service participants in the
donor’s community.

u Payments will be made directly to qualified post-secondary educational
institutions, including two- and four-year colleges, training programs, and graduate or
professional programs.

u In the case of participants with outstanding loan obligations for qualified
educational activities, awards will be paid directly to lenders.

n Awards will not be taxable and must be used within five years of receipt.
Stipends

u Programs will set stipends within program guidelines. However, federal
support will be limited to a match of 85 percent of an annual stipend equivalent to
benefits received by VISTA volunteers. Programs may provide additional stipends up
to twice this amount, with no federal match for the portion of the stipend in excess of
the VISTA benefit.

u In the limited case of designated professional corps in areas of great need, such
as teaching and public safety in underserved areas, participants may be paid a salary
in excess of the guidelines and receive an educational award. However, no federal
support will be available for a stipend.
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Health and Child Care

u All participants without access to health insurance will receive health coverage.
Federal dollars will pay up to 85 percent of the cost of these benefits.

n Participants may receive child care assistance, if needed.

Programs
Goals

L Programs must set measurable goals regarding the impact of the service on the
community and on participants.

Eligibility

u Programs eligible for national service designation include diverse community
corps, youth corps, specialized service programs focusing on a specific community
need, individual placement programs, campus-based service programs, programs that
train and place service-learning coordinators in schools or team leaders in corps
programs, intergenerational programs, national service entrepreneurship programs,
and professional corps.

n Programs may be run by non-profit organizations, institutions of higher
education, local governments, school districts, states, or federal agencies.

n Programs may not provide direct benefits to for-profit businesses, labor unions,
or partisan political organizations, or involve participants in religious activities.

Selection

n Selection criteria include quality (based on criteria developed in consultation
with experts in the field), innovation, sustainability, and replicability of programs.

n Past experience and management skills of program leadership, involvement of
participants in leadership roles, and the extent to which the program builds on existing
programs will also be taken into account.

L Programs serving communities of need, including those designated as enterprise
zones, community redevelopment areas, environmentally distressed areas, and
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communities adversely affected by decreased defense spending will also receive
special consideration.

Funding
u All participants will receive educational awards.

u To develop programs, one-year planning grants will be available. To support
national service participants, three-year renewable grants will be available for program
demonstration, expansion, or replication.

u Administrative costs will be limited to five percent of all grants other than
planning grants.

u Programs must pay 15 percent of the stipend and health care benefits in cash
and 25 percent of other costs. The 25 percent match may be in cash or in kind from
any source other than programs funded under the National and Community Service or
Domestic Volunteer Service Acts.

u Federal funds must supplement, not supplant, state and local dollars.
Corporation for National Service
Structure

u The national service program will be administered by a new government
corporation for national service, created by combining two existing independent
federal agencies, the Commission on National and Community Service and ACTION.

u The corporation will achieve streamlined operation through flexible personnel
policies.

u The corporation will be responsible for administering all programs authorized

under the National and Community Service Act and Domestic Volunteer Service Act,
including VISTA and the Older American Volunteer Programs. It will fund training
and technical assistance, service clearinghouses and other activities.

L The investment division of the corporation will administer the new trust
program and programs currently administered by the Commission on National and
Community Service.
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n The operating division will administer programs currently run by the ACTION
agency, including VISTA and the Older American Volunteer Programs.

Governance

u The corporation will have an eleven-member volunteer Board of Directors
appointed by the President and confirmed by the Senate. It will be bipartisan and
include persons experienced in national service and experts in providing educational,
environmental, human, or public safety service.

u The first Board members will be appointed from the Board of Directors of the
Commission on National and Community Service. Seven Cabinet secretaries will
serve as non-voting ex-officio members.

n The Board will develop the corporation’s stratégic plan, make grant decisions,
review other policy and personnel decisions, receive and act on reports from the
Inspector General, supervise evaluations, and advise the Chair on all issues.

= A Chairperson of the Board and a Managing Director for each division will be
full-time employees appointed by the President and confirmed by the Senate.

Oversight
N An Inspector General will oversee programs to guard against fraud and abuse.

. Programs must arrange for independent audits and evaluations, and may also be
required to participate in national or state evaluations.

State Commissions
Structure

u In order to receive a grant, each state must establish a commission on national
service. The corporation will provide funding for the state commission.

= Commissions will have seven to thirteen members appointed by the governors
on a bipartisan basis from among the following: youth, educators, representatives of
youth corps, older American volunteer programs, and other nonprofit service
providers, labor, business, and experts in meeting particular unmet needs.
Commissions will elect their own chair.
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u State agency representatives may sit on the commissions as non-voting
ex officio members.

n A representative of the corporation will sit on each commission as a voting
member and act as liaison between the: commission and the corporation.

Duties

n State commissions will be rcspons1b11e for selecting programs to be funded
under the state formula allocation, and in any competitive grant states may request.

u State commissions must also design strategic plans for service in the states,
recruit participants, and disseminate information about service opportunities.

n State commissions may also support clearinghouses, training and technical
assistance, and other initiatives to support service. They may not operate national
service programs, but may use a portion of funds to support programs run by state
agencies.

Transition

u For a penod of one year, existing state agenmes may assume the responsibility
of the state commissions.

Allocation of Funds

L States submitting approved plans will receive a minimum of fifty percent of
funds available for the national service trust program -- a portion according to a
population-based formula and the remainder on a competitive basis.

n Up to fifty percent of funds may be allocated directly by the corporation.
Programs eligible for priority consideration include national nonprofit organizations
operating multiple programs or competitive grant programs, national service initiatives
in more than one state and meeting priority needs, proposals to replicate successful
programs in more than one state, and innovative national service programs.
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STUDENT LOAN REFORM: OUTLINE OF THE PRO ‘ 6/ é
| 4 April 15, 1993
OBJECTIVES

To reform and simplify student loans through direct federal lending
and the elimination of many middlemen in the current system. To
provide all borrowers (guaranteed and direct loans) with flexible
repayment options, including income-based repayments, so that
student debt will not prevent them from taking lower paylng service
jobs. :

A second initiative next year will build upon these changes in
student lecans to streamline and simplify all student aid programs.
This initiative will examine, among other things, setting an
overall federal aid maximum and rethinking how to finance
postsecondary vocational education and training.

IMPLEMENTATION OF DIRECT LOANS
o Timing

By the end of FY 1997, federal capital will be used for all
new student loans. Phase-~in will begin in FY 1994.

- Costing is based on a planned phase-in path of 4 percent
of volume in direct lending by the end of FY 1994, 25
percent the second year, 60 percent the third year, and
full implementation by the end of FY 1997. This path
would not be specified in statute.

o Loan Origination

Some institutions will originate loans themselves; others will
use the services of alternative originators.

- Criteria measuring the financial and administrative
capability of institutions to originate loans well will
be used to determine which institutions can originate
themselves and which should use alternative originators.
The basis for the criteria will be in statute; specific
criteria will be in regulations.

- Institutions that meet the financial and administrative
criteria, but do not wish to originate loans themselves,
will also be able to use alternative originators. -

- The Secretary will select the schools to participate
during phase-in, mainly from applicants. Most will
initially be competent 1lenders now in the Perkins
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program. In addition, ED will select other institutions
that will use alternative origination services.

- After the first year of experience, ED will develop more
detailed criteria that measure administrative and
financial capacity for participation as an originator.

Institutions will receive a small fee--about $10 to $15 per
borrower--for loan origination. Alternative originators will
be chosen by ED through a competitive bid process. Bidders
may be state agencies, ©private 1lenders, and other
organizations. The fee for institutions and originators will
not be set in law.

- The fee will be small because the additional costs are
small and the benefits to institutions of direct lending
are substantial. The fee will be based on the number of
borrowers and scaled down for larger numbers of borrowers
to adjust for economies of scale.

All originators will be held liable through financial
sanctions (in law and regqulations) for errors in the
origination process.

Loan Servicing

Responsibility for servicing loans while students are in
school and while they are in repayment will not rest with the
postsecondary institutions. The Department of Education will
contract with a number of organizations to perform servicing
of direct loans. These organizations, which could include
state agencies and private firms, will be chosen through a
competitive process.

Program Integrity

The Department of Education will be responsible for monitoring
and overseeing the student loan system as part of the its
overall oversight of the federal student aid system. As in
current law, some responsibility is shared with the States in
the new state review process. .

8tudent Interest Rate

Some of the savings from direct lending will be used to lower
interest rates for students. At full implementation, we will
lower student interest rates by about one-half of a percentage
point. The bill provides authority to the Secretary to do
this but he also has the latitude to modify the rate based on
conditions at the time.

- All other terms for borrowers--including loan limits,

2
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eligibility rules for loan subsidies, and number of loan
programs--would remain the same during the phase-in
period. Such changes could be included in the second
initiative addressing all student aid programs.

o Data 8ysten

Postsecondary institutions, alternative originators,
servicers, and the Department of Education will share easily
data on student loans throughout the nation. The Department
will complete work on the national student loan data system.
Such a system has been under development since 1989 and must
be expanded to perform all the functions needed for direct
loans. No new legislative authority is required.

FLEXIBLE REPAYMENT OPTIONS

Flexible repayments, including fixed repayments, graduated
repayments, and income contingent repayments, will give borrowers
the opportunity to choose lower paying jobs regardless of the level
of debt incurred while in college. The Secretary will have the
authority to require defaulters to repay through income
contingency. : ,

o Plan to Offer Flexible Repayments

We can fulfill the President’s commitment to offer flexible
repayments to students in four steps (see attachment also).
The Treasury Department agrees with this approach.

- First, the Higher Education Amendments of 1992 provide
some additional flexibility to students in choosing how
to repay. The Department will develop and publish
regulations to implement these additional repayment
options by August 1993. The Department will also
encourage lenders to offer income contingent repayment
options to current borrowvers.

- The second step is to provide to the Secretary the
authority to offer income contingent repayments to some
borrowers using information from the IRS on borrowers’
incomes. The legislation will amend the current
disclosure provisions to allow IRS to provide this
information to ED or its designated servicers.

- Third, the Department will offer income contingent
repayment to current borrowers if lenders do not. The
Department will pay off current guaranteed loans thereby
making them direct loans and will then offer borrowers
the full range of flexible repayment options.

-- The fourth step is to determine the role of the IRS in
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collecting student loans when direct loans and income
contingency are fully implemented. The bill requires the
Secretaries to develop this role through a joint plan,
and to this will allow sufficient time to address all the
issues and concerns regarding how such a system would be
structured and how much it would cost.

o Design of Income Contingent System

The income contingent system addresses the appropriate income
measure, the percentage of income, capitalization of interest
when payments are insufficient to cover interest, and length
of repayment. The legislation will state that the Secretary
will set the specific parameters of the income contingent
system.

Income Measure. Total income is the best measure of
ability to pay because it includes all sources of income
for the family, not just earnings.

Percentage of Income. Use a straightforward system that
requires borrowers to repay an appropriate percentage of
discretionary income. Bill limits percentage to 10 percent of
discretionary income.

Capitalization of Interest and Length of Repayment. Interest
will accrue and be capitalized (with a possible limit on the
total amount of capitalization) so that borrowers whose
incomes grow in future years will repay when their incomes are
sufficient. Borrowers with persistently low incomes will

never fully repay. We will write off the remaining loan
balance after some number of years, to be determined by the
Secretary.

EASING THE TRANSITION FROM GUARANTEED STUDENT LOANS

Attached is a transition plan that addresses 1loan capital
availability and guarantee agency operations.



FLEXIBLE REPAYMENTS
FOR STUDENT LOANS

The President’s commitment to provide students the
opportunity to take lower paying jobs and repay their loans
as a function of their income will be provided to all
borrowers. Statutory changes and a fast-track development
of regulations implementing statutory changes passed last
year will ensure that flexible repayment options are
available to borrowers as quickly as possible.

REPAYMENT PROVISIONS FOR CURRENT BORROWERS

o Student borrowers may be eligible for loan deferments
or forbearance if they have difficulty repaying.

--Borrowers may defer repayment on their loans during
specified periods, including unemployment and economic
hardship. The federal government pays the interest for
the borrower during authorized deferment periods.

—--Borrowers who do not qualify for a deferment but are
otherwise unable to repay their loans may be granted
forbearance. During forbearance, interest continues to
accrue and is capitalized.

--Authorized periods of forbearance and deferment (up
to 3 years) are excluded from the 10-year statutory
repayment period.

o Lenders may offer borrowers graduated or income-
sensitive repayment schedules. We have encouraged
lenders to offer alternative schedules to borrowers,
but most lenders are not interested.

o The new legislation will allow ED to refinance
student loans for borrowers who wish to use more
flexible repayment options if lenders do not offer
the options. ED will then provide borrowers the
full range of repayment options.

REPAYMENT PROVISIONS FOR NEW BORROWERS IN 1994

o The 1992 Amendments to the Higher Education Act require
lenders to offer borrowers fixed, graduated, and
income-sensitive repayment options.

--These options will be available to new student

borrowers as of July 1, 1993 and to consolidation loan
borrowers whose applications are received on or after
January 1, 1993. The income-sensitive repayments

included here are limited to a maximum repayment period

of 10 to 13 years and payments must cover at least interest.



--Requlations implementing these provisions will be
published in the fall of 1993.

INCOME~CONTINGENT REPAYMENT SCHEDULES

o The new legislation will provide a "menu" of flexible
repayment options for direct loan borrowers, including
an income contingent repayment option. As discussed
above, the bill will also give ED the authority to
refinance guaranteed loans for borrowers who wish to
take advantage of the full range of new repayment
options.

--This process calls for the Department to obtain
borrowers’ income information from the IRS for the
development of the repayment schedule. Loans would be
collected by servicers under contract to the federal
governnent.

--The Secretaries of Education and Treasury will
jointly develop a plan within a year detailing how we
will use wage withholding and the IRS in the collection
of student loans.



NATIONAL EDUCAI‘!ON GOALS PANI:L

Apnl 14, 1993
TO: National Education Goals Panel
FROM: © Wilmer S. Cody, Executive Director |
SUBJECT: - UP‘COMINGL NATIONAL EDUCATION GOALS PANEL MEETING

MEETING DATE: Wednesday, April 21, 1993

Enclosed are materials for fhe next meeting of the National Education Goals |
Panel on Wednesday, April 21, 1993 (10:30 a.m. - 3:45 p.m. CDT) in Lincoln, -
Nebraska.

Please review carefully the locations and times for events listed in the full
agenda enclosed in the front pocket of the Briefing Materials. Attendees in Nebraska
will be able to interact by satellite hookup with participants in Washington, DC for the
morning session. The Public Meeting will start at 10:30 a.m. CDT (11:30 a.m. EDT).

Agenda items include the following:

® Resolution on Core Data Elements;
e Resolution on Citizénship Indicators; and
] Review of a report on Content Standards.

If you have any questions; please call me or Nancy Delasos at (202) 632-0952.
- | look forward to meeting with you on Wednesday.

1850 M Street. NW  Suite 270 Washinglon. DC 20036
(202} 632-0952 FAX (202} 632-0957
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DRAFT Outline of CGoals 2090: Educate America Act

Note: The following outline is based on conversations with U.S. Department of
Education staff as of 4/12/93. The actual text of the bill has not been made
available at this time. It 1is expected that the bill text will continue to
change until it is introduced. The Administration hopes to have the bill
introduced during the week of April 19th.

Title I:

Codify the National FEducation Goals and objectives. Add arts and foreign
language to Goal 3. ‘

Title I1:

a) Codify the National Education Goals Panel.
(add four state legislators to the existing Panel)

Duties of the panel include:
. buildingva national consensus for education improvement;

® reporting annually on progress made in achieving the national education
goals; and

¢ commenting on the quality of content standards before the standards are
certified by the National Education Standards and Improvement Council.

b) Establish the National Education Standards and Improvement Council
Appointed by the President, the 20-member council would include five
professional educators; five public representatives (including state and
local officials); five employers and/or higher education representatives;
and five additional experts.

Duties of the Council include work in the areas of content standards,
assessments, and opportunity-to-learn standards.



Title II continued.
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Contents Standards. Duties include:

* overseeing the development of voluntary content standards;
® certifying voluntary content standards;

® jdentifying additional subject areas in which content standards need to
be developed;

® awarding demonstration grants to groups to develop model curriculum ;hat
would integrate the content standards from all of the subject areas; and

¢ certifying state content standards.

Assessments. Duties include:

¢ developing criteria for certifying assessments;

® certifying individual assessments solely on the basis that the material
contained on the assessment reflects the material outlined in the
content standards; and

¢ awvarding demonstration grants to states and organizations to field test
assessments.

Opportunity to Learn. Dutiés include:

developing a set of model opportunity to learn standards which would
ensure that all students have a fair opportunity to learn.

The standards shall address the:

® quality and availability of curriculum;

® capability of teachers to provide quality instruction in each area;

® extent to which teachers and administrators have ready and
continued access to best knowledge about teaching and learning;

® the extent to which curriculum, instructional practices, and
assessment tools are linked content standards; and

® other standards deemed appropriate.

Other duties 1include developing appropriate indicators for each
opportunity to learn standard developed by the Council. The Council also
would assist the Secretary regarding the awarding of a grant to a
consortium of individuals and organizations to develop voluntary national
school delivery standards. The consortium would include the participation
of Governors (except those serving on Panel), chief state school officers,
teachers, principals, superintendents, state and local school board
members, parents, state legislators (except those serving on the Panel),
representatives of regional accrediting agencies, and representatives of
civil rights groups.
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Title IIX:

The bills state systemic reform provisions would authorize an effort to
promote coherent and coordinated change in our system of education at the
federal, state and local lgvels in order to achieve the national education
goals.

In order to be eligible to draw down its allotment, a state would be required
to develop a systemic reform plan to improve schools. The plan would be
developed by a panel on which half of the members would be appointed by the
Governor and half by the chief states school officer. In addition, the plan
must reflect the support of the chair of the state board of education and the
chairs of the relevant legislative committees in the legislature. Each plan
shall provide for the development or adoption of opportunity to 1learn
standards such as those developed by the Council above; outline a process for
establishing content and performance standards for all children; describe
changes in governance and leadership structures needed to reform the system;
include comprehensive strategies to involve parental and community support and
involvement in helping all students meet the standards; and shall ensure that
all local educational agencies and schools are involved in developing and
implementing the plan. A portion of the funds shall be made available to
local education agencies.

Once developed by the ‘panel, the plaﬁ shall be submitted to the state
education agency for approval. The state education agency shall submit the
plan to the Secretary for approval along with an explanation of any changes
made to the plan by the state education agency. If any portion of the plan is
not under the authority of the state educational agency, such as early
childhood or postsecondary education issues, then the state educational agency
shall obtain the Governors' approval.

The Secretary 1is authorized to waive some statutory and regulatory
requirements to the extent that such requirements impede the abllity of the
states to carry out a reform plan. -

The Secretary may provide technical assistance to states and local education
agencies and conduct research on systemic reform efforts,

Total bill authorization: $420 million for Fiscal 1994 and such sums as may be
necessary for each of the following five years.

4/13/93
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CORE DATA ELEMENTS FOR MONITORING PROGRESS TOWARD THE
NATIONAL EDUCATION GOALS

" INTRODUCTION

The Goal 2 Resource Panel described the need for a national student data reporting system
for assessing students' completion of school. Four principles were stated:

. The system should be able to track students across State or district boundaries,
not just be independent record systems;

) The system "must respect the autonomy of, and be sensitive to, the different ways
States and localities define high school completion credentials and standards for
attaining them"; '

® The system must prod%;ce data that are timely, reliable, and valid;

. The data system must produce information that is useful at local, state, and
national levels in establishing appropriate educational policy and practice.

Such a system would provide more accurate and comprehensive information about school
completion and dropout data than are currently available. More important, this system "would
provide education service providers and policymakers at all levels with the vital information
needed to both monitor the health of the educational enterprise and tailor student services to meet
individual needs." (NEGP, March 26, 1992)

The Goal 2 Resource Group acknowledged that there are many national data available that
address the Goals, but there is little standard information available at the local level to assist local
and state policymakers in determining progress toward the Goals. They expressed interest in
considering how existing record systems can be used to evaluate the nation's progress toward
meeting all of the Goals by the year 2000 and what data elements should be included in each
school/school district's records to provide the needed indicators of Goal attainment. Given the
benefits of a longitudinal student record system. for districts to continually monitor students'
progress in school, and the benefits of such a system to districts, states, and the nation in
assessing educational progress, the identification of a core set of data elements that all entities
should maintain seemed critical.

In March 1993, the Goal 2 Technical Planning Subgroup on Core Data Elements was
convened to focus on the issue of identifying information that could be obtained from local
student data systems for use in monitoring local and state progress toward the National Education
Goals. The members of this Subgroup included representatives from each of the six resource
groups as well as from state and local education agencies. This report reflects the charge to that
Subgroup:

National Education Goals Panel, 93-03



2 ' Core Data Elements

To investigate and report on the feasibility of establishing a
minimum set of terms and definitions that encompass the preschool
years onward in order to measure progress toward the six National
Education Goals. If feasible, the National Education Goals Panel
will encourage the incorporation of these terms and definitions into
new and ongoing student record systems so that progress toward
achieving the National Education Goals can be regularly monitored
at the local, state, and national levels. These terms will be adapted
from the Student Data Handbook, under development by the
National Center for Education Statistics (NCES) and the Council
of Chief State School Officers (CCSSO), and other documents as
deemed necessary.

This document describes a set of indicators of goal outcomes and proposes a set of data
elements and definitions that could be used to compute the indicators of progress toward the
National Education Goals as well as serving the needs of local and state education agencies for
effective school management. It is divided into three parts: (1) the process used in selecting
the core data elements; (2) next steps; and (3) a list of the recommended indicators and
* accompanying data elements.

SELECTION OF CORE DATA ELEMENTS

The Subgroup began its deliberations discussing the importance of having individual
student information and the problems associated with obtaining standard data at the local and
state levels for use in assessing progress toward meeting the Goals. They noted that many state
and local education agencies are looking to their administrative record systems to assist in
determining progress. In many instances, however, these record systems have not been developed
to meet these needs, so essential data elements are not available. In other instances, the data are
present in the system, but the agencies are not set up to use the data for these purposes. In still
other agencies, information about students and staff is maintained in paper files and filing
cabinets, and access to specific data is limited.

State and local education agency staff are becoming convinced that there is no alternative
but to standardize what and how data are collected and maintain the data in an automated record
system. The issues concerning the provision of appropriate services to students are extremely
complex, and there is a need for timely data to assist in the decision-making process. There is
also a need to monitor progress of students and schools which requires that consistent data are
collected from year to year. The nature of the current uncoordinated system of data collection
promotes the collection of similar data in different ways, at different times, using different
definitions. As a result, the current use of data in decision-~making is suspect.

National Education Goals Panel, 93-03
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3 ‘ Core Data Elements

The development of automated student and staff record systems is not without
controversy, however. People tend to equate automation with access. There are laws concerning
access to student records, and particularly to sensitive information, however the laws are behind
the times concerning automated records. While the Goals Panel has taken the position that the
development of student recordkeeping systems is essential to assessing accomplishment of the
Goals and that standard data should be available from the systems, it is up to the state and local
jurisdictions to ensure that access, security and confidentiality concerns are addressed. The
Subgroup noted that state and local laws/regulations and federal laws such as the 1974 Family
Educational Rights and Privacy Act (FERPA) may need to be revised to reflect these changes
in how individual records are maintained.

The identification of essential data elements to be maintained at the local level has
traditionally been done by local decision makers, such as school district staff and school board
members. (In some instances, software vendors have made de facto decisions by providing what
they perceive to be the necessary data elements in an automated system purchased by the school
district.) States have sometimes prescribed specific data to be collected based on state and
federal reporting requirements. To date, no national effort has been made to identify what
specific data elements should be maintained in all student record systems for effective school
‘management, nor what definitions should be used to define the data elements, although there is
a high level of interest in this area. ‘

The Subgroup agreed that a logical and feasible first step in obtaining comparable data
from school to school is to focus on the data needed to monitor progress toward the Goals. This
information would then be incorporated into the broader discussion about what data are essential
for the school management and reporting functions of student, staff, and school record systems.
Before determining what are the essential data elements, the Subgroup agreed to the two
following principles to guide the discussion.

L First and foremost, record systems must meet school and local education agency
needs for managing the educational enterprise. This means that the system must
provide information useful for making decisions about schools, staff, resources,
and groups of students. In addition, however, the Subgroup believed that student
record systems should provide essential information for making decisions about
individual students. Whereas teachers should receive summary information about
the students in their classes to use in planning instruction, individual student
information may also prove useful in special situations. For example, if a student
continually comes to school late, or bursts into tears off and on during the day,
or falls asleep during a stimulating activity, there may be health or background
information in the student's record that could help the teacher make adjustments
to meet the student's individual needs. '
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mdxﬂduaLand_gmpS_QLSmd_cms ThlS requxres that data be mamtamed in a

longitudinal format with updated information added as it becomes available.
Many ‘school systems update files by replacing information as it changes. This
makes longitudinal analyses and individual monitoring impossible. For example,
a child's English proficiency may change after receiving language assistance
services. If the proficiency status is changed permanently on the student record
(that is, there is no record that the student had once been classified limited English
proficient), and the child later has trouble which could be due to lack of English
language skills, school staff may not realize that additional language assistance
services are needed. While replacement of data seems more efficient from a data
processing viewpoint, it is not effective for working with individual students
whose historical records could provide insight into the provxsxon of appropriate
services for the child. '

To summarize the discussion about student record systems, the Subgroup stressed that
student record systems must be designed to meet school management requirements as well as
monitoring needs. This is best accomplished through the use of a longitudinal student database
- with updated information being added to, not replacing, existing data.

Using the Student Data Handbook draft and A Guide to the Implementation of the
SPEEDE/ExPRESS Electronic Transcript (described in Appendix C) as resources, the Subgroup
identified data elements that could be used to create indicators monitoring progress toward
meeting the goal outcomes. While the original charge was to identify only student data elements,
the Subgroup also identified data elements that could be obtained from other databases, most
notably staff and school databases. The selection process involved consideration of the following

_issues:

Necessity ~ The Subgroup discussed all data elements that might be useful before
deciding what were the most essential data elements to be collected on a universe

basis.

Availability — Certain Kinds of data are kept about all students, whether in paper
files or in automated record systems. Other data elements are not generally
collected.

Feasibility — The Subgroup considered whether data elements that are not
generally available at this time could be collected in a consistent and reliable way,
taking into consideration cost ‘as well.

Level — Data elements which cover preschool children, school-age children, and
postsecondary students were included.
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5 Core Data Elements

As a result of the discussion, three sets of data elements were identified and defined. The
first set represents data relevant to the Goals that are usually already collected in local record
systems (although the definitions of these elements frequently vary from one locality to the next).
Included in this set are data elements about background characteristics, coursework and activities,
assessment, and school completion. The background characteristics can be used to identify the
performance or outcomes of subgroups of students. There are also some data elements that can
be obtained from staff and school databases about teacher quality and the school environment.

The second set of data elements contains information desirable for monitoring the Goals
that do not generally exist in administrative records. These data elements are ones that could be
collected reliably and consistently with some minimal effort, and would provide much richer
detail about how well the Goals are being attained.

Elements from these first two sets constitute the Group's recommendations for data
elements that should be incorporated over time into local administrative record systems for
regularly monitoring progress on the national education Goals. They are listed by Goal and
recommended indicator in Table 1 with data element definitions appearing in Appendix A.

: A third set of data elements, appears in Appendix B. It consists of information that could
be collected about individual students for use in doing research, for planning instruction, for
monitoring student progress and as factors that could alert school staff to individual students'
problems. These data are generally not currently included in individual student records. Some
education agencies, however, may want to collect this information on individual students to assist
in evaluatmg prog,rams or mectmg the needs of a umquc populatlon of children. Ih;_&mgmup

NEXT STEPS

The data elements contained in this report are not exhaustive, nor do they represent all
of the data most desired for monitoring progress toward the Goals. The primary focus was on
data elements maintained in student-level databases, although some consideration was given to
data about teachers and schools. The discussion revealed several areas where additional data
elements may be needed, such as in the area of standards attainment, school outcomes, and
disciplined/safe school environments which are conducive to learning. Because data needs and
capacities are continually changing, the "core data elements” included in this report should be
considered an initial effort to identify a common sct of data which should be maintained about
all students, teachers, or schools: The National Education Goals Panel should review this
minimum set of core data clements periodically, taking into account these changing data
capacities and needs.
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TABLE AND APPENDICES

The following Table is brganizcd by Goal and contains three columns: Indicator, Data
Element(s), and a descnptxon of whethcr or not the data element(s) currcntly exists m most K-12
record systcms ; :

The indicators that have been listed in Table 1 correspond with many of those which are
presented in the annual National Education Goals Report. In most cases, the indicators represent
whole populations, such as the numbers of students who take Advanced Placement courses. In
these cases, the Group believes that local officials should determine how such data should be
disaggregated (for example by race, gender and student income level). However, in a few cases,
where the Goal or objective itself specifies a particular population group (for instance Objective
3 under Goal 4 which states: "The number of U.S. undergraduates and graduate students,
especially women and minorities, who complete degrees in mathematics, science, and engineering
will increase significantly"), the Group specifically recommends the necessary demographic
* breakouts for monitoring progress.

- Following the Table are the definitions of the data elements in Appendix A (recommended
elements) and Appendix B (not recommended, but potentially useful). These definitions are
consistent with those currently being established by the National Center for Education Statistics
and the Council of Chief State School Officers. They are expected to be finalized in the Fall of
1993.

Appendix C describes related activities at the national level to standardize core education
data elements in order to facilitate their processing and usefulness.
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TABLE 1

Recommended Set of Data Elements and Corresponding Indicators for Monitoring Progress Toward the Goals

INDICATOR

DATA ELEMENTS

EXISTENCE OF DATA
ELEMENT(S) IN MOST
K-12 RECORD SYSTEMS?

GOAL 1 .
Number of Entering Students with Appropriate Type of Immunization, Date of Immunization, Yes-
Immunizations Status of Immunization :
‘Developmental Well-Being of Students Entering Developmental Observation and Documentation, - - No-
Kindergarten in terms of Five Dimensions: Date of Developmental Observation and

Physical Well-Being; Documentation -

Social and Emotional Development; '

Language Usage;

Approaches to Learmning;

Cognitive Development.
Developmental Well-Being of Students Entering First | Developmental Observation and Documentation, No

Grade in terms of Five Dimensions:
Physical Well-Being;
Social and Emotional Development;
Language Usage;
Approaches to Learning;
Cognitive Development.

Date of Developmental Observation and
Documentation
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INDICATOR

DATA ELEMENTS

EXISTENCE OF DATA

Credential Received, Cohort Year

ELEMENT(S) IN MOST
K~12 RECORD SYSTEMS?
Number of Disadvantaged, Disabled, and Other Name of Preschool Program, Type of Preschool No
Entering Students Who Participated in National Program, Number of Years in Each Preschool
Association for the Education of Young Children Program, Disability Status, Poverty Status
(NAEYC) Accredited Preschool Programs (Measures -
Objective 1)
Number of Entering Students with Low Birthweight Birthweight No
Number of Entering Students Whose Mothers Month of First Prenatal Care, Extent of Prenatal 'No
1 Received Comprehensive Prenatal Care | Care R o N ' V
Number of Students Who Received Routine Health Date of last Routine Health Care No
Care Prior To Entering School 7
Number of Students Who Received Dental Care Prior | Date of Last Dental Care N_(S
to Entering School
GOAL 2 v
High School Graduation Rate School Exit Date, Status upon Exit, Type of Yes
Credential Received, Cohort Year
High School Graduation Rate of Minorities and Non- | School Exit Date, Status upon Exit, Type of - Yes
Minorities (Measures Objective 2) Credential Received, Cohort Year,
3 Race/Ethnicity ,
Other High School Completer Rate School Exit Date, Status upon Exit, Type of Yes
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DATA ELEMENTS

INDICATOR EXISTENCE OF DATA
ELEMENT(S) IN MOST
K-12 RECORD SYSTEMS?
Other High School Completer Rate of Minorities and | School Exit Date, Status upon Exit, Type of Yes
Non-Minorities (Measures Objective 2) Credential Received, Cohort Year,
Race/Ethnicity
Dropout Rate School Exit Date, Status upon Exit, Cohort Yes
Year
GOAL 3
Number of Students Achieving National/International. | Name of Assessment, Assessment Score. No
Standards by Subject '
Number of Minority and Non—-Minority Students Name of Assessment, Assessment Score, No
Achieving National/Intenational Standards by Subject | Race/Ethnicity »
(Measures Objective 1)
Number of Students Taking Advanced Placement Name of Advanced Placement Course Taken Yes
Courses
Number of Students Taking Advanced Placement Name of Assessment Yes
Tests
Number of Students by Score on Advanced Placement | Name of Assessment, Assessment Score Yes
Tests ;
Number of Students Pénicipating in Volunteer or Type of Volunteer or Community Service Yes

Community Service Activities

Activities
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INDICATOR

DATA ELEMENTS

EXISTENCE OF DATA
ELEMENT(S) IN MOST
K-12 RECORD SYSTEMS?

Number and Extent of Students Participating in

Hours per Week of Volunteer or Community Yes
Volunteer or Community Service Activities Service
Number of Courses Taken in English, Math, etc. | Course Titles or Course Numbers Yes
Number of Higher Level Courses Taken Course Titles or Course Numbers Yes
Number of Students Making High Grades by Subject | Course Titles or Course Numbers, Academic Yes

: Grade Received a

Number of Students Involved in Extracurricular Type of Extracurricular Activity "~ Yes - -
Activities .
Number of Students Who are Competent in More than | English Proficiency, Language Other Than Yes
One Language English, Other Language Proficiency :
Number of Students Registering to Vote at Age 18 Age, Registered to Vote No
GOAL 4 |
Number of Students Achieving National/International | Name of Assessment, Assessment Score No
Standards in Math and Science -
Number of Students Taking ngher Level Courses in | Course Titles or Course Numbers Yes
Math and Science
Number of Students Takmg Advanced Placement Name of Advanced Placement Course Taken Yes

Courses

National Education Goals Panel, 93-03
Page 10




INDICATOR

DATA ELEMENTS

EXISTENCE OF DATA
ELEMENT(S) IN MOST
K-12 RECORD SYSTEMS?

(Measures Objective 4)

Postsecondary Institution Attended,
Race/Ethnicity

Number of Students Taking Advanced Placement Name of Assessment Yes
Tests )
Number of Students by Score on Advanced Placement .| Name of Assessment, Assessment Score Yes
Tests
Number of Minutes Spent in Math and Science Course Title, Number of Minutes per Course Yes
Courses |
Number of Teachers Instructing Classes for Which -Subject Matter Area, Level of Assignment; - Yes -
They are Certified Type of Certification/License/Permit Held, '

: Level Authorized by the Certificate, Teaching

Fields or Areas Authorized _

Number of Teachers by Subject by Credit Hours Subject Matter Area, Number of Credit Hours Yes
Eamed Earned or Courses Completed in Major Area
Number of Teachers b'y' Years of Experience Total Number of Years of Teaching Experience Yes
Number of Minority and Female Students Completing | Type of Degree or Credential Awarded, Area of No
Degrees in Math, Science, and Engineering (Measures | Specialization, Race/Ethnicity, Gender
Objective 3) '
GOAL 5§ »
Number of Minority Students Entering College Postsecondary Institution Attended, Type of No
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INDICATOR

DATA ELEMENTS

EXISTENCE OF DATA
ELEMENT(S) IN MOST
K-12 RECORD SYSTEMS?

Number of Minority Students Completing Degree Type of Postsecondary Institution, Type of No
Programs (Measures Objective 4) Degree or Credential Awarded, Area of

, Specialization, Race/Ethnicity
Number of Students Scoring High on College Type of Entrance or Placement Test, Entrance No
Entrance or Placement Tests or Placement Test Score :
Number of Students Employed After Graduation Employment Status _Né
Number of Students Employed After Giaduation by Employment Status, Type of Employment, No
Type of Employment ‘ Name of Employer
Number of Students or Ex—Students Registered to Registered to Vote No
Vote
GOAL 6
Number of Offenses in School Type of Offense Reported, Date of Offense Yes

Reported
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APPENDIX A

DEFINITIONS OF RECOMMENDED CORE DATA ELEMENTS

SET 1 - ELEMENTS CURRENTLY EXISTING IN MOST ADMINISTRATIVE
RECORD SYSTEMS

A. Student Data Elements
|

BACKG;ROUND CHARACTERISTICS
Sex - The student's gender (Female or Male).

Racial/Ethnic Group - The general racial or ethnic heritage with which the student most
identifies. Categories include: American Indian or Alaskan Native, Asian or Pacific Islander,
Hispanic, Black (not Hispanic), and White (not Hispanic).

- Date of Birth — The day, month, andfyea‘r on which the student was bomn. (Used to compute age.)

~ The country in whlch the student maintains citizenship. (Used to
identify persons with backgrounds that may lead to different outcomes.)

English Proficiency ~ The student‘é adeptness at English, assessed by reading (the ability to
comprehend and interpret text), listening (the ability to understand a verbal expression of the’
language), writing (the ability to produce written text with content and format), and speaking (the
ability to use oral language appropriately and effectively) skills. Categories include: fully
English proficient, limited English proficient, and not English proficient. (Used to identify
students with potential problems succeeding in U.S. schools.)

Home Language ~ The language and dialect routinely spoken in the student's home. This
language/dialect may-or may not be the student's primary/native language. (Also used to identify
students with potential problems succeeding in U.S. schools.)

Language Other Than English — A language and/or dialect other than English in which the

student has speaking, writing, reading, or comprehension skills. (Used to identify students who
may have potential problems or students who have achieved fluency in more than one language.)

Other_Language Proficiency — The student's adeptness in the language other than English.
Categories include: proficient and limited proficient. (Used to identify students who may have
potential problems or students who have achieved fluency in more than one language.)
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Migrant Status ~ An indication that the child accompanies a parent whose primary employment
is in one or more agricultural activities on a seasonal or other temporary basis and who
establishes a temporary residence for the purposes of such employment. Categories include: yes
or no. (Used to identify students who may have problems in school.)

Type of Primary Disability — The major or overriding disability condition that best describes the
individual's impairment (i.e., the impairment that is most disabling). A student may be entitled
to receive special education and related services when identified as having a disability. (Used
to assess our success with students with special learning needs.)

Type of Immunijzation — The type of immunization received by the child.

Date of Immunization - The date on which the. immunization was received.

Status of Immunjzation — The status of an 1mmumzat10n (e.g., first moculatlon had the disease,
rchglous exemption)

COURSE AND ACT IVI;I‘Y INFORMATION

Course Title — In a departmentalized organization, the descriptive title by which a course is
identified (E.g., English III, Algebra, Biology, Spanish II, Apprenticeship, Career Education); in
a self-contained class, any portion of the instruction for which a grade is assigned or a report
is made (e.g., reading, arithmetic, language arts). [This information can be used to compute the
number of courses taken by subject, the number of higher level courses taken by subject, and the
number of advanced placement courses taken.]

Course Number — An identification number or other symbolic designation assigned to a course
for identification purposes. Standard course numbers may represent national, state or local
coding systems. [This number can also be used to compute the number of courses taken by
subject, the number of higher lcvcl courses taken by subject, and the number of advanced
placement courses taken.]

Academic Grade Received - The letter or numerical grade awarded to a student as an indicator
of his or her performance in a course and used, together with other information, to determine the
student's grade point average. :

hmflﬂun@unﬂlqmmnux&mmmm The type of activity in which service

is provided within the school building/district or for the local community outside of the school
building for experience not only as workers but also as citizens (e.g., peer tutoring, volunteer
work in hospitals).
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Hours per Week of Community Service ~ The number of hours per week the student participates

in volunteer or commumty service activities.

prmﬁExIrasmmmlar_Aﬁm - The type of activity not directly related to the curriculum that

a student takes in which the student participates for his or her enjoyment. Extracurricular
activities are managed and generally operated under the guidance of an adult or staff member,
are not for credit or required for graduation, are conducted during other than school hours (or if
partly during school hours, at times agreed upon by the participants and approved by school
authorities), and with the possible exception of direct costs of any salaries and indirect costs of
the use of school facilities, are self-sustaining as all other expenses are met by dues, admissions
or other student fund-raising events. (Examples include Camp Fire Girls, Boy Scouts, Boys and
Girls Clubs, YMCA, YWCA))

COMPLETION INFORMATION

Cohort Year - The school year in which the student entered the baseline group used for
computing completion rates, also known as first term of academic history.

'School Exit Date — The date on which the student discontinued schooling.
Status upon Exit — The explanation as to why the student discontinued schooling.

Graduation

Completion of program (e.g., completion of IEP requirements)
Dropped out (left school, not known to be continuing)
Expelled |
Death

Transfer to another educational program

Transfer to home schooling

Type of Credential Received — A~de§cription of the type of credential reccived upon completion
of an educational program (e.g., High School Diploma, Alternative High School Diploma,

Certificate of Completion, Certificate of Attendance, General Education Development (GED)
Credential, Bachelors Degree, Masters Degree, etc.).
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SET 2 - ELEMENT S NOT CURRENTLY EXISTING IN MOST
ADMINISTRATIVE RECORD SYSTEMS

READINESS INFORMATION

Name of Preschool Program - The name of a preschool program attended by the student.

Examples include: Head Start, Even Start, Special Education.

— A description of the type of preschool program in which the
student participated. Categories include: Day Care/Custodial Care, Developmental/Instructional
Program, or National Association for the Education of Young Children (NAEYC) Accredited
Program. [If there is no entry in this data element, the assumption that no preschool program
was received. '

Number of Years in Each Preschool Program — The number of years the child attended each

preschool program described.

- Developmental Observation and Documentation — A description of the child's performance on

a developmental observation indicating the devclopmcntal well-being of a student entering
kindergarten or first grade.

Date of the Developmental Observation and Documentation — The month and year on which the

developmental observation and documentation was completed.
Birth weight — The weight of the child at birth in pounds or portidns of pounds.

Month of First Prenatal Care — The number of the month during pregnancy during which the
mother first had contact with a doctor or other medical personnel regarding the pregnancy.

Extent of Prenatal Care — The number of times the mother had contact with a doctor or other
medical personnel during the pregnancy of this child.

Date of Last Routine Health Care - The date when the child last received routine health care
from a doctor or other medical personnel

Name of Routine Health Care Provider — The name, if ‘any, of a person or clinic where the child

receives routine health care from a doctor or other medical personnel.

. Date of T ast Dental Care — The daté when the child last received dental care.
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~ ASSESSMENT INFORMATION

Name of Assessment — A classification denoting the name of an assessment given to a student.
This name may include information about the subject, version, form, or edition of the assessment
assigned by the publisher. (Examples include portfolio assessments, cnterlon-rcferenced
achievement tests, advanced placement tests, or other types of assessments.) '

Assessment Score — A summary expression of the performance of a student on the assessment.
[Used to ascertain if a student has attained a high level of proficiency commensurate with
international, national, state or local standards.]

.FOLLOW-UP INFORMATION

Employment Status - The degree of partiéipaﬁon in the work force (e.g., in school, not
employed, employed full-time, active military, employed part-time).

Type of Employment — The type of work or occupation in which the student was engaged after
completion of high school.

AN.amc_QLEmples_: The name of the employer for whom the student worked upon completion
of hlgh school.

Rqumgondgxy_InMQn_Aﬂgm_d The name of each institution in which thc graduating

student plans to enroll or a former student enrolled for post-school education training.

Type of Postsecondary Institution — A’ description of the type of school attended by the former

student (e.g., 4—year college or university, 2-year college, technical institute, school of nursing,
trade school).

Dates of Attendance ~ The inclusive dates of attendance at the postsecondary institution.

Type of Entrance or Placement Test - A description of the type of test given the student for

entrance into a postsecondary institution or for placement into appropriate coursework.

Entrance or Placement Test Score — A summary expression of the performance of a student on
the test.

Type of Degree or Credential Awarded — The type or name of degree or credential awarded a

person upon completion of an educational program.

Areca of Specialization — The major area studied at the postsecondary institution.

Registered to Vote — An indication that the person is registered to vote.
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APPENDIX B

DATA ELEMENTS USEFUL FOR RESEARCH
AND SCHOOL MANAGEMENT PURPOSES

FAMILY AND HOME INFORMATION

Name of Persons in Household — The name of persons sharing the dwelling in which the student
lives. (Use to compute the number of persons living in the household.)

Relationship to Student — The nature. of a pcrAs'on‘s relationship to the student. (Collected for all
persons living in the same dwellmg as the student) [e.g., mother, father, stepmother, aunt, brother,
grandmother, husband] : :

High;sj_Lml_QLEd_\,l_c_aﬁQn_CQmplg_tg_d — The extent of formal instruction an individual has

‘teceived. [Collected for primary caregivers]

Occupation — The nature of the principal work actually performed by an individual. [Collected
for primary caregivers]

Employment Status — The degree of participation in the work force. [Collected for primary
caregivers]

Disabled, not looking for work
Full-time

Homemaker

In school

Part—time

Unemployed, looking for work
Unemployed, not looking for' work
Volunteer

Family Income — The total combined income of all members of the family during the past 12
months. This includes money from jobs, net income from business, farm or rent pensions,
dividends, interest, social security payments and any other money income received by members
of this family who are 15 years of age or older.
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Family Public Assistance Status — The status of the student's household relative to whole or

partial support by a welfare agency, whether local, state, federal, or private.

Aid for Dcpcndcnt Children

Food stamps

Free or reduced price lunch

Women, infants and children programs
Other public assistance programs

Years Benefits Received - The total number of years the student's household has been receiving
public assistance benefits.

Nature of Dwelling - An indication of the type.of dwelling in which the student resides.

Boarding house

Cooperative house

Crisis shelter

Disaster shelter

Dormitory

Family home

Foster home

Institution

Prison or juvenile detention center
Rooming house

Transient shelter .
No home

Ownership of Dwelling — An indication of who owns the dwelling in which the student lives.

Public housing
Public property
Owned property
Rental property
Subsidized housing
No home

szmum[xjia&m An indication that a high perccntage of students in pevcrty is llvmg in a
census track or zip code area.

Stability Factor — An indication that a student has lived in the school assignment area for a year.

Number of Moves in Last 5 Years — The number of times a student has changed home addresses
within the last 5 years of his/her life.
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APPENDIX C
" RELATED ACTIVITIES

The Technical Planning Subgroup on long~term strategics for measuring progress toward
Goal 2 recognized the need for a voluntary state/local student records system. They noted that
the federal government should help state and local education agencies to design and implement
a national system that meets the data needs of all levels. Decisions about what data are to be
maintained in a student record system need to build on school level needs. In addition, districts
need to consider what information needs to be aggregated or compared across schools. There
are current national activities, described below, 'that can help local education agencies review
their existing data collection systems and made them meect local, state and national standards.

The National Center for Education Statistics (NCES) is sponsoring sevcral activities that
will contribute to the development of a voluntary state and local student record system. In
addition to providing opportunities for statc and local education agency staff to meet to discuss
and learn about progressive activities in this area, NCES has provided seed money to help state
education agencies analyze ways to improve their data systems. In addition, NCES has appointed
a task force on Automated Information Retrieval Systems (AIRS) to conceptualize ways of
infusing automation into data maintenance of state and local education agencies.

~Under contract to NCES, the Council of Chief State School Officers is working in two
areas that relate to this topic. CCSSO is developing two handbooks containing terms and
definitions of data elements that could be maintained in individual student or staff records
systems. These handbooks contain a comprehensive list of data elements that could be useful
for decision-making at the local level. The definition of each term represents a national
assessment of "best practice” for the maintenance of data. Included in the handbooks are data
elements required for federal reporting. While these handbooks should assist those state and local
education agencies attempting to standardize the collection of data, they do not specify what data
elements are essential to be maintained. As a result, it is up to the SEAs or LEAs to identify
what are the most important data elements to be maintained according to state or local needs and
requirements. The Student Data Handbook is scheduled to be completed by Fall 1993; the Staff
Data Handbook will be completed in Fall 1994.

Another CCSSO activity is the development of a system for the electronic exchange of
individual student records among school districts, state education agencies, and postsccondary
institutions. The SPEEDE/ExPRESS (SPEEDE stands for Standardization of Postsecondary
Education Electronic Data Exchange, and ExPRESS stands for Exchange of Permanent Records
Electronically for Students and Schools) system represents collaborative efforts of elementary,
secondary and postsecondary representatives to establish a standard format for coding student
record information that can be transmitted electronically through a network or using other media
such as magnetic tapes and diskettes. The standard formats and definitions developed for
SPEEDE/ExPRESS are consistent with the definitions in the student data handbook under
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development. But the data elements included in SPEEDE/ExPRESS represent only those
considered essential for assisting receiving school districts or postsecondary institutions in making
educational assessments and placement decisions for students. In other words, the
SPEEDE/ExPRESS data elements represent the core data elements of a student transcript, Wthh
is a subset of the information maintained in the student record system.

These activities reflect the growing interest across the United States in automating data
collection and standardizing the terminology used to collect and report data on education.
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NaTioNAL EDUCATION GOALS PANEL

April 15, 1993
TO: National Edpcation Goals Panel
FROM: Wilmer S. Cody, Executive Director
SUBJECT: Supplemental Materials

MEETING DATE: Waednesday, April 21, 1993

Enclosed is the draft report from the Consortium for Policy Research in
Education, "Formulating Content Standards." Please add it to the back of the Briefing
Book as part of the supplemental materials for the Working Session of the National
Education Goals Panel on Wednesday, April 21, 1993 (9:30 a.m. - 10:15 a.m. CDT).

For purposes of discussion, please pay particular attention to the introduction,
pages 2 — 4, and to the last chapter "Observations from the Cases and Implications
for National Content Standards," pages 106 - 136.

If you have any questions, please call Emily Wurtz or Marty Orland at (202)
632-0952. | look forward to meeting with you on Wednesday.

1850 M Street, NW  Suite 270  Washington, DC 20036
{202) 632-0952 FAX (202) 632-0957
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Agenda Topics by Panel Meeting (tentative)
Revised 4/93

Core Definitions of Data Elements (Goal 2). Panel

considers endorsement of core set of data elements for
use in student records systems.

Citizenship (Goal 3). Panel considers endorsement of
recommendations from the Technical Planning Group on
Citizenship for new data collections and indicator
development in the areas of civic knowledge, voter
participation and community involvement/service
learning. : :

Overview of Major Standard-setting Projects. Receipt
and discussion of commissioned paper describing major
education standards-setting efforts in this country,
their impacts on curriculum and classroom instruction,
and the implications of these findings for the work of
the NESAC.

Special Topic~ Education Technology and Achieving the
National Goals. Discussion and demonstration of how
linking teachers and students via computer networking
can help achieve the national education goals.

1993 Reporting Issues. Panel considers endorsement of
the framework and specific data reporting options for
the 1993 Goals Report.

Collegiate Assessment (Goal 5). Pénel considers

endorsement of the recommendations of the Collegiate
Assessment Task Force for establishing national
collegiate assessment system.

Commission on Early Childhood Assessment (Goal 1).
Panel considers endorsement of an oversight structure
for an Early Childhood Assessment System.

Criteria for Standard-setting (Goals 3/4 and NESAC).
Panel considers endorsement of criteria to be employed
in adopting national content and performance standards.

Special Topic: State Approaches to Opportunity-to-
Learn Standards. Discussion with officials from four
states currently in the process of developing
opportunity-to-learn standards. ,




July 27

Disciplined Environment Conducive to Learning (Goal 6).

Panel considers endorsement of a definition of
"disciplined environment conducive to learning" to be
used as a basis for monitoring progress in achieving
Goal 6.

Task Force Report on Building a National Education
Technology Infrastructure. Receipt and discussion of

Task Force Report on creating a national education
technology infrastructure that would link educators and
students nationwide to rich and useful sources of
information to facilitate classroom instruction and
school administration.

Special Topic -~ Special Populations and Achieving the
National Goals. Discussion of the implications of the

national goals process for educating students with
special educational needs (egs., Chapter 1, migrant,

‘children with disabilities, Limited English

Proficient).
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National Commission on Early Childhood Assessment

Part I. There is established a National Commission on Early .
Childhood Assessment (the "Commission").

Part II. Findings. The Congress finds that--

III.

(1) the nation is attempting to reach and monitor the .
progress of all children to meet national education goals;
(2) there is currently no assessment with which to assess
the full range of early learning and development of young
children that is suitable for monitoring progress towards
the first national education goal -- that all children start
school ready to learn:

(3) the use of existing readiness tests has had the
widespread unintended effect of inappropriately labeling,
stigmatizing, and tracking individual children;

(4) a sustained effort is needed to develop a sound and fair
assessment system that is developmentally appropriate,
scientifically sound, culturally sensitive, and accurately
reflects the competence and needs of young children. ‘

Purpose. The purpose of the Commission is to--

(1) assist the nation in tracking progress towards the first
national education goal;

(2) oversee the development of an early childhood assessment
that advances a broad view of school readiness and expands
our knowledge of how to assess young children equitably; and
(3) ensure that such an early childhood assessment focuses
and improves policies and services to ensure that all
children do start school ready to learn.

IV. Appointment and Composition.--

(1) members of the Commission shall be app01nted by the
National Education Goals Panel;

(2) the Panel shall appoint such members to the Commission
from among qualified individuals nominated by the public;
(3) the Panel shall ensure that the Commission is made up of
individuals with the qualifications necessary to carry out
the purposes of this section; and

(4) members shall serve for three year terms with no member
serving more than two consecutive terms.



V. Functions of the Commission.--
The Commission shall:
(1) serve as a standing advisory group to the (National
Education Goals) Panel on the first national goal;
(2)'using the framework already established by the
National Education Goals Panel, oversee the
development, implementation (including on-going data
collection and analysis), and evaluation of the
national Early Childhood Assessment, by
(a) creating clear guidelines as to the functions
and uses of such an assessment system;
(b) overseeing the program of research and
development needed to create the knowledge and
technology required to make such an assessment
possible; .
(c) assuring that the development of the national
assessment is based on the best thinking about
what defines early learning and development and
the best assessment technology available to
provide the nation fair and valid information
about the status of young children:;
(d) monitoring the field testing of such an
assessment and approve its national use:;
(e) carrying out a sustained and intensive
evaluation of the assessments and their use to
ensure that they are achieving the intended
results and being used for the purposes for which
they were designed; and
(£) institutionalizing the long term collection
and appropriate use of data regarding the status
of young children.

VI. Reports. -- The Commission shall prepare and submit a report
regarding its .work to the Panel and the Congress not later than
one year after the date of its first meeting and in each
succeeding year.

VII. Authorization of Appropriations. -- There are authorized to
be appropriated to the Commission $1,000,000 for fiscal year 1994
and such sums for each of the fiscal years 1995 through 2000.
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Goal 1 ‘ 1 Technical Planning Subgroup Report

September 4, 1991

TO: THE NATIONAL EDUCATION GOALS PANEL

FROM: ERNEST BOYER, CONVENER.
THE RESOURCE GROUP ON SCHOOL READINBSS

GOAL 1 RESOURCE GROUP

' STATEMENT ON THE TECHNICAL PLANNING SUBGROUP'S REPORT

The Goal 1 Resource Group is pleased to submit to the National Education Goals Panel the final
report of its Technical Planning Subgroup on the feasibility and viability of a national assessment
of kindergarten students. We urge all who are concerned to read the full report for its careful
consideration of the many difficult téchnical, educational, and ethical issues involved.

The Resource Group strongly endorses the Technical Planning Subgroup's report on the
development of a system of assessment, which would provide comprehensive information about

- the status of the nation's children as they enter school. Rather than a single measure or index
~ of "readiness," the technical report recommends an carly childhood assessment designed to draw
"a profile of kindergarten children along several dimensions of carly learning and development,

from as many perspectives as possible. Through parent reports, teacher reports, performance
portfolios, and a profile of children's skills, knowledge, and development, this assessment would
describe five characteristics that énable children to take advantage of the opportunities and
demands of formal schooling. As’defined in the technical report, these characteristics include
physical well-being and motor development; social and emotional development; approaches
toward learning; language usage; and cognition and general knowledge.

The Technical Subgroup sees the development of this system of assessment as an opportunity not
only to advance a truly holistic definition of school readiness, but also to expand knowledge
about how to assess young children equitably, in ways that do not label, stigmatize, or classify
them. Because the purpose of the early childhood assessment is to provide a national overview
of young children's early learning and development, rather than an assessment of individual
children or groups of children, the subgroup recommends that both children and assessment items
be sampled. Further, given the complexity of the assessment tasks, the subgroup also suggests
that data collection occur not annually, but every three years.

~ National Education Goals Panel
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Goal 1 ‘ 2 Technical Planning Suhgro'up Report

The Resougce Group wishes, cspécially, to support the Subgroup's recommendation for the
formation of a National Commission on FEarly Childhood Assessment to supervise the

development and implementation of such an assessment, and later, to evaluate the assessment

itsclf. Difficult technical issues will have to be addressed in order to ensure valid and reliable
means of assessing the various dimensions of carly learning and development of the nation's
children, and it is of critical importance that the multidimensional approach to early childhood
assessment be preserved. For this rcason, the National Commission on Early Childhood
Assessment should reccive a long—term commitment, to ensure that the system of assessment,
once in place continues to mect its objectives by providing high quality data to assist the nation
as it strives to improve services and outcomes for young children. If the Panel decides to
endorse an in-school assessment of young children, we urge that efforts to fund and staff the
commission begin as soon as possible.

Finally, in regard to the larger task of reporting to the nation on Goal 1, there are other steps to
be taken, too. It is important to recall that the Goal 1 Resource Group recommended monitoring
children's early progress at three points in time. In addition to in-school assessment, we
recommended the collection of information about children's health, home life, and preschool
experience at the time of school entry, and also before they enter school. We wish to restate here
our conviction that all-three are critically important, and we urge the National Education Goals
Panel to request further examination of school—entry and before-school data, possibly as a task
for the Resource Group itself.

National Education Goals Panel



Goal 1 - ’ 14  Technical Planning Suf)group Report

National Commission on Early Childhood Assessment

In the context of the development requirements just enumerated and the policy issues addressed
carlier, we recommend the establishment of an independent, National Commission: on Early

ledhood Assessment. - mumwﬁanmmmmmmmmm_&wﬂdhmd

would be cstabhshcd along the lines of othcr sumlar mdcpcndcnt ovcrsxght groups created by the
National Academy of Sciences and the National Academy of Education. It should meet regularly,
and should participate in the organization of a coherent, focused program leading to the
development of integrated assessments of children's physical well~being and motor development,
social and emotional development, approaches to learning, use of language, and cognitive skills
and general knowledge. It is critical that the Commission be established as a long—term effort.
The tasks involved in developing and overseeing the implementation of the Early Childhood
Assessment will not yield to anything other than a long-term commitment, and we believe that
the Commission should exercise oversight throughout this process.

Finally, the Commission should have the responsibility of evaluating the assessment itself by
providing ongoing information and feedback regarding the extent to which the assessment system
1s meeting its own G@bjectives. In short, the Commission should review the results of the Early

' Childhood Assessment, determine the validity of the data collected, obtain feedback from

participants in the assessments, and release information to the field and to policy makers.

CONCLUSION

The task of developing and implementing the Early Childhood Assessment provides us with a
new set of opportunities and responsibilities. The system of assessment that we propose is a new
venture and it is put forth with an appreciation for the complexity of child development. We
have a vision of an assessment that addresses the whole child in an integrated manner. However,
we cannot adequately stress the importance of the multidimensional approach as the system
moves through development to implementation. The Commission on Early Childhood
Assessment will be responsible, in'part, for preserving this multiple perspective. If we attempt
this task with less than the comprehensive approach outlined here, the data will be impoverished
and the picture we construct from the data will be distorted. A complete picture requires
consideration of all dimensions of the growing child from as many perspectives as possible.

“National Education Goals Panel



NEGP 1993 WORKPLAN BY TOPIC AREA - April 1993 Update

A. GOAL1: SCHOOL READINESS

LEADERS: Senator Bingaman, Representative Goodling, Governor Carlson
and Governor Nelson ' :

PRINCIPAL NEGP STAFF LIAISON: Emily Wurtz

MAJOR ISSUES: | Establishing an Early Childhood Commission; Refining
further the definition of "readiness for school" and promoting its adoption by
local communities. .

WORKPLAN:

1) Establishing an Early Childhood Commission. The Goal 1 Resource
Group met in Princeton on January 11. They agreed to develop a paper for
NEGP consideration outlining alternative oversight structures for an Early
Childhood Assessment Commission. The next meeting of the group is
scheduled for April 26 in Washington DC. Presentation of findings to the
NEGP is scheduled for June 1S. Both the workplan and schedule could be
affected by legislation for an Early Childhood Assessment Commission
proposed by Reprcsentatlve Goodling.

2) Elaborating on the five dimensions of readiness and promoting its
adoption. A Technical Planning Group has been created for this purpose
under the leadership:of Dr. Lynn Kagan. The first draft of a document has
been created and is currently undergoing internal review and critique. The next
meeting of this Technical Planning Group is scheduled for tentatively
scheduled for May 19. This group will also. advise NEGP staff on indicators
to profile in the 1993 Goals Report and will assist in outreach strategies for
promoting the five readiness dimensions so that they become integral to local
early childhood policies nationwide.



B.

C.

GOAL 2: SCHOOL COMPLETION

LEADERS: Governor Branstad and Governor Nelson
PRINCIPAL NEGP STAFF LIAISON: Lesliec Lawrence

MAIJOR ISSUES:  Adopting a core set of definitions related to measures of
dropouts, school completion and other Goals-related indicators as part of a
voluntary student record system.

WORKPLAN:

The Goal 2 Technical Planning Subgroup on Core Data Elements has
recommended a core set of data elements (defined in a standardized way) that
can be incorporated on a voluntary basis into administrative record systems in
education for monitoring progress on the national Goals. This work builds on
ongoing activities of the National Center for Education Statistics and The
Council of Chief State School Officers. At the April 21 meeting, the leader of
this group, Barbara Clements of the Council of Chief State School Officers will
present the group's report, and a Panel resolution endorsing the group's
recommendations will be discussed.

GOALS 3 & 4: CHALLENGING SUBJECT MATTER AND CITIZENSHIP

LEADERS: Representative Kildee and Governors Bayh, Campbell and
Carlson ‘ : :

PRINCIPAL NEGP STAFF LIAISON: Edward Fuentes

MAIJOR ISSUES:  Use of NAEP achievement levels to monitor progress,
indicators for monitoring citizenship, expansion of NAEP by Congress, ESEA
Chapter 1 re—authorization related to the Goals, standards and assessments.

WORKPLAN:

1) Measuring progress in student achievement. A new Technical Planning
Group has been formed to recommend to the Panel how to report data in 1993
and the future for monitoring progress in Goals 3 and 4. Among the specific
issues to be addressed is the alignment of the NAEP math assessment with the
NCTM standards, the reporting of NAEP scores using the achievement levels
developed by the National Assessment Governing Board (NAGB), and the
potential for linking state NAEP scores with international data from the

2



International Assessment of Educational Progress (IAEP). The first meeting of
this group is scheduled for April 29 in Washington DC. The Technical
Planning Group will provide its recommendations to the NEGP at the June 15
Panel meeting.

2) Citizenship. The recommendations made by the Technical Planning Group
on Citizenship last summer have been reviewed by Panel staff and the Working
Group. A resolution on the subject has been drafted for potential Panel action
at the April 21 NEGP meeting.

3) Relevant Federal Legislation. Staff and the Leadership Team will review
relevant legislation in areas such as the future of Chapter 1 and NAEP. One or
more Panel resolutions may be drafted for NEGP consideration later in the
year.

D. GOALS 3 & 4: ESTABLISHING A NATIONAL EDUCATION STANDARDS
AND ASSESSMENTS COUNCIL

LEADERS: Secretary Riley, Representative Goodling, Governor Campbell
and Governor Romer

PRINCIPAL NEGP STAFF LIAISON: Wilmer Cody

MAIJOR ISSUES:  Legislative authorization, appointment of NESAC
members, criteria for Panel adoption of national standards.

WORKPLAN:

A Technical Planning Group will be established to develop Goals Panel
guidelines for adopting education standards and to consider their implications
for assessment. Among the specific topics to be explored will be how these
standards might be benchmarked to those of other nations, defining the
consensus—building process that needs to be employed in creating the
standards, and the general processes and guidelines that should be used for
judging their adequacy. The Group is scheduled to present its findings at the
June 15 NEGP meeting. Both the workplan and schedule could be affected by
legislation establishing the NESAC. The intent is for this group's work to
contribute directly and constructively to NESAC's initial work agenda.



E. GOAL5:  ADULT LITERACY/WORKFORCE SKILLS

LEADER:  Senator Cochran, Presidential Assistant Rasco, Governor Engler
and Governor Romer

PRINCIPAL NEGP STAFF LIAISON: Cindy Prince

MAJOR ISSUES: - Panel response to the Resource Group recommendations
on workplace literacy, development of multiple definitions of adult literacy for
purposes of monitoring progress.

WORKPLAN:

A Resource Group meeting was held on March 22 The group was asked to
help the Panel profile indicators of literacy from the new National Adult
Literacy Survey in the 1993 Goals Report and advise the Panel on how to
proceed with the recommendations of the Technical Planning Group
recommendations on international workforce comparisons released last summer,
and help to develop a conceptual definition of literacy and its key dimensions
that can be used nationwide to assess progress and guide program development.
‘Panel staff are working closely with the newly established National Institute for
Literacy on potential joint initiatives in this area.

F. GOAL 5: COLLEGIATE ASSESSMENT
LEADER:  Governor Bayh and Governor Carlson
PRINCIPAL NEGP STAFF LIAISON: Edward Fuentes

MAJOR ISSUES:  Whether to pursue the creation of a national collegiate
assessment system.

WORKPLAN:

A series of five national public hearings have been scheduled during April and
May to review and critique the recommendations made last year by the Task
Force on Collegiate Assessment for creating a new national collegiate
assessment system. The comments will be analyzed and summarized for the
Panel, with a report scheduled at the June 15 Panel meeting. Depending on the
nature of the feedback, a resolution may be drafted for Panel consideration.



G.

H.

GOAL 6: DISCIPLINED ENVIRONMENT

LEADERS: Governor McKeman and Prcsidentiél Assistaht Rasco
PRINCIPAL NEGP STAFF LIAISON: Leslie LawrenceA

MAIJOR ISSUES:  Develop new indicators for a "disciplinéd school
environment." :

WORKPLAN:

At the Resource Group meeting of March 16 the following decisions were
made; 1) to create a smaller working group to examine more closely the issue
of defining "disciplined environments conducive to learning", and 2) for Panel
staff to work closely with the National Center for Education Statistics (NCES)
to develop strategies for improving the reliability of currently reported state
data under this Goal area.

REPORT ON THE FEDERAL ROLE RELATED TO EDUCATION FUNDING,
PROGRAM FLEXIBILITY AND THE IMPACT OF FEDERAL MANDATES ON
THE STATES.

- LEADERS: Secretary Riley, Senator Cochran, Representative Kildee,

Governors Branstad, Engler and Nelson

PRINCIPAL NEGP STAFF LIAISON: Edward Fuentes
MAIJOR ISSUES:  What to include in the Report.
WORKPLAN: |

NEGP staff are about to receive data from the Office of Management and
Budget updating the financial information reported annually on the Federal
contribution to achieving the Goals. A meeting will be scheduled within the
next month of the Leadership Group staff and invited experts on the Federal
role to plan what other information should be reported on this topic in the 1993
Report or in other NEGP publications.



L ROLE OF EDUCATIONAL TECHNOLOGY IN ACHIEVING THE GOALS.
LEADER: Senator Bingaman and Governor McKernan

MAIJOR ISSUES: Investigate. how interactive communications networks can
be established and used to improve the quality of teaching and learning.

PRINCIPAL NEGP STAFF LIAISON: Martin Orland
WORKPLAN:

A Task Force on Educational Technology, led by Dr. Dennis Gooler, has beén
established and met for the first time on April 8. Their charge is to develop a
monograph for the Panel on the role of telecommunications networking in
-achieving the national ‘Goals. The report is expected to outline a vision of how
teaching and learning can be enhanced by employing these new technologies,
identify outstanding issues that must be adequately addressed to realize this
vision, develop a core set of general principles to guide the development of
these systems, and determine whether more detailed national education
technology standards are needed. The group is expected to make extensive use
of the INTERNET to create, review and modify drafts of its Report. Report
presentation to the NEGP is scheduled for the July 27 NEGP meeting.
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ASSIGNMENTS BY PANELIST.

Governor Bayh —- Goals 3 & 4 (challenging subject matter ...), Goal 5 (collegiate)
Governor Branstad -~ Goal 2, chéral Role

Governor Campbell —- Goals 3 & 4 (challenging subject matter ...), NESAC
Governor Carlson —— Goal 1, Goals 3 & 4 (challenging subject matter ...), Goal 5 (collegiate)
Governor Engler -~ Goal 5 (adult literacy/workforce), Federal role

Governor McKemnan -~ Goal 6, Edﬁcation téchnology

Governor Nelson ~- Goal 1, Goal 2, Federal role

Governor Romer —— NESAC, Goal 5 (adult literacy/workforce)

Secretary Riley —- NESAC, Federal role

Presidential Assistant Rasco —— Goa‘l S (adult literacy/workforce), Goal 6

Senator Bingaman -- Goal 1, education technology

Senator Cochran —— Goal 5 (adult litcracy/workforc;), Federal role

Representative Goodling —— Goal 1, NESAC

Representative Kildee —— Goals 3 & 4 (challenging subject matter ...), Federal role



