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May 29, 1997

BPEP 1998
An Examination of American Student Achievement
  from an International Perspective
Authors:  Harold W. Stevenson and Shinying Lee (pp. 7-38)
Comments:  Catherine Lewis and Thomas Rohlen (pp. 38-50)

GENERAL DISCUSSION

MR. BRENEMAN:  I would like to ask Dr. Stevenson this.  You just mentioned this in passing
which is something that triggered a question.  You said, I believe, that, in Taipei, you had schools
for boys and schools for girls.  I think I am right on this, that is, in the U.S. there is a gender
difference in mathematics performance.  You didn't touch on that.  I am just curious if you found
that in these other countries, or if you looked at that variable.

MR. STEVENSON: It always comes up. We have looked at it, and we never have found a
statistical interaction between country and gender; that is, the differences between boys and girls
were just as great in all of the countries.  It is very interesting to me that one of the stories, or
whatever you want to call it, is that the students in Hungary, for example, that the girls do as well
as the boys.  So, we got an extra small grant from The National Science Foundation, which is why
we did the study in Hungary.  We found that that was true, that is, overall the girls and boys
means didn't differ, but then we went the next step.  We analyzed them separately in the
gymnasium and the technical school and the vocational school and, across schools, it was
consistent that the boys did better than the girls, which is a paradox, except for the fact that what
happens is that, in contemporary Hungary, more of the girls are entering the gymnasium and more
of the boys are entering the technological and vocational schools.  The curriculum of the two
groups are such that different types of schools differ.  So, the girls were getting the better
curriculum in the gymnasium, the boys were getting a poor curriculum in the vocational and
technical schools.  So, the overall effect was that, if you took it overall, they were the same.  So,
that is the only instance that we found in which it appeared that there were no gender differences.
Of course, what happens is that, again, across countries, it doesn't appear until high school.  So,
the elementary school kids do just as well, whether they are boys or girls.

MS. RAVITCH:  Let me ask you, when I call on you, to just say your name for the sake of the
recorder.

MR. FLODEN:  I am Bob Floden.  I have a couple of comments, one on Catherine's point about
limiting what is taught in math and science education.  This is something that is coming up now
more in the United States.  In that Third International Math and Science Study, part of the study
was a curriculum analysis. The conclusion was that the American curriculum is a mile wide and an
inch deep, and that is touted as one of the problems in American education, that they are trying to
cover too many things and, so, there is a lot of exposure to contents without going into things in
very much depth.  In Project 2061, the AAAS recommendations for what students would learn,
one of the themes there is that less is more and that we ought to focus the science content on
fewer things, that science textbooks are causing back problems for students who have to carry
them around.  They certainly can't get through all the things.  But this is a hard thing to do and
not just for the people who would have to make the decisions about curriculum but, also, for
teachers.  One of the things that I have worked on over the years is studying teachers' decisions
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about what it is that they teach.  One of the things that we found is that teachers are more
resistant to the idea of giving something up that they have always taught than they are to the idea
of adding something new.  You say:  "Would you teach this in addition to everything else?" 
"Sure; no problem."  "Now, stop teaching something that you have always taught," and, if it is
what parents, incidentally, are expecting would be part of the curriculum, well, that is a bigger
problem.  "If it is in the textbook, let me get a few dittoes, and we will make the cover anyway." 
So, it is not an easy thing.  It is not an easy thing to do.  The other comment is this.  It is very
instructive to listen to these differences.  I am another one of the ones who is already convinced
that these differences are real and are related to things that go on in schools.  One of the questions
that is an important one to ask is:  "Well, how is it that the teachers got to be the different
teachers that they are in these different systems?"  Part of what is going on is some differences in
the curriculum but, also, some differences in what it is that teachers know, and know how to do,
and are inclined to do.  I know that Harold has some things to say about this.  Let me add my
little bit, first, and then he may have some other things to say about this.  One of the things that
we have been studying at Michigan State University is relationships of mentoring, where more
experienced teachers work with novices coming into the field, and we look at what those
discussions are like between more experienced teachers and less experienced teachers.  We had a
cross-national comparison.  Two of the sites were in the United States and in China.  One of the
things that is striking about the difference, in terms of what gets talked about, is things to do with
curriculum development and student learning. In the United States, a lot of time is spent on lesson
planning and figuring out what you are going to teach and how you are going about teaching it. 
When we worked with a teacher in China, they said:  "Why would you talk about curriculum
development?  We know what we are going to teach.  That is a given.  We spend our time trying
to figure out how to get the students to learn it. That is the important thing."  So, there is a real
difference in the focus of what beginners are learning from experienced teachers in those two
systems, in part, because in China the curriculum is a given, so you don't have to talk about it, and
in the United States it is not, particularly in elementary school or, even if you have a textbook,
there may be a lot of choices still to be made about what you are going to cover since the
textbooks are too long, anyway.  Do you go all the way to Chapter Nine and stop, or do you pick
out the things that are most important?

MS. RAVITCH:  I am going to interject a comment.  I am calling on myself.  What struck me,
while visiting Japanese schools and visiting a lot of American schools, is that the Japanese schools
knew what they were supposed to teach and, by having clear content standards -- and I
understand, from reading the Japanese curriculum, that there is an emphasis on both the content
and, also, the quality of social and emotional development -- but, having the agreement on what
was to be taught meant that you knew what to leave out.  When I worked on the California
History Curriculum, the intention was to say:  "By specifying these things, you don't have to teach
everything in the entire U.S. history.  No one is going to learn about the Smoot/Harley Tariff
anymore.  I am sorry, but that is the way it is.  Learn about it in college."  You get permission, by
setting content standards,  you get permission to leave things out.  Typically, in an American
school, you can go into a school, and there is no consistency from one classroom to the other.  A
child will get a totally different education depending on what teacher he or she may have because
no one has agreed on what is to be taught.  From reading state curriculum frameworks, the
emphasis is almost always social and emotional development:  teach initiative, teach autonomy,
teach good quality; but we are not going to tell you what to teach because we don't want to be
prescriptive.  So, what we have, in effect, is the encouragement of constructivism without content
specification, which is, in a way, the worst of all possible worlds. A second small observation:  I
noticed in visiting Japanese schools that almost everyone there was a teacher.  There are very few
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administrators.  Typically, in an American school, almost half the people in the building don't
teach, which is a problem, I think.

MS. KRUTSCH:  I am Phyllis Krutsch.  Actually, your comments must have stimulated the same
kind of thinking in a number of us.

MS. RAVITCH:  Could you speak up, Phyllis?

MR. LITAN:  Find the mic.

MS. KRUTSCH:  My question is along the same lines as the last couple.  I was interested in
asking Catherine Lewis: while you said that there is less involvement from the Ministry of
Education or any other top-down organization, in terms of curriculum, how clear are they in
terms of making sure that the limited things that they say are important for students to know and
are actually taught in a classroom?  What is that relationship?

MS. LEWIS:  I don't think that is completely known.  It is one of the issues that I am looking at. 
They set out the number of hours that need to be spent on each subject area, and that is
monitored.  They set out these very broad goals, which are not, in fact, necessarily top down. 
There is a lot of bottom up, bubbling up of these goals, too.  I think the major place where the
standardization comes in is through the textbooks which have to pass national approval.  So, in a
sense, there is (inaudible), but they are, as U.S. textbooks are, produced by private companies. 
For example, for elementary science, there are six competing texts.  Each of those textbook series
includes basically the same lessons.  There are slight variations in how they are done.  I think one
of the pressures that comes to cover the curriculum, actually, comes from within a school, the fact
that teachers plan collaboratively and that, if you have only covered three quarters of the lessons
in the textbook and the other teacher hasn't, that is seen as a legitimate grievance by parents. 
Legitimate faculty and administrators would regard that, if it came as a grievance from parents,
that is quite a legitimate thing.  So, it is a complicated dance here but, clearly, the Ministry of
Education is setting out standards which are very minimalist.  The textbook companies are picking
these up and, when they try to expand too much beyond them, they are told:  "You can't put in
that extra context."  Then, what was just described over here is the process of devoting your
energy and thinking about how to teach a given subject matter, not what you can toss out.  There
is no obligation on your part to use the lesson as it is described in the textbook but, if you don't,
you ought to have a pretty good reason and be able to make a pretty good case that you are going
to be able to teach this in a better way.  And, often in the research lessons that I observe teachers
are trying to take the textbook lesson and teach it in a slightly different way, using a different
experience.  So, there is also a lot of innovation that is going on here.

MR. ROHLEN:  I think we should keep in mind that every teacher in the school is quite aware of
what the other teachers did in the previous grades.  So, there is a very strong sense that they are
working together in real time to carry children along over an expected course, which means that
one teacher is not expecting to do review for some other teacher's failures, nor are they expecting
you to review at the end of the summer.  So, there is just a general sense that they are geared
rather tightly together.  I don't think we find that in American schools.  They do a lot of this
gearing through a lot of talking and through a lot of shared observations and experience sharing. 
The other thing that I would mention is that the first six years of school, as Cathey was describing
it, are in somewhat of a stark contrast, let's say, with the last few years of schooling in high school
where textbooks are very, very rich.  The restraint that might be exercised on textbook writers by
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the Ministry of Education and so forth is, to some degree, overwhelmed by the supplementary
world that comes as parents buy more and more things for their college-bound students to absorb.
 That is, quite a different sense of the world would be developed if we looked at these two things.
 It is quite interesting that they work in a particular sequence, quite the opposite of the sequence
we operate with in this country, where we have an idea that we put academic and cognitive
expectations around the elementary years and then, we loosen up and we say:  "Well, we are
going to max the individual needs and have a lot of choice during the high school years."  Quite
the opposite.  There is a progressive tightening up, and a progressive movement away from the
idea that slow-paced discovery learning is the essence of education by the time you are dealing
with 14 and 15 year old kids.

MS. RAVITCH:  I am going to move on and ask that, as we continue the discussion, let us
remember that Professor Stevenson's presentation is international.  We are not just going to talk
about Japan.  Larry Steinberg?

MR. STEINBERG:  I am glad you said that because I was going to ask Harold to comment on
the surprising comparability of performance of American youngsters with those from Canada and
the Western European countries that you studied.  What policy implications can be drawn from
that?

MR. STEVENSON:  Well, we have interviews with the parents.  We have interviews with the
students, and a lot of information about it.  But, what happens?  Take Canada, for example.  I
mean, kids are absent from school a lot.  They don't study very much.  They are not motivated. 
So, the kinds of variables, I think, that exist in the U.S. exist in other countries.  In Germany,
teachers are faced with enormous problems of having 17 different language groups represented in
a classroom and, for all the minority kids that are coming, they are faced with the requirement that
they have to have special teaching after school for these minority kids.  Then, there is a country
like Hungary, which is so famous for all its mathematicians and scientists.  Hungary is in a period
of transition.  The way to earn money is not to become highly educated anymore.  It is to become
a good entrepreneur.  So, you are getting a draining of students over into the vocational schools. 
So, the kinds of changes that exist in the U.S., I think, are represented there, namely, the
downgrading of formal academic work, which is in great contrast, say, to what is happening in
Singapore and all the countries we have been talking about.  So, it is surprising, when they see the
results, but it is the same kind of hierarchy that you do somewhat better in the teens data with
Hungary than you do with Germany.  However, Germany just doesn't do well.  I think it is this
depression about education that is going on in these countries.

MR. ANDERSON:  I was thinking about the discussion in Japan.  I guess, from a parent's
perspective and the fact that there are, apparently, not many national assessments, is there
anything like taking a report card home in Japan?  What kind of feedback do parents get and how
do parents react to the kind of feedback they get from the classroom?

MR. STEVENSON:  One of the things that we have tried with enormous success in the U.S., and
it is a very, very simple thing:  that is, the kids carry a notebook back and forth everyday so that
the parents can communicate with the teacher and the teacher can communicate with the parents,
and the kids communicate with the parents because they write the homework problems and the
study problems if there are any or if there isn't any homework.  So, rather than having sporadic
communication with the teacher, it is a continuous process, and then, of course, when they do
have a test, ultimately, and this becomes readily conveyed.  I think, if the child begins to have a
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problem, then there will be special sessions that the children can come to at school.  It is such a
different system from ours.  What surprised us in the city that we tried this -- we have tried it now
for several years -- having this notebook:  the teachers are great enthusiasts.  They say that 95
percent of the parents cooperated.  this is just in a regular community.  It is nothing special.  They
said that they finally had communication with parents to a degree they never had before.  And the
parents, on the other hand, said that now they really understood what the children were doing and
were very grateful to know this.  There are these little things of teachers actually visiting the
children's homes, even in elementary school.  So, they have established a relationship.  Then, they
have the usual things, like PTA meetings and so on.  So, I think it is a continuous communication
process.

MS. LADD:  I am Helen (or Sunny) Ladd.  One of the questions that I keep wondering about is
whether the problem is with our entire school system, so that the U.S. is low relative to these
other nations, or whether we have got two school systems here, one that is doing reasonably well
and one that is not serving the kids in our inner cities very well.  The data you present here
suggests that we do have a problem, on average, with our entire school system, but I would just
like to pick up on the second part of it.  I must admit I am struck by your chart where you have
had the schools represented by dots in Chicago and in Beijing, and in whatever.  What is striking
about that is the low schools in Chicago.  What I think is going on there is that I would guess that
those schools had very large concentrations of kids from disadvantaged households with all that is
associated with that.  There may be fewer resources in those schools.  The kids are from
households with single parents and their drugs and may be living in a project or whatever.  I guess
I would just like you to comment on that issue of concentration of kids from disadvantaged
households in the U.S. versus some other countries.

MR. STEVENSON:  Part of this Third International Math and Science Study involves case
studies.  These case studies were done in the U.S. and in Germany and in Japan.  So, we have
been interviewing teachers and mothers and all kinds of people.  It is heartbreaking to visit
schools in the United States.  I mean, for example, this one school.  How can one criticize the
teacher?  The teacher had this really exciting, potentially exciting, demonstration. Around the
room were tables and on the tables were different chemicals.  The kids were broken up into
groups.  They were given a mystery chemical.  There were two, by the various combinations of
chemicals in the other places, who came up with the answer to what was on this mystery table. 
So, the kids spread out to do the testing.  Within a few minutes, all the hands were being raised. 
And the chemicals, it turned out, were so old that there was no reaction possible for any of them.
When you get down to what is going on in the classroom, that is certainly true, that is, there is
great inequality.  If you go to that same school in the same city, and if you go to a different school
which is only about fifteen minutes away, this school has a planetarium, several swimming pools,
five gymnasiums.  It is built for 4,000 or 5,000 students.  There are only half that many in the
school.  There is an enormous computer laboratory and an enormous library.  There are great,
great differences.  The people who did the observations, extensive observations, had this thing
come out over and over again, their feelings as having gone through the metal detectors and
having passed the cops in the hall and having talked to the teachers about the fact that in this
school there were 200 arrests made last year.  For kids it is not an equal terrain.  There are
enormous differences.  That part we can understand why they would be low, but the question
remains:  "Why can't the kids in this school do better?"  They have the enthusiasm.  Or even the
school in Fairfax County.  Why?  I mean, these teachers are unable to get out of their room
because they are so enthusiastic about the teaching they are doing.  On the front of the room, they
have all the Ivy League and other universities that the kids had been admitted to.  The students
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are very enthusiastic.  The materials are exceptional and, still, I don't think those kids are
competitive internationally with what is going on in other countries.  The one problem I think, we
can solve:  get chemicals that are decent; give these kids opportunities. But, what do we do about
the upper group?

MR. BAKER:  I am Dave Baker.  I didn't have a card, so I didn't know what to do.  I don't know
whether I should put it like this (indicating) or that (indicating).  This whole issue of international
achievement, in terms of what to make of it, is an interesting one.  About a month ago, I was
criticized in print both by Jerrial Bracy and Checker Finn.  So, I figure I am about right about
right.  Keep in mind several things that have been mentioned here.  First of all, the U.S. performs
consistently in the middle of the math and science, not at the bottom.  And, actually, when you
think about how we run our schools, that may not be so bad, given the kind of variability that
Harold was just talking about and which you asked about, Bob, not that variability is good, but
overall we actually may not do such a bad job, given the organizational setup.  The other thing
that I am always interested in is the kinds of descriptions of the winners: Japan, now Singapore. 
We never ever talk about Finland.  Nobody ever studies Finland.  There are probably less jobs.  I
was thinking about my child's suburban school.  It is almost the same.  I mean, there are a few
little things here and there.  Yes, that is exactly what is happening in many American schools. 
There are a lot of cross-connections between what happens in the U.S. and what happens in other
countries, and so forth.  If you look at the history of these things.  They move back and forth like
crazy.  I think that there has been, sort of, an overblown sense of both a crisis and an overblown
discussion that there is not a crisis.  I think that, if you really look at the data, what the data starts
to tell you is that the U.S. has this incredible variation, not only at the student level but, also, at
the teaching level and also at the curriculum level and at the school organizational level.  We seem
to like what produces that.  We don't like the outcome of that, but we certainly like what
produces that, and that is a very localized school system.  Americans love their own individual
school.  They may say that the whole system is going to hell in a hand basket, but they like their
own individual school.  As Tom said, I think there is a real cultural institutional conflict here that
these scores keep bringing up.  So, we don't ever like to really get back to the root idea of:  "Well,
what are we willing to give up -- institutionally speaking -- to make changes at the outcome
level?", and we just keep tinkering with these little things over and over again.  I will stop there.

MS. RAVITCH:  We probably only have about three more minutes before the next session.  I am
going to call on just two people and ask you to be really brief so that we can move into the next
session.  The next session, I think, is related enough so that I will put at the top of the list to call
upon Denis Doyle and Bob Glaser and Mike Timpane in the next session.  Roberta Schaefer, you
have had your card up the longest.  So, go ahead.

MS. SCHAEFER:  There are a number of your graphs that shows that the first grade students in
the United States are doing worse.  I assume that the testing is going on at the end of first grade
but, even with that, is there any indication that American students are coming to school less well
prepared than Asian students and, if so, what do the Asian families do?  What kind of preschools
are going on (inaudible)?

MR. STEVENSON:  I think that, in East Asia, the idea is that in preschool you should not teach
formal subjects.  You should have only informal kinds of learning.  So, what the children know is
on the basis of very informal instruction, that is, in Japan, for example, the Ministry of Education -
- or, if it is administrative health, if it is daycare -- said that "you cannot teach math and reading in
school."  In China, for example, they have a few lessons, twenty minutes.  The interesting part --
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again, Cathey has a lot of insight about this -- and that is:  "How can you get children to learn so
much more by incidental teaching than by direct teaching when they are in the earlier pre-school
years?"
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BPEP 1998
An Assessment of the Contemporary Debate over U.S. Achievement
Author: Lawrence C. Stedman (pp. 53-85)
Comments: Ina V. S. Mullis and Michael Timpane (pp. 85-107)

GENERAL DISCUSSION

MS. RAVITCH:  I would just like to interject, as a historian,  especially since I am doing a history
of American education in the 20th century, looking at the anti-intellectualism in American
education, which is a huge volume, the ones that argue that, with minor exceptions, we have not
had a traditional school in this country since the 1930s.  The 1950s was a time in which there was
a great revolt against what was then seen as the dominant progressivism of the schools. It was
called "the Life Adjustment Movement" where there was a diminishing of teaching subjects.  In
the 1930s, there was a great revolt against the dominance of progressivism.  So, this has been a
debate that has been going on throughout the century.  Despite all of our personal memories, one
could argue that we haven't had traditional education in this country and that what we have had is
a century of reform with very little change, which would reinforce, I think, the portrait that Larry
draws.  Are there any questions?

MR. CROSS:  Diane, I have not so much as a question as just to call attention to some data
which I didn't hear mentioned here this morning.  Two of the items there are to look at the SAT
data over time -- and one of the interesting things to me is that, if you look at SAT data, the
number of students who score above 700, which would be pretty much the elite class going back
to 1969 or 1970 which is as far back as you can go, the number of students -- the actual number,
not percentage, but the actual number of students -- who score above 700 in verbal has fallen by
about 50 percent, while the number who score above 700 in math has gone up by fivefold, better
than fivefold.  It is a really interesting picture that is created there.  Also, in the SAT data, if you
look at it by income, the correlation is so striking that you find that there is a 115 point gap -- if
my recollection is right -- on both the verbal and the math between students from families with
incomes over $70,000 a year and those with incomes below $10,000 a year.  It is like a stair step.
Finally, there is a study that has gotten some attention called Prospects which is a study of
Chapter One, Title I.  One of the pieces of data in there looks at low income -- low poverty
schools and high poverty schools -- and, then, at  what happens to students who take the same
standardized test and where they would be, relative to those high poverty students and low
poverty schools, for example.  You find that students from high poverty schools score on the
standardized test at a level that would give them Cs and Ds if they were in low poverty schools,
meaning that these kids are being lied to in terms of being told that they are succeeding at a level
that they can't possibly sustain when they leave that false creation of the school they have been in
where people are leading them to believe they are succeeding when they are not.

MR. BISHOP:  I had two quibbles with Stedman's analysis.  One was the look at the SAT
achievement tests.  Only about ten percent of the SAT One test takers take a SAT achievement
test.  So, it is a very unrepresentative group of people.  The proportions were declining over the
1970s.  So, I don't think you can take what happened in the SAT achievement test as really
evidence of anything.  It has even more serious compositional problems than the SAT aptitude
test.  I think the emphasis on stagnation over the long haul is -- I think we should be proud of the
fact that, since 1982, math and science NAEP scores have gone up by more than one grade level
equivalent.  So, in roughly ten or twelve years, we have had a one grade level equivalent gain in
two important subjects.  If we were to maintain that gain rate in the 1990s, we would be
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improving at a pretty rapid rate, so that the stability in the analysis is a function of comparing to
where we were in 1970, then, we went into a decline phase, and so, consequently, there really
have been changes in inputs.  Since 1982 there has been a big reduction in the number of kids
saying that they don't do, or they don't get, assigned homework.  It is now down around ten
percent who say that they don't do, or don't get, assigned homework.  It used to be 30 or 40
percent who didn't do, or didn't get, assigned homework.  So, consequently, I think the effort to
raise standards in the 1980s and the 1990s has worked to some degree.  Therefore, there ought to
be some good news there because some of the things we did have had an effect.  So,
consequently, maybe just doing more of some of those kinds of things will have even bigger
effects in the future.

MR. LOVELESS:  I am Tom Loveless.  I wanted to ask Larry a question pertaining to policy. 
He also talks about the race gap in the NAEP data.  That is where you, actually, do see quite a bit
of variation over the years.  So, the race gap closed significantly over the last two decades, up
until the late 1980s when the closing of that gap comes to a screeching halt and has even widened
a little bit since then.  I recently heard a paper by Robert Schauss at Penn State.  He theorizes
that, if you look at the two waves of reform since the early 1980s, that the first wave of reform is
really a raising-the-bar kind of policies.  We put in higher graduation requirements, and so on,
with an emphasis on basic skills, and the race gap closed dramatically during that period.  Since
the late eighties however, the emphasis, in terms of a policy perspective, has been more on
restructuring, looking at the organization of schools and looking at the restructuring reforms and
these kinds of things.  What I wanted to ask Larry Stedman is this:  "Does he draw any policy
conclusions from those changes in policy vis-a-vis the race gap pattern?"

MR. STEDMAN:  One of the things that I guess I have learned, as we look at these kinds of data
series, is that it pertains to all sorts of these achievement indicators.  It becomes incredibly
complicated to line up supposed changes in schools with supposed changes in achievement. 
There are policy lags in terms of when we think, for example, that we have increased the number
of higher level courses that students are taking and when those actual test scores change.  If you
look across the actual race gap charts -- I have got more of them --, some of the stoppage occurs
even as of 1980, some in 1984 and some in 1988.  Part of the complexity in all of this is that
patterns vary by subject and age level.  So, trying to come up with, sort of, one causal explanation
is incredibly difficult.  I would say the same thing in terms of John Bishop's comment about
stagnation.  A modeler either says:  "These scores have stagnated across the board, or there has
been massive decline and recovery."  You can pick and chose some examples that will clearly
illustrate both things.  So, it becomes much harder to simply say:  "This is one major policy cause
that has produced this kind of response."

MS. RAVITCH:  We have time for two more comments.  So, we will have Ina Mullis and, then,
Don Hirsch.  Thereafter, we will go to lunch.

MS. MULLIS:  It is difficult to know what to make of some of these indicators, like homework
for instance.  The TIMSS data show that, yes, the students in the United States do more
homework than a lot of students in a lot of countries, but they also show that they do that number
in class.  For those of you who don't know, the United States is part of a study.  There is video
taping in Germany, Japan, and the United States of mathematics lessons -- 8th grade mathematics
lessons -- and those videotapes have one picture which is worth a thousand words, and there they
are doing their homework.  But, even more telling than that were that a sample of the tape
transcripts were prepared so that people can tell whether they were young or whatever.  And, the
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content, no.  This doesn't mean that there aren't any, but in this sample of the mathematics,
lessons were judged advanced, good, coherent, constant.  And the teachers, when they were
interviewed, were very surprised because they thought that they were making the reform efforts. 
They were doing small drills.  They were doing manipulatives.  They were doing everything,
except that hardly anybody mentioned the one thing that everybody wanted them to be doing,
which was to be (inaudible) in their thinking.  So, the indicators of the methods and the
(inaudible) sometimes can be deceptive in terms of what is actually going on.

MR. HIRSCH:  I would --  To make a remark that Christopher Cross already made about the
decline in absolute numbers of high scoring test takers in the verbal SAT, it was quite dramatic
during the period when the SAT took a sharp decline.  I don't have the exact years in my head,
but it was in the sixties.  It reached a high around 1974 or 1975, and it declined pretty consistently
down to about 1970.  During that period, the pool of test takers remained at about a million, but
the actual numbers of people scoring above 600 declined about fifty percent.  Nobody argued that
the upper-class kids were no longer taking the SAT, and the number scoring above 650 declined
by about 75 percent.  In addition to that, there was another argument that was made.  I thought it
was an excellent one made by Christopher Jencks during the period when everybody was trying to
find out why this has happened.  Christopher Jencks asked a simple question:  "The decline can't
be owing to more minority students taking the SAT because it declined drastically in Iowa."  The
demographies of Iowa have stayed quite stable, and I never heard an argument on Jenck's
question.  The only reason I bring this up is that it seems to me that it keeps us a little too
complacent to say that we have always been bad.  Look at the headlines from 1947.  That is
undoubtedly true, but I think that the stagnation occurred after we had dropped off rather
dramatically in verbal skills, particularly among top-notch students.  Then, after this, the
stagnation remained very strange, I think.  A decline that occurred from the mid-60s to the 70s
would just complicate the picture on that point.

MR. STEDMAN:  I think the picture is incredibly complicated.  In fact, some people have,
indeed, argued that, during the period you are talking about, there was a change in the
requirements of selective colleges in terms of the requirement of the SAT, so that, in fact, some
elite schools dropped the SAT requirement and, furthermore, some of the elite schools said that
SAT is now an option, which meant that, where you previously had students who might have
been taking the SAT in the mid-West, they then no longer took the SAT.  So, in fact, there is
some accounting for, sort of, an upheaval within the pool.  It is also interesting that the other
college interest test that is not paid a lot of attention to -- the ACT -- which is now, gosh, up to
35 percent of our test takers compared to about 41 who take the SAT, so it is caught up.  During
the period that we are talking about, there really was no -- or very limited -- that is, it was one
percentage point and, then, it came back up after a few years.  There was no decline at the top on
the ACT.  So,  that is an extra complication.  Then, finally, I would say -- and this kind of draws
this all together -- that the concern about those at the top:  I think we have to look into the SAT
verbal and what was going on there.  Nevertheless, the ten percent that was referred to who take
these achievement tests in actual subject areas, those are, in fact, going up and from, say, about
the mid-seventies to the present, the numbers have, actually, increased.  Part of the message here
is that there aren't simple answers to this, so I will leave it at that.
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GENERAL DISCUSSION

MR. DOYLE: We have this incestuous relationship here.  Chris and I were asked to serve in the
National Division on Time and Learning, and Diane was Assistant Secretary.  We produced
(inaudible) in which we took to heart Pat Gram's admonition that what is wrong with American
education is that, for 150 years, we have held time (inaudible) vary, and our simple prescription
was to reverse that polarity and hold kids to high standards and let time vary.  It seems that
Andy's description of this Stretch Regents -- it is the first time I have heard of it -- triggered my
thinking along these lines.  Here, presumably, the variables are extraordinarily powerful and, as
policy analysts and as occasional policy makers, we all like to say that policy makes a difference,
but I can't think of any case where it does, except in the case of time.  That is to say, the length of
the school day and of the school year is a policy issue.  It is stuck and cast in concrete.  A fifty-
minute class gives you 150 hours of constructional opportunities for teachers or students. 
(inaudible)  But, if you do expand the boundaries and change them, I was equally surprised to
discover that you can stretch out through the word "Stretch Regents", that is, two years rather
than one.  We won by about ten months or 13 months or whatever you need (inaudible) is the
next logical step.  But what would you hypothesize about that, Andy, as a crucial variable?  I
mean, this is the essence of the standards debate.  If we, in fact, hold kids to standards of mastery,
then time is essentially, or should be -- one would think -- a flexible variable.

MR. PORTER:  Do you want me to comment on that?

MS. RAVITCH:  Yes.  Go ahead.  I was just looking to see if I was missing something.

MR. PORTER:  I think time is an extremely important variable if what you put in the time is
extremely important.

MR. DOYLE:  Well, then the Stretch Regents are, presumably, important; that is to say the
substance is there.  (inaudible)  Stretch Regents IVs, and Stretch AP, and Stretch achievement,
and so on and so forth, where there is a clearly demarcated set of skills and knowledge to master
and to achieve.  It seems to me that it is becoming so obvious that it hardly bears commenting on.

MR. PORTER:  Having students not take general math is an extremely good move on the part of
schools.  If you doubt that, go and sit in a general math class for just one lousy day.  It will be a
lousy day.  What you replace it with, I don't know.  I mean, transition math in the Math A sense,
which was really a novel brand new approach as opposed to Stretch Regents:  this seemed to
work, but what really worked the best was just having them go right into algebra or right into
regular Regents instead of Stretch Regents.  So, I think time is important.  I didn't want to be too
cute, but I really mean it.  It is important if what you do with the time itself is important.  I formed
one variable which I labeled -- I couldn't put it into a publication like this -- and my label is called
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"Wasted Time," and we actually had teachers record for us the amount of time they wasted every
day.  They didn't feel too bad about this.  In Wisconsin, we talk about the Green Bay Packers. 
There is a lot of wasted time in Wisconsin.  But, in any event, there is a significant difference
among teachers in how much time they typically spend on non-academic instruction.  There,
actually, is a correlation in courses, too.  With the lower-level courses, there is more wasted time
than in the higher-level courses.  When I was studying elementary school classrooms with Bob,
we found schools where, when you go into the school, you would have two fifth grade teachers
and you would study these fifth grade teachers all year along.  One teacher had spent twice as
much time by Christmas as the other teacher or, that is to say, by Christmas time, he had already
taught a full year's worth of instruction according to the other teacher's program.  So, I don't want
to underemphasize what you say there.  I think time is an important variable so long as you make
sure that the time is reasonably well used. 

MR. OWEN:  I liked this work.  I found it very encouraging.  I would like to assume it is a
proven case and then move on, but I do have one question about long- term versus short-term
effects on the watering down question.  I am reasoning here, in part, from knowing a number of
college instructors over the years who have moved to a new situation where the students were
less well prepared than in their former situation either because they changed institutions or
because the institution was changing, that teachers did tend to stick to their old lecture notes. 
They had an investment, an inertia effect.  But, eventually, the students began to insist on a new
contract so to speak, that is, a classroom contract and things began to change.  The professor, or
instructor, begins to reorganize and change the material in different ways.  I would like to ask the
presenters about that.

MS. RAVITCH:  I am sorry.  Were you making a comment, John, or did you have a question?

MR. OWEN:  That was a question, really.

MR. PORTER:  If you are saying that, maybe if we went back and looked much later, you might
find the watering down, it is a question of when you look.  I think that is an extremely good point.
 Now that I have it, I will go back for another grant.

PARTICIPANT:  I will support you.

MR. PORTER:  By the way, when we were looking once at the policy of mandating a new
textbook, we found a big difference between whether you studied what happened the first year
after the mandate versus subsequent years.  What we found was this.  In the first year, teachers
tended to follow the book.  This was elementary school, though.  They followed the book very
closely.  If you ask them why, they say:  "Well, I have not been through the book myself.  I want
to see what is in there and give it a chance and whatnot."  Then, after the first year, they branched
out and were much more into experimenting.  So, there can definitely be a shift over time.  I
certainly hope your conjecture is wrong, but it could very well be right.  It is an important point.

MR. ANDERSON:  I think this shows that raising expectations at the lower end results in
achievement gain. I just want to pipe in with my memory, sort of, meta-analysis, I think then, by
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Culate showing that raising expectations at the high end also raises results and, in research, it
looks at kids that have skipped a grade.  You go back two years later to find out what happened,
and the result is that their achievement level, in fact, has raised one grade level by having skipped
a grade.  So, I think in general there is evidence that we are not pushing kids as far as they can go.

MR. PORTER:  Good point.

MS. KRUTSCH:  I was wondering what the implications and recommendations are for continuing
education and in-service education for classroom teachers?  Given Susan Fuhrman's point that this
research showed that professional development worked when it was solidly grounded in content,
and given the current situation where much in-service and continuing education is rather generic
educationally, whether this also raises a possibility for policy lever here in terms of requiring more
content-based continuing in-service education?

MS. FUHRMAN:  Yes.  I definitely think this is an important area, and I say this at great risk
because one of the things that it suggests is moving away from the credit collection approach to
professional development.  As a dean, I shouldn't even be encountering that thought.  There are a
number of potential policy levers -- and one could, in the provision of funds to schools and
districts --, states could say that these funds have to be used for content-based professional
development.  States could develop guidelines and criteria for the choice of professional
development.  They could certainly look at the professional development they themselves provide
in their intermediate units which include some of the worst offenses.  More radical long-term
solutions include looking at the whole way that we compensate teachers because we do reward
credit collection.  Some states have thought about at least saying that, if you are going to get a
salary bump from a credit, it has to be something related to your teaching.  One could imagine
going even further and moving to a knowledge-and-skills based compensation system, which is
something that we are working on in the Center, where one thinks about moving away entirely
from credit collection to demonstrations of relevant knowledge, and knowledge and skills.  So, I
think there are a number of steps that could be taken.

MR. FLODEN:  One of the things that they did in Vermont as a way to do that was to create, at
the district level, standards boards of teachers where teachers, in order to get district support for
their professional development, had to make a plan that described how the things that they were
going to do would help them improve the instruction that they were going to give in their classes.
Then, they would only get district support for  professional development for the things that fit
with that plan which, they had argued, were connected.  You could imagine this being too narrow
where you set up rather rigid guidelines that don't allow teachers to do something that, maybe, for
them isn't content because there are some teachers for whom that isn't the issue.  You would want
to allow them to argue that what they really need is something that helps them figure out how to
manage their classroom better, for example.

MR. LOVELESS:  I liked this research, too.  I think it gives some of the finely grained analysis of
content needed in classrooms.  We don't know enough about that.  I am a little less sanguine
about Math A, however.  From what I am hearing from people here, the structure of high school
classes -- at least, of the high school in California that I am aware of -- Math A really has become
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the old general track in terms of the kinds of kids who are placed in that course, with the old
structure being algebra; a general track, where most kids were placed, and then a small remedial
track that is now shifted.  The remedial track was abolished and Math A was added.  However,
but all the names were changed and everybody was just moved up one step.  So, this would be
another form of watering down.  I am putting this as a hypothesis.  But we might be able to find
out if this is, indeed, what is going on by maybe finding some archival data at some of these Math
A schools and by finding out where they placed kids before they brought Math A into their
structure.  The second thing that I would just point out that indicates that that maybe the story
here:  California NAEP's score should be going up if all of this is true.  Math A has been around
for awhile.  Lots of kids are in it.  Remedial tracks are disappearing and, yet, California's NAEP
scores in 1996 continue to decline even among kids whose parents graduated from college.  So,
you can somewhat control for SAS there.  Let me just start with the NAEP thing first.  You
would have to be speaking about 12th NAEP then.  There isn't any high school math on the 12th
grade NAEP, it ends up.

MR. PORTER:  You are right.

MR. LOVELESS:  That is a little bit unfair.

MR. PORTER:  I am thinking of 8th grade, maybe?

MR. LOVELESS:  Yes.  And, 8th grade would be before the intervention.  So, it is certainly not
the most sensitive index.

PARTICIPANT:  Or maybe too sensitive.

MR. LOVELESS:  On what is happening to Math A and whether it is creating a new track, my
understanding is this.  You go into these different schools.  Everybody has got a different take on
what Math A is supposed to be.  So, your point really strikes a cord for me.  There is also a Math
B.  So, if there is a Math A and a Math B, how long will it be until there is a Math C and, then,
that suggests that they will never get to college prep, so it won't be a transition course.  However,
if Math C is as good, or not any worse, whichever way you want to cut it, that is, then Math A
and Math B from a point of view of curriculum, it would still be a gain over the old general math
and pre-algebra, at least in my view.  That is a value judgment, but pre-Algebra and general math,
basically, are teaching them again the same thing once more that they haven't learned for the past
six years, which is to say:  it is about fourth or fifth grade mathematics.  So, at least, Math A gets
them on into some new content which is, to some extent, worthwhile in its own right.  I think it is
playing out that it is different things and different places.  Your point is well taken.

MR. GLASER:  In thinking about content, Andy, you showed a chart there where you had
content and, then, you had procedures or how they used the content.

MR. PORTER:  I call the two together "content."
MR. GLASER:  Okay, because I was wondering what the implications of this other thing were
for how teachers behaved and so forth.
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MR. PORTER:  Right.  First of all, I define the intersection of what I call "topics" and "cognitive
demand," those two things together.  That is the definition of content that I am using.  So, you
don't really know what the content is if you say "linear equations."  You have got to say, "linear
equations are being taught here."  Are they learning to memorize a linear equation or are they
learning to use a linear equation in a story problem to solve that story problem?  I also wanted to
just comment on what Bob Floden said when he said, "There is content, and then there is
teaching."  I just wanted to say, from my point of view, there is teaching, and that includes
content and pedagogy.  So, to exclude content from teaching, I think, would be a move in the
wrong direction.  I don't know whether I addressed your comment well enough or not.

MR. GLASER:  I was wondering.  When you talk about these different accelerated math courses,
does the analysis in these courses just mean "changes in content" or do these other things get
involved in terms of how you analyze it?  You can just change "content" without having these
other good things involved.



18

MR. PORTER:  That is correct.  I am looking at both of them.  One thing that I should point out
is that I had always collected data at the level of "content by cognitive."  Well, not always.  Well,
for 20 years.  That is a long time.  In any event, I usually analyzed it just by topics and, then, by
cognitive demand.  I just looked at the marginals.  I didn't look at the interaction.  That is a
mistake and, if you look at the way I reported the data for the first study, I reported it at the
marginal level.  If you look at the way I analyzed it in the second study, I analyzed it at the
conditional level, and that is where the most power is.  I will just repeat what I said once before
because, for my work and for what I am trying to do, it is such a break-through finding.  When I
took just cognitive demand and I used that to predict student achievement, it didn't work very
well; I mean, student-achievement gains did not work very well.  When I used just topics and used
it to predict student achievement, it didn't work very well.  But, when I used the two together, it
worked very well.  You and I could argue or Indian wrestle over whether you want to call
cognitive demand a part of content or a part of pedagogy, I call it a part of content because, if you
say you are going to each linear equations, I say:  "Well, what about them are you are going to
teach?"  If you just say that you are going to teach linear equations, I could imagine a lesson that
wouldn't look anything like the lesson because yours could be all story problems and all collecting
data and fitting lines to data.  That kind of level of mismatch is the kind of level of mismatch that I
think people who have analyzed the earlier international assessments have experienced when they
haven't found the kind of correlations with student achievement that they had expected to find.

MR. TIMPANE:  I am in my let's-get-on-with-it mode that I indicated in my earlier remarks.  So,
I want to lay out a policy theory and a policy initiative, based on what we have been about, just
for fun.  Policy theory briefly flows a little bit from what I said this morning, which is that we are
all, from now and evermore, keeping such a close eye on each other that error is unlikely to go
unchallenged for very long, so that the downside risk of a policy initiative or at least considering a
policy initiative is probably a lot less than it used to be.  I am also heartened in this particular case
by Andy having both identified an upside risk and disposed of a downside risk, at least,
provisionally.  That is my example for thinking about a different policy theory.  It also seems to
me to be the case that, in any future, we can perceive we are going to have both limited political
and financial resources to proceed which suggests to me that we are going to have to be
opportunistic about our policy interventions and hope to have multiplier effects going through the
system rather than trying to force the system in some direction or other.  That is, sort of, the
policy theory.  How does that fit what we have going on now?  Well, taking just a couple of
broad considerations, we have done relatively better in reading than we have in math, probably
because, for 25 years at least, we have put a lot more emphasis on reading than on math.  We
have done relative better in the early years than later.  That is not only true absolutely, it is also
true comparatively, as Harold Stevenson's data pointed out to us.  Also, math is not driven by the
same kinds of depth of ideological debates then others are.  I am aware that there are people who
think this whole calculus initiative is misbegotten.  Somehow, though, I don't put that at the same
level as the phonics-versus-whole-language debate in our political system.  It is there.  More
serious is the fact that everybody in the nation is convinced, I think, that high levels of literacy are
necessary.  Everybody in the nation is not convinced that the high levels of mathematics we are
talking about here is necessary.  So, I am coming back to old Occam's Razor, I guess you would
call it, a parsimonious policy solutions.  Let's get on with attacking every government on
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mathematics education, mathematics training in the United States, particularly from grades five
through eight.  I think that the objective evidence from curricula studies is that that is where it
really begins to fall apart and where, as was said, it is fourth grade math.  As for the fifth grade,
the same is true of 5th and 6th, and 6th an 7th and so on.  It is where we failed to lay the
foundation for large numbers of students succeeding in algebra in the 8th and 9th grades.  It is
where the lack of enthusiasm and training of our elementary school teachers in mathematics really
begins to bite.  Were we to deal with all these matters, these matters of standing and matters of
pedagogy, and these matters of teacher preparation, and in mathematics, an area where we need
to and where we can, my policy theory would run -- it will pull a lot of other stuff along with it
and, if we do it well in math, it will be easier to do it well in English another day.  We will have
taken an important target of opportunity, and showed ourselves and showed the nation that we
know to do it well, and lots of other good things will therefrom flow.

MS. RAVITCH:  Thank you, this is a good segue into Vinetta Jones, who is working on this
project.

MS. JONES:  I am Vinetta Jones.  I very much appreciated and enjoyed hearing about the study
that was done, particularly since it supports things that we are doing in Equity 2000.  I had an
Equity 2000.  We have been operating for six years in 14 districts using math as a policy decision
and a lever for reform K-12 and across all disciplines.  We are finding many of the same things
that were reported here.  There are a couple of things that I wanted to mention that were,
perhaps, an extension or a little bit different.  One is the importance of the ongoing professional
development of teachers.  We did find teacher resisters to the idea of all kids being in rigorous
mathematics.  We did find the idea that, if teachers were to engage in the chalk-and-talk
mathematics that they had been doing, the likelihood of all kids' diverse populations being
successful was not as great.  We are finding that professional development could not be a one
shot, or one year, or two years.  It needed to be ongoing support for them.  In the ongoing
professional development, we focused  on content -- which is important -- and on pedagogy, but
we also focused on what we called "equity" or "diversity," that is, whom they are teaching, and
the implications of that for success for all children.  We did an informal survey of a cross section
of people looking at perceptions of math teachers.  We did it with guidance counselors also, and
some of the things that came up -- things that have been repeated in other places -- were things
that we have had to address.  For example, such things as -- and, this was alluded to -- math
teachers who consider it a sign of weakness for all kids to succeed; such as having an aura of
toughness in failing a lot of kids.  It is kind of like a badge of really being.  Therefore, these kinds
of things need to be addressed.  They said that, of all the content areas, math teachers are the
most rigid, that they see themselves as teaching mathematics, not students.  These were many of
the things that were said there; but there is a need of engaging them in the kinds of activities that
are going to address those things.  We found, in working in urban areas, that we also had to deal
with such things as whom the teachers had in the classroom, with introducing such things as
English-as-second-language strategies for content teachers and math teachers, and so on, in order
to be able to work with students.  One other thing that I would want to say is that one of the
phenomena we came across is that to set a policy and to put it in place is not done just when you
do it; that the phenomena of retracking, that is, people finding creative ways to retrack after it has
been done is something that you have to look at in the name of a variety of other things; the
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support within a district -- and we, of course, work in whole school districts, and three of our
districts reached 100 percent in enrollment of all students, except those who had an IAEP that
would gear them toward another higher level in algebra.  We also have seen impact in things like
increases in advanced placement and a variety of other things.  One last thing I wanted to say was
to the idea of the focus on K-8.  First of all, focusing on mathematics:  we can use that as a lever
since in schools it is the math that you get put in that determines -- as it turns out because of
scheduling -- what science and English and social studies, and so on, so that it is operated as a
gatekeeper blocking exposure to rigid academic work across the disciplines.  We could use that as
a linchpin opening but, to stop at 8th grade:  what we have found is such things as, in one of our
districts, students independent of preparation were placed -- certain students from certain racial or
ethnic groups -- in low level tracks after that. Because one of our components is the effective use
of disaggregated data to drive decisions and monitor reform, districts are able to begin looking at
what it is that is happening.  We saw large numbers of students -- particularly in this case --
African/American males who had had As, Bs, and Cs in mathematics at the 8th grade level, the
regular level, who were then put into the dead-end math in 9th grade.  I think the earlier work is
important, but to think that that is then going to carry over without the policy and attention to the
other things, you will end up not reaping the rewards.

MS. RAVITCH:  Just one comment on Mike's Occam's Razor, which is that I don't think the
reading problem is by far solved.  However we may be doing in international comparisons on
reading, the latest NAEP assessment shows that 40 percent of 4th graders are below basic in
reading.  I know high school principals in New York who complain that kids entering high school
come in unable to read at a 5th grade level, which makes them unable to learn math problems
because they can't read them.  These are two very critical areas that we must continue to address.
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GENERAL DISCUSSION

MS. JOHNSON:  I am Christine Johnson.  In the work that ETS is doing in a number of cities
across the country -- just a point to add to the discussion -- doing a policy audit of district policies
and also of the labor contract, across the cities, one of the things that is commented upon is just
how rigid centralized labor contracts are in reducing flexibility in the use of staff and even
prescribing the minutes that are used for teaching and certainly opposing any link to performance
of students or merit pay.  I guess I just want to support that.  I disagree with Bishop in terms of
these powerful labor contracts.  Also, in the ECS charter school studies, we find that the unions
have been very vocal and effective in opposing the growth and spread of charter schools, which is
an option within the public system; and in opposing any government changes that might suggest
breaking up districts.

MS. SAWHILL:  This morning, we talked about the terrific variance that exists in the United
States in terms of student achievement.  A couple of people said:  "Well, that is something which
we could work on."  I guess this is primarily a question for John Bishop, but I would love to hear
other peoples' views as well: one of the big criticisms of going to some kind of external national
exam is that it is going to be, particularly if it a high stakes exam, it is going to be harmful to those
who were on the tail end of that distribution among the more disadvantaged students.  Of course,
then, we have the criticism coming from the other side that this is going to undermine local
autonomy, and so forth.  I am just curious as to what you, or anyone else, are in favor of:  a more
external, kind of, test and some absolute standards, say, to those who bring those criticisms to the
table, because those seem to be the things that are paralyzing us from a political standpoint.

MS. RAVITCH:  John, why don't you respond to that?

MR. BISHOP:  Okay.  Rudy Crew -- the former leader of the New York City school system --
decided that he would go to a Regents' requirement in math and in science on his own, even
though New York City was way far from that.  It was his way of driving the system to set higher
standards and to set higher expectations for maybe 50 plus percent of the kids in the system that
were not being expected to learn very much.  We often talk in terms of high stakes.  I would call
the Regents Exam, sort of, medium and low stakes compared to the high stakes of Japan or
France.  I mean, in New York State, the Regents diploma is not all that much different in terms of
how people treat it than the regular diploma.  It is not necessary to even graduate from high
school to go to our community colleges and so forth.  So, there are second and third chances for
people who will have difficulty including the GED as another, sort of, road out.  We are going to
be hearing tonight about the effort to acquire a Regents exam for everybody across the entire
state as a requirement for graduation.  That makes it, at least, a pretty medium, closer to a high
stakes examination, and we will see.  I anticipate it is going to have very massive effects.  The
kids are going to learn a lot more, but whether the political support will last for this when many
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students cannot pass this exam, even on the third or fourth or fifth try, we will see.  Maybe we
will be able to pull it off.  There are a number of people who can't do it, who can be
accommodated through IETS and through the GED and other escape clauses that they have in the
system, but I think grade progress is possible from where we are at now.  Fundamentally,
employers find out after a while.  I mean, employers don't know when you come right out of
school how competent a person is but, after time, it becomes revealed.  We are not doing anybody
a favor by letting them through school being functionally illiterate and not knowing how to do
mathematics.

MR. WALBERG:  I agree with John on that point, and I would say that there is going to be
another difficulty of these, and that is that, if you use external examinations, then the pass rate in
any school or any district is going to be substantially a function of socio-economic status.  I think
some adjustment needs to be made.  So, one possibility is to have something that would be
analogous to what I mentioned earlier, a value-added score so that you would be comparing the
gains that a school would make --  If you were using this now for evaluating schools and
evaluating districts or some places like Dallas which are, actually, evaluating teachers, then you
would look at the value-added gains so that the students who rightly earned this diploma, it would
mean something to them, but you would not discredit a district that was making, at least, good
progress.  So, I think you need to have some transitional phases where you would use these
techniques.

MS. LEWIS:  I want to push for a moment on Herb's point that the major purpose of schools
should be to return to teaching and learning.  I think I agree with that statement in its broadest
sense.  Pardon me for a moment.  I tried to condense this to a sound byte, but I have got, sort of,
a chain of reasoning.  I agree with it in its broadest sense if what we are talking about is learning
the habits of heart that will enable children to sustain a democracy.  Much of what enables a
democracy to be sustained is caring about values, dispositions, attitudes.  It is not skills and
knowledge.  I think we would all agree with that.  When I said before that schools can't do a
surgical strike on children's intellects, what I meant was that, when children go into school, we
think we are teaching them math, but we are teaching them what kind of human beings to be and
what we really value and how to treat other people.  If we do that well, children become attached
to school, and they also become attached to the democratic values that we care about.  There has
been a current running here that we do self-esteem in American schools, and I think that is a real
distraction.  We don't really do self-esteem.  We do have a tremendous number of American
children who are very alienated and who find school a very humiliating place.  Those children who
fail to attach to school are failing to attach to society, and we are placing them at great risk.  That
is, sort of, the other part of the educational crisis that I am trying to grapple with, which is not
measured by any of our test scores.  It is measured by things like teenage pregnancy and drug
abuse and anti-social behavior.  There is very good evidence that teacher practices foster or
undermine children's attachment to school; practices like:  "Do you put a child's name on the
board when they behave?  And humiliate them and detach them from their peers?"  So, there is
good evidence that teacher practices relate to children's attachment, and that children's attachment
relates to whether they come to care about democratic values and whether they are motivated in
school and whether they have resistance to problems like drug abuse and whether they become
pro-social or anti-social.  So, I think that that is another whole portion of the educational crisis
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that we need to be talking about. I think it, actually, does relate profoundly to the academic
portion that we have been talking about in that I think you can get a certain amount of
improvement by carrots and sticks and improvement in curriculum but, if you really are  going to
make leaps, I think you need to get kids working with us, kids who want to succeed and who care
deeply about school and who see it as very central to their lives.

MS. RAVITCH:  Herb, do you want to respond to that?

MR. WALBERG:  Yes.  I agree with you.  I think that not everything that is important in life is
measured on standardized achievement tests.  We are limited in that sense.  We ought to be
looking to other things.  Unfortunately, it is difficult to measure them.  One thing that is clear,
though, is that schools that are humane, in which students have made ratings of the character of
their school:  democratic, humane, having features that we would all like to have in our schools,
tend to be schools that have higher levels of cognitive achievement.  So, it is not, necessarily, that
one trades against the other and, as I think you mentioned this morning so very well, many
Japanese schools do both of these things.  They do socialization, and they attain very well on
cognitive achievement.  However, if we can't measure these things very well, this to me is another
reason for having more choice in schools, either choice within the public sector or choice
including the private sector as well, because many parents do not agree on socialization questions.
 Some may want to have -- let's say --  prayer in schools.  Someone else wants a Greek approach
to a Latin classic school.  Another one wants to use computers.  In my view, the diversity in the
marketplace would provide many more accommodations to differences in personal preferences in
schools and, yet, if you still had some common criteria -- that is why I like the external
examinations -- I think that is healthy.  With respect to things like teenage pregnancy and income
equalization and things of that nature, I agree that these are serious problems and that maybe the
schools could help but, for many poor kids, the school is the one place that they have to be able to
learn and, if you are distracted by trying to solve what appear to be very serious, if not intractable,
social problems, but you don't stick to the last, it would injure poor children in particular.

MR. STEINBEG:  I have put my card up to try to give Belle Sawhill an answer to her question,
but now I find myself both answering that and responding to what Catherine Lewis just said.  It
seems to me that the alternative to having high-stakes or, at least, medium-stakes exams is that
what we have right now is more insidious than having the exams.  In other words, the idea that
we lie to children and promote them through schools, leaving them completely unprepared to
enter into the labor force in any way that is going to earn them real dollars or allow them to better
their life circumstances, it seems to me that is much worse than the prospect of having some
unknown percentage of students not pass this exam.  The second is that I think that the few
studies that have been done on what happens when you raise the bar give very encouraging results
in terms of what the likely outcome of having exit exams is going to be.  That is, I think that we
are overestimating the proportion of minority and poor students who are going to not pass these
exams if schools change as well in ways that reflect the imposition of these exams.  This leads me
to a second point, and that is that I don't think that one can talk about exit exams -- high- or
medium-stakes exams -- without talking about other kinds of school reform at the same time.  It
seems to me that, yes, if we just had those exams and we didn't make other kinds of changes, that
is, having national standards that accompany the exam; changing the way that we finance schools
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so that schools that get dealt a more difficult hand of students get more money in order to do that,
then, yes, it will be troublesome, but I don't think we can take it out of context.  The final point,
which is a response to Catherine's point is that I honestly believe that one of the ways that
students get engaged to school is by knowing that there are expectations that they are going to
have to meet while they are there.  Yes, the disciplinary kinds of things that you mentioned may
be important, but I believe that a significant source of student alienation in this country is due to
the fact that nothing is expected of them and, therefore, they have no idea of what they are
supposed to do or how they are supposed to behave.  So, I think that the most humane thing to
do for students in this country is to let them and their parents know what it is that we expect them
to accomplish at each grade level before we promote them out.

MS. HOXBY:  I have a brief comment and then a longer one.  The brief comment is, really, to try
and -- I think Herb's paper does something good in the sense that he is trying to summarize a
tremendous amount of stuff.  He is trying to bring together a lot of analysis of both the causes and
the cures.  I think he is really willing to go out on a limb in terms of saying what he thinks is the
right thing.  I thought all of that is a great part of the paper.  However, I want to echo something
that Jane Hannaway said in terms of our needing more empirical evidence, particularity about
many of the cures as opposed to the causes.  I think we understand some of the causes of
American education not being very good but better than we understand a lot of the cures.  The
cure should not be about ideology.  It really should be about empirical evidence.  We are not
going to get the empirical evidence if we don't do more experiments and if we don't analyze those
experiments using very good methods.  For many of these things, the discussion is still ideological
and it is not about evidence.  I would just like to put in my vote for that.  The more substantive
comment that I wanted to make was about what Jane called the schizophrenia in the paper.  I
don't actually think that the paper is schizophrenic, but I do see where that comment is coming
from.  I think one way to look at it is the example of France.  France is a country with a very
strong external examination system.  It is a high-stakes examination system.  It is also one of the
most centralized school systems in the developed world.  People say that every schoolteacher in
France is teaching the same thing on the same day.  I don't know whether that is true, but they
certainly have a reputation for being like that.  If we look at France, there are two things that are
true.  One is that they have these external exams.  It is clear that everyone knows what the
standards are.  Everyone knows what the curriculum is supposed to teach.  The other thing is that
there are high stakes attached to these standards, not just high stakes for the schools and the
teachers -- although I think there are high stakes for the schools and the teachers there -- and how
will they do relative to these external standards but clearly also for the parents and the kids.  You
cannot get your child into the great lycees of France unless they do well on these exams.  Having
high standards and having good external standards is something, I think, that is doable for the
United States.  The second part is probably not something that we are going to find very easy to
impose in the United States.  The idea of someone in Washington, D.C. deciding whether or not
my child is going to be able to go to a good college when he is only 10 years old or 12 years old: 
it is something that most American parents are just not going to buy.  Americans really believe
that they should be able to make choices about their kid's education,  They are not going to be
willing to take a dictation from on high about exactly what their kid's education should be like and
what their kid's career path should be like when their children are still adolescents.  I just don't
think that that is part of the way Americans think about this.  So, trying to resolve the
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schizophrenia in this paper, I would say that there is not conflict, actually, between choice-based
reforms and what I think of as being information-based reforms or external exams, but rather
there really is a complementarity between these two things.  It is going to be hard to impose
external exams on America if it is all top down.  But, if external exams are offered as a way of
providing parents with a lot more information and giving parents more leverage and making the
parents be invested in the continuation and the use of those exams, then I think they are going to
be a lot more successful than if someone in Washington tries to impose them on parents and tries
to make the choices for parents based on the exams.  I really think that you don't want to give
parents more choice unless you give them more information because it is not clear that they will
make good choices.  By the same token, I am not sure that it is going to be very easy to have
sustainable external examinations unless you put the exams, in some sense, or the information in
the hands of the parents who are able to make more choices based on those exams because, then,
they will maintain the exams, and they will make sure that they get the information that they need.
 Instead, if you don't give the parents any choice over what the results are for those exams, I think
the parents will end up opposing the exams, and they won't be sustainable.

MR. WALBERG:  I would strongly agree with those points.  In fact, I wish I had expressed them
as clearly as you did.  I particularly liked the idea of not having Washington dictate about these
things but rather having parents in control.  One of my ideas when I was a member of the National
Assessment Governing Board was to decentralize NAEP in a sense so that students could,
actually, take the examinations at home through a modem, and so on, so that they would know
whenever they wished how they were doing on the examinations, and their parents would know
also.  So, I think a voluntary system is to be highly desired.  You can have the external one, as
well, because you are going to enforce some standards, but I think it would be a mistake, in a
sense, at least for the United States, to have anything like a Ministry of Education in France.  I
think that is contrary to our history and traditions, but voluntary standards could be done by a
number of different agencies, like states or the National Assessment Governing Board, or other
groups that might come together.  We might even have rival standards of one kind or another so
they could compete as well.  That might be a way to do it, rather than trying to impose something
on the American people.

MS. SCHAEFER:  I don't mean to seem to be picking on John Bishop, but I, too, would like to
challenge his view of unions.  I don't think you have been to Massachusetts.  I raise this because I
think it relates to a larger issue that you raised in your paper about accountability.  The wages
issue seems to be cyclical (inaudible) contract.  Let me give you an example of what is going on.
Prior to the passage of the Massachusetts Education Reform Act in 1993, the principals were part
of the same collective bargaining union as the teachers.  Now, they are not in any collective
bargaining union.  They are being told that the (inaudible) companies are held accountable for
what goes on in their building, including the level of improving that level.  Yet, they don't have the
authority over hiring.  If there are teachers who apply for that position (inaudible) system is more
or less compelled to take them, and those teachers have seniority.  They do have authority over
the new hires, but not over those who want to transfer to the new system.  So, how can we hold
them accountable for student achievement when they don't have responsibility for the  control?

MR. BISHOP:  If the management side wants to give the store away and allow the (inaudible) to
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make assignments and so on, they are going to lose out.  It is management's side's job to defend
their prerogatives if they feel they are essential.  One way to look at power is:  "Can you take a
strike?"  Cities take strikes all the time.  It is not a big deal.  You just add some days to the end of
the school year.  Teachers are not getting a lot of rents.  In New York City -- this is an e-mail that
I got through Diane -- two-thirds of the teachers don't stay for the second year.  So, this is not a
job that a lot of people like.  So, there are not a lot of rents to be obtained and taken from
teachers, I would agree.  The way that I would do things is both raise the entering bar for
becoming a teacher, particularly secondary school teachers, and set very high content and
knowledge of his field and standards for becoming a teacher.  Two, I would negotiate a contract
in which I would raise the wages in return for releasing from a lot of these requirements, and that
is the kind of contracts that are being negotiated in the private sector industry whereby you trade
certain things that the workers want for something that management wants.  Of you feel and if
management feels that they need this power to reassign teachers, that is something to put on the
table and negotiate the deal you want.  You are starting with a situation where the teachers are
very poorly paid relative to their alternative opportunities.  A major coming out in math and
science from college is taking, like, a forty percent pay cut to become a teacher, rather than to
work in their field.  The typical teacher coming in math and science and entering a math-and-
science teaching position has not taken calculus in college.  I mean, we expect almost nothing of
the teachers entering the profession compared to what is expected of somebody, a comparable
somebody in other countries.  So, I say:  "Set much higher standards in terms of getting in. 
Negotiate the deal, since you have got the flexibility you want."  What you are going to have to
do in order to get these two things is that you are going to have to pay a lot more.  Also, I have
teachers work for a longer part of the year too and, in the process, you would also have to raise
their wages to get that.

MS. RAVITCH:  John, I would suggest that what you say is true.  It is also true that the unions
are very powerful.  In New York State, the teachers are not paid enough.  They are very
powerful. Those two things happen to go together.  No legislation passes in the State of New
York without the union's approval.  No chancellor can be hired in the City of New York without
the union's approval.  No one goes on the Board of Education without being bedded by the union.
 They work night and day for their interest, and people on the other side are not as smart or are
not working and have a lot of other interests, but they don't get good salaries, and they just got a
terrible work rule change where teachers will no longer have hall duty or cafeteria duty.  They
say:  "I am a professional.  Don't bother me.  I am not responsible for the kids unless they are in
my classroom."  They have a lot of power, and they are not paid enough.  We would all be better
off, certainly, in New York State and in New York City, but they would be paid a lot more if
there were higher standards for entry and if there were, on the other side of the table, a
management strong enough to take an opposite position from time to time.

MR. DOYLE:  John, I am fascinated with your point.  I guess (inaudible) diagonal, and I think
you are right (inaudible) trade and craft unions.  They used (inaudible) not successfully and did
not deliver to the members, not like the AFL-CIO unions do or the others do.  Certainly not steel
workers or auto workers or the Teamsters.  It is a counter-intuitive thing, and you make a very
powerful point.  But I am struck by another kind of discounting that goes on, and that is, the
deeper discounting that private school teachers do to their own salaries, which is an extraordinary
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commentary.  If you compare them to other people in the professional world, doctors and lawyers
and architects and other professionals, they go to the public sector to learn to discount their
salary.  When they have learned what they need to, they then go to the private sector and make
lots of money.  In the world of education, it is just completely the reverse.  The only explanatory
power would seem to be that the working conditions and a sense of efficacy or personal
satisfaction is so much greater than in the private sector and they are willing to deeply discount
their wages to do that.

MS. LADD:  I just wanted to pick up on one of the information issues that Caroline mentioned
and also link it back to the value-added notion that Herb was pushing.  Caroline, if I heard you
right, when you emphasized that, maybe, these external exams would be very important in giving
information to parents and kids, presumably, some of that information is so that the parents know
how their own child is doing relative to some standards.  I also take it that you think that this
information would be useful for the parents in sorting out the quality of the various schools from
which those parents can choose.  I worry about that use.  If it is just average test scores for the
students in those classrooms, that is not the sort of information that I think parents ought to have.
What they really need is a value-added type measure, and it may be differentiated by types of
students, low-performing students.  Chapel Hill in North Carolina has very high test scores on
average and does a terrible job with the minority students in that school system.  It is not clear
whether the value-added is high, given the sorts of students coming in.  Having said that, that
sounds like a push for providing a lot of information on value-added, which I am supportive of,
for managerial purposes and for the parental decision type of purpose.  I would like to put in a
caution.  I have looked closely at the Dallas system, and I am looking closely at the North
Carolina value-added type measures.  They are hard up to do well.  I don't think we should
minimize the difficulties of doing it well.  To do it right, you really need to start with individual
student data, NATCH data over time, and there are lots of thorny issues as to how you are
specifying equations, or predictions, or however you do it.  States do it differently.  I saw a
number of people nodding their heads with your focus on value-added, and I support that, but I
also just want to emphasize that getting accurate measures of value-added raises a lot of thorny
issues.

MR. PETIGNY:  I am Allan Petigny.  I am with the Joint Economic Committee.  The question I
have for you is over the issue of teacher ability, the education of the teacher, and the fact that 40
percent of teachers enjoy inner city schools, and teachers of science don't even have a minor in
science, much less a major.  Do you think that alternative certification is part of the answer?  And,
if it is, given the fact that we  have 50 states with 50 different regulatory bodies determining who
qualifies for a teacher and who doesn't, how do you do that?

MR. WALBERG:  I think that offers a very interesting opportunity.  I think that John mentioned
earlier that science and math teachers could do a lot better if they worked in industry, but that isn't
true of many other teachers if they have had backgrounds in a lot of other subjects.  For 50 years,
studies have been indicating that, if you take people who are in college, those in education are,
usually, at the bottom of the distribution along with home economics and physical education. So, I
don't think you can just make a straight comparison.  You have got to look at the quality of the
people.  One index, of course, is how much they know about the subject matter.  I think there has
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been a huge resistance and, to me, it proves the point.  Again, the teachers' unions are powerful
because there are very, very few places in the United States where you have merit pay and where
teachers are, actually, paid more for doing a better job.  There are very, very few places in which
teachers are paid more because they know the subject matter, such as science and math where it is
hard to get better people.  I do think that the alternate certification routes are an excellent way -- I
have forgotten the name of the organization -- of getting Ivy League college graduates that want
to do the right thing.

MS. RAVITCH:  Teach for America.

MR. WALBERG:  What is it called?

MS. RAVITCH:  Teach for America.

MR. WALBERG:  They have excellent people, and very altruistic ones, wanting to do right, and
so on, and with some minimum training and, as far as I know, they have done an excellent job. 
So, I think alternate certification programs would create the one thing that I have been
emphasizing in the paper, and that is, more competitiveness in the system.

MR. FLODEN:  I wanted to echo Caroline's call for empirical data.  I wanted to offer a little
report from a state that has external examinations and market reforms, which is Michigan.  Just
some things that are happening as they try to do this.  Starting this year, we have a new test "The
High School Proficiency Examination Test" that students had to pass to get a certificate of
endorsement, either as a novice or proficient in each of several areas.  What happened is
something that you were speculating on, which is that parents don't like this.  Especially middle-
class parents don't like this because their kid is already taking the SAT -- thank you very much --
and they don't want some additional thing that might show a different result than what they have
got on their test scores.  In Birmingham, parents took advantage of a provision in the law that
allowed parents to exempt their students from the test if they thought that it wasn't good for them.
It was intended for parents of severely handicapped students.  Forty percent of the parents held
their kids home rather than have them take the test which might produce something on the exam
that they didn't want to see, and they didn't trust the test.  We also have school accreditation
based on the statewide assessment in the 4th, 8th, and 10th grade where, if your school doesn't
come up to a certain level over several years, you become unaccredited.  When you become
unaccredited and you lose some of your money, the school can be taken over by the state,
although that hasn't happened yet.  One of the things that happens in such situations is that the
state sends somebody in to help you.  The way that they help you is to work on the kids who were
right below passing the test.  The instruction is not focused by a proportion of students who pass
the test.  So, the way you get accredited again is not to work with everybody or work with the
lowest performing students who, probably, aren't going to get up there in a year, but to work
selectively with the students who are right below the passing scores in order to bring them over
and, then, you get accredited again.  This is not to say that the exams are a bad thing.  Michigan
has had statewide testing for 20 years.  There is some value to that, and the tests keep getting
better, but it is complicated.  We also have choice and charters, both.  Public charter schools, you
get chartered through affiliating with some agency.  There are 70-some charter schools in the
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state now.  And school choice where there is a decision on whether to decide whether or not they
want to accept students.  If they accept students, the sending district can't refuse to send their
kids.  To take an example that is real:  Ocamush, which is a suburban district near where I live,
decided to take kids.  Lansing, which is an urban district, parents want to send their kids --
Lansing has no choice.  If the Lansing parent wants to send their kid to Ocamush, the money goes
with them to Ocamush and, if Ocamush has too many kids, they have to pick at random from the
ones who go in.  The jury is still out on the effects of any of these things.  It is very early on. 
There were some test scores reported on the charter schools, but, of course, these are test scores
based on the things that the kids learned in the public schools they used to be in, not on the
charter schools they are now in.  Some of the charter schools are going out of business.  It is not
easy to set up a school and run it successfully.  I mean, you still have to do things like pay the
teachers and get materials and all those sorts of things.  So now we are two years in and now a
number of charter schools are closing.  Other ones are starting up. It is just unclear what is going
to happen.  There is work going on now that is looking at the charters and the choice, to look at
the pattern of flow of funds, which is, in general, out of urban districts and into suburban districts
with choice; and to see what is going on in these charter schools.

MS. HOXBY:  Thank you.  I feel almost obliged to try and clear up what I think is some
confusion about the teachers' unions.  Teachers' unions have been quite good at delivering hitter
salaries for their teachers in the United States.  The right comparison to make is to look at a
school before and after it unionizes and to figure out whether it delivered for the teachers.  They
have delivered for their teachers.  If you do that, it looks like teachers' unions have gotten their
teachers about a 12 to 15 percent salary increase over not having a union in the same school. 
That is the right comparison.  It does not make sense to compare teachers to all college
professionals who are women or men or anything like that.  Unions are not going to be able to
reverse major labor market changes, especially those available to women.  We shouldn't have
expected that they would be able to do that nor, realistically, are these people comparable to all
college graduates.  These are teachers in the United States who are not drawn from the median
part or the middle part of the college distribution.  They are drawn from the lowest part of the
college distribution.  It is not clear that these people have job alternatives that are the same of
those of other college graduates on the whole.  I don't think that that is, actually, something that
you can think about as being independent or separate from the unions.  If part of what the unions
do is lower accountability, and they say:  "Gee, you are not going to get paid based on merit; you
are going to be paid based on seniority.", the type of people who want to go into this profession is
going to be different than the rest of what college graduates do.  Most college graduates are in
jobs where they are held accountable for their performance, and that is a big part of how they get
paid and how they get promoted.  Therefore, I don't think looking at them relative to the rest of
college graduates as a whole is very informative.  I think that the unions have been able to deliver
for the teachers in terms of salary but, at the same time, what they have done is they have created
a profession that doesn't have many other particularities of other professions and, perhaps, it is
not surprising that the people who these days are teaching in unionized schools are not some of
the same people who are in other professional occupations for college graduates.
MS. RAVITCH:  I want to say something about the charter schools.  It is true that there are
charter schools that will close, but I don't think that is evidence that they are weak.  I think that
the contrast to that is --  Again, I will take the New York City example, and we have something,
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out of a thousand schools that for ten years have been on the low-performing list -- these are
schools where sometimes there are 4,000 kids in a high school where 20 percent of them graduate
from high school at the end of four years, sometimes 15 percent.  They should close, and they
never will.  The numbers don't get better from year to year, and you think they will be there
forever miseducating thousands and thousands of children.  I would rather see charter schools that
are not working close because we know they are not working, than to see these massive factories
where there are never any consequences to failure, except for the children.

MR. TOCH:  Thank you.  My first question is:  When does the cocktail hour start?

MS. RAVITCH:  As soon as you finish.

MR. TOCH:  I set myself up for that one.  The second one is this.  Herb, could you give us a
sense of to what extent, if at all, you would regulate your market system that you proposed
today?  In particular, to what extent would you protect kids who have legitimate special education
needs?  You dumped on the special education system fairly strongly and with some justification,
but you didn't suggest at all what alternative measures you would create to protect and provide
services for kids who clearly need them.  Could you respond to that?

MR. WALBERG:  I think I would prefer minimum regulations, but some may be necessary,
especially at the beginning.  So, we would want protections for civil rights kinds of things.  We
would want safety regulations of various kinds.  In terms of special education, I think it is already
clear that many private schools serve special education students.  Often you will get the argument
from public school advocates that:  "The private schools just reject people."  But, in fact, there are
many special education students, especially those that have what I would consider to be "the core
of handicapping" which is the deafness and blindness.  These children are served by private
schools.  One possibility is for various categories of children.  If you wanted to maintain that, you
would have an extra voucher for those students.  A good example would be what has been
proposed for Chapter One, since Chapter One is spending something like $7 billion a year going
into the public system and it hasn't produced benefits.  One possibility is to give vouchers of, say,
$1,000 per child to each parent.  If a child would be diagnosed, since you asked about special
education, as learning disabled and let's for the moment accept that that is a legitimate
classification, then the state -- if that were to be the financial provider -- could provide, let's say, a
special voucher of an extra $5000 that would make that child especially attractive to all schools
because it would bring more money in, but it could also be a sufficient numbers of those children
so that there could be specialized schools.  That would be one way to deal with it.
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GENERAL DISCUSSION

MS. RAVITCH:  There is much that could be said about this last century of education.  That
quote pretty much illustrates the whole century.  We are going to have a discussion about John
Anderson's paper and, perhaps, about some of the comments of the discussants.  I would like to
just kick it off by asking John if he would talk about the extent to which he sees Radical
Constructivism, which he was very critical of, as being an important element in math instruction
today.  I think you said that it dominates math instruction.  Could you explain that?

MR. ANDERSON:  I am not sure it, actually, dominates mathematic instruction. Teachers are
sometimes more sensible than that, but it does have, I think, a dominant role in math education
that you find in schools of education.  So, my encounter was (inaudible) times series which is one
approach to mathematics education.  That is the constructivist approach.  That is part of the
problem here, too, which is that constructivism is a brush that paints many different things.  I
probably wouldn't want to disagree wholly with any of it, but I have tried to target what I think is
the more harmful influences in mathematical education by taking their own title.  There are a
group of mathematics educators who pronounce themselves to be not just constructivists but
Radical Constructivists.  I think that, within that group which has a dominant influence on
mathematics education and research, the trends in mathematics education is where most of the
problems lie.  They certainly can be seen in changes in the textbooks.  In the City of Pittsburgh, it
really is the case that one cannot make curriculum changes, that is, one can't go on hiding what
teachers do in the classroom, and that doesn't matter, but you can't make a curriculum that is not
regarded as in keeping with the views of Radical Constructivism.  I think that is true in many
school systems (inaudible).  The organization (inaudible) has bought into this.  Individual teachers
may have some doubts about what is happening.

MR. BRENEMAN:  I am somewhat frustrated by this session.  It was not because I didn't enjoy
the paper very much, which I did, but, as a relatively new dean of a school of education who
wanders into that field from the discipline of economics -- which makes me largely and totally
untutored in these matters -- I didn't even know what constructivism was until a few months ago.
I mean, I am that far away from any true understanding.  I am trying to figure out what the
message is, and I, obviously, understand the argument of the paper.  On the other hand, here is
this other school of thought.  It is, apparently, a fairly well established one.  I didn't sense that
either of the discussants were particularly arguing that point of view, so I don't know that we have
really joined -- I mean, I would like to have heard whoever the dominant constructivist in the
country is rejoin this paper so that, at least as an outsider, I would at least have a balanced
presentation and form some judgment as to what I think the grain of truth might be in that issue. 
But, apart from that frustration, I guess my next frustration is trying to figure out whether we just
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assume that constructivism is all bunk, in which case, as a dean, I should root it out and branch.  I
should get rid of it everywhere I find it.  But, then the next question I have is this.  I don't even
know, to be honest with you, how my faculty and teacher education -- where they all fit on that
scale.  But, the next question is:  "How does one translate, at a practical level, some of these
issues into a meaningful program of teachers education?", which strikes me as a perfectly
reasonable question and one that I would like to have some guidance on.  Thus far, I don't know
that I am getting any real clear guidance.  Now, that is obviously not the sole purpose of this
conference, but that would be a nice outcome for me if, for two days of seat time, I went back
with a little bit of an idea about what I might do in devising a good program for teacher
education.  Maybe there is a Radical Constructivist who can jump into the fray?  Some comment
on this issue would help.

MS. RAVITCH:  John, do you want to respond to the question about:  "What does your paper
have to say about teacher education?"  You can't, obviously, speak for Radical Constructivism. 
Maybe somebody else could?

MR. ANDERSON:  I can't, necessarily, speak for teacher education, either.  Maybe I came off
more negative about constructivism than I really feel.  The paper, I think, tries to identify --  The
basic problem is that there is a, kind of, philosophy here of how education should be done.  As I
said in the paper, I think the philosophy has some grains of truth in it.  It has some grains of
misinformation in it.  Being a philosophy, it, sort of, ignores the data.  So, if there is a message
here, it is that there is a body of knowledge which audit schools of education -- I think, to some
degree -- pay attention to.  But, certainly, I don't think some of the mathematics educators pay
attention to -- and that is the message in some sense --, that one ought to take advantage of that
and, sort of, try to shift out what is true and what is not true; sort of, not an all-or-none matter;
but there is information to bear on things like:  when practice is useful and when practice is
harmful.  That information should be paid attention to.

MR. BRENEMAN:  One thing I can take away from this conference with some confidence is that
there is no serious body of research on the effectiveness of constructivism.  Is that a fair statement
from what you are saying?  Nobody looks at it?

MR. ANDERSON:  I think Paul Cobb's second grade mathematics study is actually an exception.
It is a good exception where there has been a very serious effort to evaluate that program on
many dimensions.  As I try to identify in the paper, there is also a reluctance -- again, it goes to
other philosophical undercurrents in our culture against empirical evaluation within the Radical
Constructivist movement.  I have been at these meetings where people way, "Well, that is your
evidence."  I say:  "I don't agree with your principles of evidence."  So, I think you have to buy
into the theory that science has something to contribute but not on the same page.

MR. FLODEN:  It is a little hard to know how to respond to all of this, in part, as you say,
because constructivism means lots of different things.  I mean, Piaget is one of the notable
advocates of a constructivist of learning in the sense that he believes that students have something
that they understand in the first place, and that part of the process of learning involves them
making sense of the outside world in some way so that it is active construction rather than just
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passive reception, which is, probably, nothing you would disagree with.  One of the things that I
was a little disappointed that you didn't do was this.  You said "Radical Constructivism," and then
you, sort of, slid over into talking about time on task and people not paying enough attention to
time on task.  I mean, those seem to me quite separate issues.  The Radical Constructivists --
maybe the easy target or the thing that seems the most wrong with it for people who would take a
more mainstream position is the assistance of somebody like von Glasersfeld, who was taken as a
prototypical figure here, that there isn't really any mathematical truth, that there aren't any right
answers in mathematics.  It is, sort of, whatever you construct.  That is way out on left wing. 
There aren't really very many people who believe that, but that is radical.  If I think of the
mainstream people in mathematics education like Glendell Lapin or Elizabeth Fennema or Tom
Romberg, these are all people who believe that students had better be actively engaged in
mathematics, but none of them are Radical Constructivists.  They are the leading figures in
mathematics education.  You could take the NCTM standard.  These are not Radical
Constructivist standards.  They emphasize things like students learning to communicate about the
mathematics they are doing and being able to explain the problems that they are solving.  They
advocate a, kind of, instruction that is less teacher centered and more involving students trying to
explain what they are doing.  It has been the traditional mathematics instruction, but it is hardly
Radical Constructivism.  If they find classrooms, since the kids are, sort of, wallowing and saying
things and the teachers aren't evaluating any of the material mathematically, they would say that
there is a problem there.  That is not what it is, that is, the sort of thing they are advocating.  That
is different from how much time you spend in mathematics.  If you don't spend very much time in
math, no Radical Constructivist would say, "Well, it only takes five minutes to learn mathematics.
 So, we don't have to spend much time on it."  You pointed out that there is no magic bullet.  I
think that is, sort of, an important thing to say.  It is true of constructivism, if this isn't, sort of, the
answer; nor is task analysis the answer.  You took a, sort of, cheap shot of saying, "Well, we are
Radical Constructivists.  Tell us about things."  Well, you didn't take the cognitive demands of
what it is that we needed to learn here and break it down into the subcomponent skills and have
us practice that.  You thought it would be appropriate in this situation, and I would agree to talk
to us about that.  There are lots of situations where you say that learning is a process where there
are lots of component skills that have to be mastered separately.  I mean, that is counter to all of
our experience where there are lots of things we have learned without doing that.  Maybe you
could have learned them more efficiently, mastering all the component skills, but there are lots of
cases where we don't do that, and we still learn things.  Just one thing on teacher education which
tends to get drawn into these different fads with too much in one direction or another -- and I can
talk to you at greater length about this, maybe at lunch --, what happened in the 1960s and the
1970s in the wave of the first emphasis on task analysis, sort of, what Bob was talking about as
"the early influence of behaviorism" was to say:  "Well, teaching is a complex skill."  The way we
have got to help teachers learn to teach is to break it down into component skills, and to work at
practicing each of those component skills.  The libraries or sellers of schools of education are
filled with volumes about this thick (indicating) that list all the component skills of teaching. 
There were programs that took everyone of those and tried to spend time teaching under each of
the component skills.  The problem is that you can't get through the components in less than 10 or
20 years.  Somehow you have to learn to teach in a lesser amount of time.  It doesn't mean that
there aren't some things that are worth pulling out of separate skills and practicing, which is the
mainstream practice now, to find a few of those, but that has got to be combined with something
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that takes advantage of our human capacity for learning complex things without having to figure
out what the components are and, somehow, puts those together into practice.

MR. ANDERSON:  There are several notions about what we mean by "constructivism" or
"Radical Constructivism" that is, kind of, broad and diffuse.  I think that is the point I make, and I
agree with him.  So, it makes it a very difficult enterprise to engage in because there is, in some
sense, a well-defined enemy as it were.  However, there are trends which I think are bothersome. I
think, in fact, that I have come to peace with the NCTM standards because I think we need to
agree on something.  I would like to think there are aspects of those standards which might be
problematic and show some of the problems of the misinformed part of the Radical Constructivist
poll.  As an example -- as an example in case -- I would submit that, if you look at modern
textbooks on mathematics, they have three or four problems now, exercising the material in that
section, for instance.  This is what my 8th grader is going through with the University of Chicago
transition mathematics series.  That is not enough practice.  There is no way out of it.  It is just
not in dispute, but that, in fact, is an influence that has come from this poll and is influencing the
nature of mathematics instruction.  With respect to another issue -- a matter of fact, I suppose --
the claim was made that we learn some things without mastering the skills separately, and that
what we tried to do or implied was that we have to learn each component separately.  We often
have the view that, in fact, we do acquire competence in Gestalt so that we get the whole thing at
once.  But in fact -- and this is one of the contributions of psychology -- every time we have
penetrated one of those acquisitions of relatively complex skills, we don't find the skills being
acquired separately.  However, you can track the individual components being learned and show,
in fact, that mastery of the whole thing really does depend on mastery of all the individual
components.  When all of them come online, then you get competence.  So, I think, in fact, his
view that somehow we get things in Gestalt, as I said before, is really an illusion.  There aren't any
documented cases of that, and there are documented cases where, in fact, what appears to be
learning competence in Gestalt, actually, you can trace out the individual pieces that are being
required.

MR. GLASER:  I just wanted to respond to David.  David, about the constructivism, people
construct things about the events around them and the problems they face all the time.  You have
a conception of it.  People have different conceptions to act according to their conceptions and
their theories.  That can be used for transferring to new situations and so forth.  One of the
problems has been this active ability to develop a theory about what you do and to try to
construct the representation of what you do is sometimes -- that is, the students are actively
deprived of it by an overly rote learning form of teaching.  This overly rote learning of teaching is
the ability to bring a thoughtful configuration to what you are doing and constructing what you
are doing is precluded.  That is one way to think about it.  The radical form of it is like throwing a
kid in the water and saying:  "Swim," and this beauty of swimming will emerge.  If I were starting
a school of education, I would attempt -- I don't know how successful I would be -- to begin to
give teachers a professional language like physicians have a professional language of physiology. 
We begin to think about what we know about problem solving and human memory and children's
cognitive development and begin to get that kind of language and ideas in the talk about the way
they talk about teaching reading and about how they teach math and thinking about teaching
social studies.  They begin to get that kind of active professional "technical" language into their
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thinking.  I think that would be very powerful and, also, make people aware that teachers have
some serious professional knowledge which they should be paid for.

MS. RAVITCH:  I am going to ask, as we move on, if you could make your questions brief and
the responses brief so that we can try to adhere to the schedule, with which we are already behind.

MS. HOXBY:  I have a question regarding time on task.  It may sound like a skeptical question,
but I don't think it is.  It is, really, a classic economist's question, and I hope you will relieve my
ignorance.  I was very struck by the fact that, John, you spoke about the time that students get to
spend on a task.  I wonder whether this is, really, differentiable from the time that students are
able to spend productively on a task.  Let me give you a couple of examples that, I think, will
show my doubts, or my concerns, that the time that is spent is not external or exogenous to the
time that a student can productively spend on a task but might be caused by that time.  If you
think about expertise of tennis players or musicians or something like that, there is little doubt in
my mind that people who have a higher inherent ability are probably better able to make use of a
marginal hour of time spent practicing that skill.  I am sure that is true for myself.  I went to a
tennis camp one whole summer, and I know that I learned nothing for the last two months
because I have no ability.  What I am concerned about is whether those expert musicians, when
we look at how much time they spend on the task, whether they may be making productive use of
the 40 hours a week whereas a low ability musician simply could not make any productive use,
say, beyond the 20th hour.  Similarly, with the mathematics classes, I am concerned that the high-
ability students who were in this special program in Pittsburgh may be able to make productive
use of the -- I think you said -- 250 hours whereas the much lower ability students would have
difficulty making use of hours much beyond, say, the 150th hour.  So, what I am wondering about
is whether there is any controlled experimental research that shows that, when you force students
to spend more time on a task, they, actually, are able eventually to make productive use of that
marginal time?

MR. ANDERSON:  I suppose there is evidence at some level, although the laboratory research
showed at least that more practice helps.  Anders actually made some points, I think, in defense of
what you wanted to make which is that, as he pointed out -- and it is true --, that there is only so
much time you could spend on a task per day, and you get to a point of diminishing returns.  That,
certainly, is well documented also.  So, it is not the case that you can just constantly fire off.  I
would submit that even 250 hours over a year learning math is not piling it on in terms of amount
of time spent learning math.  It is less than an hour a day.  Certainly, 60 hours of math in a year,
which is the real number that is true of many students in the City of Pittsburgh, is not piling it on. 
We have a half an hour or an hour a day.  So, any laboratory study we do, we can have students
do that much everyday and get very dramatic learning outcomes.  I don't see any reason why
students in the city schools shouldn't be able to spend a half an hour or an hour per day learning
math and benefit fully from that amount of time.

MR. HIRSCH:  I want to return to the kind of question David Breneman asked about applying
this to the classroom and to the training of teachers.  It seems to me, from the amateur
psychology reading that I have done, that a distinction is often made between procedural and
declarative or conceptual learnings.  It seemed to me what you were describing has a large
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procedural component in it where Isaac Stern has to practice every day, or every other day, in
order to keep up that level of expertise.  He doesn't have to keep practicing, say, his memory of
Beethoven's Violin Concerto.  He probably has that.  The interpretation is there.  So, there is a
conceptual or representational element there.  Also, I noticed that there wasn't much distinction
made between elementary school kids and high school kids.  It seems to me that there is a heck of
a lot more procedural learnings that have to be done -- difficult ones -- in the early grades than in
the later grades where new conceptual ideas can be done rather more quickly without a lot of
practice, and may stick.  So, I am wanting to know if this could be a little more fine grained in the
kind of implication this has for teaching.  Just to give one example.  We are told that our
curriculum is a mile wide and an inch deep.  That is bad.  The Japanese curriculum focuses on a
few things, and you only have to deal with a few items.  It is true that the Japanese spend two
weeks on magnetism and, then, they never touch magnetism again.  That kind of thing happens in
the Japanese curriculum which worried me because of the kind of importance of distributive
practice that I have read and the kind of work you have done.  So, where do we end up?  Don't
we have to make some fine grained discriminations here between the kinds of curves and kinds of
time-on-task for so-called "procedural learnings" where there are subtasks that need to be made
automatic versus learning about the Battle of Hastings, say, where you don't have to revisit it all
that many times before you have got it?  That is the issue involved:  Should teachers understand
that there are some areas where you need continual directed practice or some areas where you
would need less of it?

MR. ANDERSON:  I think that there is lots of room for appreciating the distinctive features of a
particular domain.  I don't think it is the case, actually, when you look at higher level mathematics
which, in some sense, is less or more procedural than lower level mathematics but, certainly, some
domains may be more or less procedural.  There are interesting results about the relationships
between practice and retention and spacing; so, there are dimensions of complexity there.  It is a
general phenomenon, I think, roughly speaking:  that the amount of time one spends on learning is
probably the most critical thing.  There are a lot of studies now that have shown that people who
have practiced material, will, at one point in time -- they actually retained it very well for a long
period of time.  So, there is nothing that says that you have to continually practice and rehearse
material.  It is probably not true in a lot of domains unless you want to achieve that absolute
expertise level of performance level.  When you are, sort of, at a demonstration performance, you
may have to keep up practice, but a lot of knowledge maintains itself very well. However, the
critical variable is just the amount of time spent learning.  There have been studies -- I forget the
fellow's name -- looking at retention.  He is of Spanish roots.

PARTICIPANT:  Barick.

MR. ANDERSON:  Barick, right.  He shows that there is some forgetting, but the real critical
factor is how much time do you spent learning Spanish originally, and that the ravages of the
retentionable are rather small compared to the impact of the actual amount of time spent learning.
So, to send a message, I think that deliberate practice is rewarded:  I think that is probably true in
all domains.  Maybe you want different levels of proficiency in different domains:  that is  certainly
conceivable.  I don't think the message is that you have to keep re-practicing the material because
once you really have it mastered, it pretty well stays with you.  That is true across procedural and
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more conceptual domains.  There seems to be evidence that retention from material, once
mastered, is very good.

MS. RAVITCH:  We are going to be able to take just one more question.  I am going to call on
Mr. Maxcy from the Maine Department of Education. 

MR. MAXCY:  The discussion, starting with Bob Floden and Don Hirsch, has been leading up to
part of the answer.  I am really aiming at what is an efficiency kind of question about:  "At what
cognitive level are you going to engage in productive and deliberate practice?"  This takes me
back about learning to ski.  You first learned how to do snowplow turns; then, you learned how
to do something called the "Stempkursy" where you put your foot out there; and, after that, you
learned how to do parallel turns but, if you spent too much time doing deliberate practice, you
never did learn how to do parallel turns.  There is a whole group of past middle-aged people like
me who probably still use Stempkursy.  From the last response I got, part of my question is this. 
Now, I am faced with looking at student assessment of the practice.  We are trying to evaluate
students' achievement of higher standards.  Can you share any insight at the level that it is going
to be most productive and efficient to assess students?  That is, in terms of the usefulness of the
data in helping us understand how students are progressing.  And, any one of the three?

MR. ANDERSON:  I don't know that I can say a lot that is new about assessment, anyway.  I
think one of the problems that we generally face is that there is a lot of controversy.  It seems
strange in the mathematics curriculum, but there is a lot of controversy about what the goals are. 
It is, actually, an obstacle to any kind of educational growth that there is so much controversy
about what the curriculum should actually be delivering.  I don't really know that this is true, but
my general impression is that one of the reasons why there is as much achievement in Asian
countries is that they are not constantly overthrowing the curriculum every couple of years.  So,
there is a more or less agreed upon set of goals, and teachers can develop the skill of teaching
towards those kinds of goals.  I just want to say that one of the problems that I see is that we
don't really know what we want.  So, the goals are always changing.

MS. RAVITCH:  If you don't know what you want, you are not likely to get anything.  There are
a lot of variations to what you get.

MR. ANDERSON:  I have worked with the assessment.  What I have seen is that mathematics
has the least amount of controversy of any.  I agree that there is still controversy there in decision
making, but it is at the lowest level.
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MS. RAVITCH:  Thank you very much.  I am calling on myself.  I have two comments.  First of
all, I was at a meeting about six months ago out in Portland, Oregon.  A teacher was introduced,
and she said that -- actually, she was introduced as a sixth-grade teacher -- and she said,
"Actually, I don't teach 6th grade; I facilitate."  I had an impulse to throw myself around her neck
and strangle her immediately because teaching is an honored profession in my book.  I don't know
what facilitating is.  I mean, taxi drivers facilitate transportation.  In some way we are all
facilitators.  But teaching is special, and I am sorry to see this language creeping in:  "I don't
teach; I facilitate."  Secondly, I think that the point in Tom's paper that is, to me, very impressive
is the idea that the state should not mandate pedagogy.  I find this very troubling in reviewing
state curriculum frameworks, that there is this effort to tell everyone the right way to teach.  "We
know best practice.  It may be that we have never been in a classroom and we are bureaucrats
working in the central office, but we know best practice because someone told us what it is or it is
the fad."  So, they mandate these best practices which often turn out not to be right.  I think that
what does make sense and what I hear -- I thought I heard what Rick Nolls was saying and, in
some of the papers discussed yesterday, that the state's appropriate role is to establish benchmarks
of performance, to free people up to regulate them and to use their best skills even though they
may vary from what some people like or dislike.  If they get good results, leave them alone.  I was
recently in an inner city school in New York that has extraordinary results.  The principal said to
me:  "Don't tell anyone about us.  We are very traditional here.  We will be in trouble if you let
them know how we are getting these results."  The kids are reading way above grade level.  They
are doing math way above grade level.  They are doing very well.  It is a very happy school.  They
are using a very traditional curriculum, and that is what the teachers are happy with.  I can't see
why the state curriculum framework should tell them that what they are doing isn't right.  I think
that is the point in Tom's paper that I certainly find very persuasive.

MR. BISHOP:  We have two economists disagreeing with Tom's paper. I want to speak from the
experience of having served on an OERI panel as Chairman of the Post-Secondary Panel a year or
two ago.  The proposals that came in were just terrible.  There wasn't a single experimental
proposal out of hundreds and hundreds of proposals that were submitted.  There was not a single
random assignment experiment.  There were only a couple of, sort of, quasis.  We were going to
have a comparison group.  There was no case of before and after and no comparison group; not a
single proposal with this.  The reason why Cecilia and Sunny have reacted differently than, I
think, Tom has is that they live in a different professional milieu where they trust their colleagues
to eventually get it right.  For awhile, we thought in economics that we could solve the problem
of selection through various gimmicks and statistics.  I think we have given up on that now and
we are going to random assignment as the way to learn really what is going on.  However, when
you look at the standards of evidence that seem to prevail in educational journals, I think some
people just throw up their hands and worry about what is going on here.  We really don't have the
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research base for very strong policy recommendations to come from the top.  Let us take, for
example, the issue of class size.  Now, there is some research on class size.  It has been a very
thoroughly researched issue, but you can't make a judgment on a state policy alone.  You need to
compare it to other uses of funds.  This is a very expensive way of doing things.  You need more
than good research on one issue.  You need good research on a whole host of issues.  Then, you
do the strategic analysis of what is the better use of funds.  Only when you have a cheap-no-cost
alternative that doesn't have any downside risk can you just isolate that issue and tackle that
research project.  I very much agree with Cecilia's comment.  What we need is a commitment of
more money to do top quality research but, on top of it, you need to change the composition of
the people on the panels that are array.  You need to send out the message that this is what we
want.  We want proposals of randomized research projects, five years, six years proposals to
study very large-scale issues.  You need to send the message out regarding what it is that you
want, and not just accept what is coming in.  You need to send the signal.  The other aspect of it
is that there actually is a lot of good randomized research that has been done in education. 
Generally, it is small scale.  Often it is misused and applied incorrectly.  I take as one example Bob
Slavin's work on cooperative learning.  He did a series of very high quality studies, looking at the
effects of his various learning systems on learning and showed that, in a cooperative learning
environment, he beat out alternative teaching techniques.  His particular cooperative learning
method is not the primary way in which his research is used.  I mean, when cooperative learning is
talked about in Ithaca, it is jigsaw.  It is kids working in groups and solving a problem together. 
You have free-rider problems.  You have all sorts of problems.  That is not what the research has
shown works.  Research showed that a very different type of cooperative learning works, but how
it has been used has been used to justify something that is different.  It has the same name, but it is
really quite different.  It is not just a problem of getting good research done.  There is the problem
of getting it used and not misinterpreted.  So, that means you need to have better trained, less
ideological.  I am not sure exactly how one characterizes it but, in this technical-assistance role,
which maybe state departments of education could perform providing guidance and suggestions
to school districts or schools as to how to implement a new approach, you need the quality of
judgment of that research and evaluation and the standards that they apply needs to be higher than
it currently is. So, I see it as a very, very substantial change in the, sort of, infrastructure of both
producing research and getting it implemented and put into practice.  Your experience with the
evaluations of the programs in the Department of Labor where they have now, for the last ten
years, basically gone to random assignment research:  it is a really different environment in
education.

MS. RAVITCH:  Having served as Assistant Secretary for the Office of Education Research and
Information, I can say that this is a larger topic than we should get into at this time but that it is
one that I found immensely frustrating, highly politicized, highly ideologized.  I spent a lot of time
visiting congressmen trying to persuade them that more money was needed for research, and
people on both sides of the aisle said that educational research is a lot of gobbledygook and a
waste of money.  The researchers, on the other hand -- or, at least, the lobbyists for the
researchers --  One of them, whom I will never forget in this city, said to me:  "We want
educational researchers to be treated like tobacco farmers:  just show us the money."  It was one
of the low points of my tenure there.  It was like this.  Bad things on both sides of the aisle in
terms of what the research community, that is, the way it was showing itself.  I also think that the
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rigorousness of the research that was done was not very good.  I think the educational
laboratories are close to a national disgrace.  They get their money year after year because of their
lobbying connections with powerful congressmen and, when there is any effort to evaluate or
review what they do, and I don't know, when I left, they were getting $50 or $60 million a year
and had been since 1965.  Add it up:  30 years times 50, and that adds up to real change after real
change after a certain point.  I guess, by now, they are probably up to $60 or $70  or $100
million.  And, they don't want to be evaluated.  They just want a permanent lifeline to the federal
budget.  The centers, I think, some do very good research, and they are spotty.  Some of them do
very bad research, and they don't want to be evaluated, either.  Some of them do excellent
research.  Some of the people here like, Andy Porter and Joyce Epstein, I think are among the
representatives of the good research.  Bob Slavin does excellent research at Johns Hopkins.  So, it
is a mixed bag, but it is a large and troublesome topic.  As someone once said: "There is so much
money wasted in other areas of research, if we wasted more in education, maybe we would get
more good research."  That is possible.  It may be that, in any field, only ten percent is really
good.  If we spent $5 billion on educational research every year, it would certainly help us get
more good research than we do have now.  That is a large and problematic topic.  Tom, sorry;
you should have an opportunity to respond to the comments made about your paper.

MR. LOVELESS:  I just wanted to thank the respondents of my paper because I think they
pointed out some excellent areas that I need to work on in terms of the paper.  I also want to
respond to three items that were raised by both of them.  First of all -- Sunny pointed this out --
where is my stand at centralizing or decentralizing?  The Kennedy School of Government is really
not a hotbed of libertarianism; so, I need to say this -- before I go back there -- that I really do not
take a stand on centralizing or decentralizing.  However, I do think we need to think about sorting
out which functions in education are going to be centralized and decentralized.  What I am trying
to point out in the paper is that I would nominate pedagogy to be a prime candidate for
decentralization.  That is the main point here.  A second point that I wanted to make is that a lot
of the kinds of experimental research that Cecilia talked about in terms of scientific research and
randomized experiments that, if we gave teachers power over deciding their own pedagogy, we
might create a market and a demand for exactly that kind of research.  The fact is that, in terms of
the production function, I am not saying it doesn't exist in education.  I am saying it has not been
adequately elaborated for practitioners because they don't read research because they don't need
to read research.  It is given to them in a pre-digested form, and they do not read journals.  That is
why I started out with this systemic way of looking at the problem, which shows my background
in sociology.  If you have these two systems, what you have is that research, the way it penetrates
the educational system, is way up here.  Then, the research is digested and given to teachers down
here.  I am saying that we might want to have a shortcut there with some issues, especially with
pedagogy.  There is another problem, however, even with randomized experiments, and the
medical analogy isn't really that good because I think with some things people, actually, will
volunteer themselves.  Some parents will volunteer themselves for an experiment before they will
volunteer their own children.  Parents do not like to have their children experimented on, even
when it is just educational experiments.  In my district, for instance, we had a policy -- an absolute
policy because we had a controversy over a piloted textbook that had some questionable language
in it.  Every parent in my room -- I dealt with two different books -- had to sign off on a book, or
I couldn't pilot it every single time.  They had to volunteer their child and say that:  "I know that
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my kid is not using the standard district curriculum but is using an experimental curriculum in
history for this year." and, if they did not, usually what we wound up doing is that we reassigned
kids so that the pilot could happen.  So, it is not just so easy when you are randomizing children
in a public school system.  Third, on the issue of class size, I think class size, actually, is an
excellent example for what I am talking about.  I would devolve the issue of class size down to
the district level with the district's formulating classes with schools, mainly because there might be
better ways for them to use that money.  California right now is spending hundreds and hundreds
and hundreds and millions of dollars on reducing class size.  Let us say that I work in an urban
school where my classrooms -- every single room in the school is already filled to the brim. Let us
say that I also have poor teachers.  I want to have better teachers in my school:  that is my top
priority.  The state comes along and mandates that I lower class size.  The only way I can do that
is this.  I have to find physical space.  I have to bring in trailers.  Not only do I keep the bad
teachers that I already have, I have to hire people off the substitute list whom I may think are even
worse.  I don't think that is going to be a good use of funds.  Ron Ferguson, one of the co-authors
that you have written papers with, I know, also has a paper that says that we can provide
incentives for good teachers to go to urban districts by paying them more.  That might be a better
way for people to use all that money that is going into class size in order to help their
performance.  So, I would push that down to the district level and allow them to --

MS. LADD:  -- providing that there is some funding.

MR. LOVELESS:  Yes, providing there is some funding.  The question here to me is the proper
state roles to be leader of the system.  I don't know.  I haven't thought that through.  I don't know
exactly which functions the state would be responsible for.  Resources, it seems to me would be
one of them.  Setting standards for the system would be another.  But I don't think pedagogy is
going to fall on that list.

MS. RAVITCH:  One other point.  NSF also supports a lot of education funding.  Its education
money, which may be as much as the Department of Education's -- which reminds me that Harold
Stevenson has done work on class size.  I think what you found, Harold, was that the Asian
classrooms have larger class sizes, but the teachers are able to have less time in class and more
time to spend with individual students and more time for staff development.  Is that correct?

MR. STEVENSON: Yes. As I listen to this argument, I think the simplistic part is that we are
always talking about single variable research.  I don't see how, when you are talking about
anything that is as complex as education, you can ever draw on single variable research to reveal
what you are interested in.  For class size, for example, if you take not only the class size but the
quality of the teacher as at least two of the variables, I would be very happy to have a very skilled
knowledgeable teacher teach a larger class than some beginning novice teaching a smaller class. 
What is the argument there?  At universities where you have the ex-Chairman of the Council of
Economic Advisors teaching economics to students, I can't see why that is an argument against
class size compared to having a TA teach students.  Anyhow, what bothers me about so much of
the educational research is that it is simplistic in design and  confusing in consequence.  Until you
have a more complex design, which does mean that you need to have better funding, you are not
going to come out with answers that are really meaningful.  The Asian situation shows that, if you
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have extremely skilled teachers who really know the subject, the class size is not the variable. 
You can have 40 children in Japan or 50 children in China and over 50 children in Korea, and they
do extremely well because the teacher does know the material, and the teacher is good at teaching
techniques.

MS. EPSTEIN:  Several themes could come out here, but I am just going to pick one to follow
up with what Harold just said that class size is not the variable.  In order to communicate with
you, something on the tracking issue was part of your program using the NELS data, which is a
bear, but supplementing it with data we collected from the 8th grade principals in supplementary
data. We have been able to show that, in math, tracking for everyone helps if everyone is being
tracked on algebra and everyone is being given algebra, a high content course with clear course
content, using information from the teacher data in NELS on what is happening in their courses.  

At that point, class size has absolutely no bearing, and class size often disappears
from being important when you begin to enter that information that really does count:  What are
people being taught?  On the contrary, for English, science, and social studies, really,
heterogeneous classes are just as good.  There really is no tracking effect in the 8th grade,
according to these NELS data.  That can be translated into policy for middle schools that say
something like an earlier California policy, as I recall it, which suggested that, "Well, you may
track in one or two subjects" -- I think this is a Maryland policy -- "you may track in one or two
subjects, but everything else must be heterogeneous."  That gives some guidance to teachers in
ways that they, actually, can begin to think about which one must we track in, and they always
pick math, but the problem with that is that they do not always give all students high content
courses and, where they do not and where they have low-content survey classes, the NELS data
shows that kids really suffer.  So, it really is a case that we can begin to look into some of these,
not one variable, kinds of studies that really begin to have important information for schools that
say:  "We don't have to dumb down this in our conversations with teachers."  Nothing I said is
very complicated, and people can get computer programs to do their school scheduling so that
they can track in something and have everyone have high-content courses and not track in
something else.  I think that we really have to begin to put these complexities into useful terms
and practice and not be afraid of how they sound in policy.

MR. GALSTON:  Well, I am probably the only person here with absolutely no competence as a
producer of educational research, but I thought you might be interested in brief reflections of a
consumer of your product, both now and for two-and-a-half years in the White House.  Diane
told the anecdote of somebody in the community comparing educational research to tobacco
farmers.  The analogy that frequently occurred to me was the analogy not to tobacco farmers but
to wheat farmers where the government, actually, pays them to produce less.  I sometimes
thought that that might be progress.

MS. RAVITCH:  It was his choice of words, Bill, not mine.  But you are right.

MR. GALSTON:  Setting aside these random versions, I think there were two quite distinct
linkages that Tom talked about in his paper, both of which resonated in my experience.  The first
was the linkage between research and policy change, and the second was the linkage between
policy change and actual change on the ground.  I think it is important to sort out those two
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different linkages.  My experience was that the issue was not only the quality of the research but,
even more important, the content of the research.  An enormous amount of research that crossed
my desk was devoted to questions that were of very, very limited policy relevance even if the
questions had been answered with methodological perfection.  And, conversely, the questions that
policymakers are most interested in seeing answered are all too often neglected by the bulk of
policy research.  So, I think a very important question for the community to ask itself -- because I
think it is entirely appropriate for educational researchers to want to have an impact on policy --
is:  "How is the content of research defined in such a way that the questions being addressed are
the questions that really matter from the policy standpoint?"  I mean, that sounds like an almost
trivial point, but I can assure you that it was a question asked and successfully answered much
less frequently than I would have imagined before I entered the policymaking position.  The
second point that I want to make about linkage, one that has already been touched on, and that is,
the inadequacy of existing mechanisms of mediation or translation of good, sound policy-relevant
research, asking the right questions into a form that is known to and accessible to and
understandable to policymakers.  There is a temptation in the academic community, of which I am
a member in good standing, to believe that, if a piece of good research is put out there, then the
job is done, and I can assure you that it is not dead.  It is barely begun because ways of bringing it
together into a user-friendly form to meta-analyses are conspicuous by their rarity.  They are
enormously useful TP policymakers who have become suspicious of drawing conclusions from
any one piece of evidence, no matter how persuasive or well constructed it seems to be.  Research
that asks the question:  "Does X work?" is astonishingly rare.  One of my first assignments was to
serve on the Advisory Committee for the Reform and Expansion of Headstart.  This was in 1993.
 So, I sent out an APB for sound evaluations of Headstart, a program that was almost 30 years
old.  I was shocked to discover that it was almost non-existent. This was an amazing experience. 
So, that is one linkage between research and policy.  Linkage number two, between policy change
and change on the ground:  I think the large point that Tom was raising in his paper about linkage
two, which resonated with my experience and certainly with the experience of lots of other people
in the current administration, is that change on the ground is more likely to be affected
successfully if one brings a new model of effective policymaking into play, a model that focuses
much less on the micro management inputs and much more on the macro regulation of outputs.  I
think that is the point that Tom was driving at.  I have to tell you that I think he is absolutely right
about that.  I think, as a generic policy matter, it is bound to be much more difficult and much
more expensive and much more labor intensive and, in general, but perhaps not in every case,
much less successful to try to manage the inputs than it is to focus on the outputs.  Here, I would
just refer to the very encouraging paper that Andy Porter delivered yesterday.  Jaws dropped
around the room.  "My god, something works."  Well, I think it is worth reflecting on why that
something worked.  Andy indicated that the extreme simplicity of the policy recommendations
and the focus on an output that could be measured and the emphasis on changing student
behavior rather than changing teacher behavior: these are all things to think about.  I think they
are consistent with the overall message concerning linkage two that Tom was driving at in his
paper.

MS. GOLDMAN:  As a former teacher and school superintendent, I am fascinated by just about
everything you have said.  I think that the problem, as Tom has outlined, is all too rare.  Teachers
do not read.  We need to understand why they do not read.  It isn't just a matter of credible
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research, which I think is a huge problem for all the reasons you are saying, but what is there
about the culture of schools that does not pay as much attention to adult development as an
absolute requirement of good teaching?  Schools are not places that are conducive to adult
development.  Part of that is this.  That is what interested me about the Stevenson Japanese study.
Years ago, as a school superintendent, I kept hearing people saying:  "Look, there is half a day
that teachers have to confer."  Not only do we have the expectation, but we also have the capacity
building.  Why can't we, at least, think about that?  In our day-to-day world, we have parents who
not only object to experimenting on their kid but, also, are asking what is that teacher doing out
of the classroom for some kind of staff development work?  My teacher is supposed to be there
every minute of every day, and they define teaching only as the interaction of the teacher with that
child, as opposed to what are the obligations for the system and for the teacher development? It is
no wonder, probably, that we do have passive-aggressive behavior which you describe beautifully,
and, in fact, we are really only a collection of individuals hanging out our shingles in buildings
much as a condo-cop could more often than not.  So, the changes are immense.  You, certainly, I
think, are pinning lots of them.  I don't know what the answers are, but I would applaud a
direction that says:  "Let's make research credible.  Let's not just do research for tenure. Let's do
research that really matters to schools, to kids, and to classrooms, and let's also make it possible
and expect, through various union issues and so on that you pointed out, that this is an
expectation and part of our redefinition of what teaching is."  That is not a question, but it is just,
sort of, a comment.

MR. ALBANESE:  I thought I would comment because what Tom had to say, I think, is being
reflected in a state policy in the State of Maine after years of conversation and some
implementation.  The Maine reform goes something like this.  In fact, it was recently endorsed by
the legislature in all of its detail.  The state, after much public discourse, has a statewide interest in
identifying what children need to know and what they need to be able to do.  All children in
Maine, for all kinds of reasons but much that has to do with equity, need to access a high-quality
education and high standards.  The standards were articulated and reworked, and performance
indicators added.  The legislature reviewed them.  The last legislature did not accept them, so it
came back for more work and more specificity and, now, they have been endorsed in all of its
details by the state as the ends of learning.  But, with that is a clear direction that there would be
full academic freedom in terms of teaching pedagogy and in terms of the local curricula that
would drive instruction.  We have 284 schools units, so we are in the context of New England,
home rule, local control, and it really thrived.  But the direction is clearly:  "Let us agree on the
ends of learning with high standards."  The other public interest at the state level in policymaking
is assessment.  The state is very mature in state assessments: 12 years in its history, and it is being
reshaped so that it will be more comprehensive.  The assessment will be at the state level, but it
will also be matched with some sophisticated local assessment practices that will be part of state
public policy and will be expected of local schools with some quality criteria and standards for
what that local assessment looks like.  It is, sort of, saying:  "Let us agree on the ends, and let us
not get in the way of teachers regarding their pedagogy, their creativity in the local school
systems."  There is one other element in all of this, and it is that, in the state public policy, what
was adopted is a community professional development for educators.  So, the expectation for
teachers throughout the state is that you will be current.  You will be familiar with the literature
and the research.  The culture of our schools, as Connie mentioned, has a long way to go in that
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regard, but this is, really, positive support of public policy from a legislature.  One other thing
they have done which, in some ways, is very remarkable is that policymakers, really, want it
simple.  They were learners themselves.  They have all experienced school, and they are going
through schools oftentimes, again, through the eyes of their children.  That really directs much of
what they do and how they vote and how they act.  It affects governors.  My boss is the governor,
and I see the same, sort of, view.  But, to guide themselves, our legislature -- and this is an arm of
the legislature itself and of their leadership -- they fund a research institute to inform them
education policy so that they don't run astray and do some things that, really, aren't good for
Maine children or Maine schools.  I think that is a very mature, positive direction to work towards
continued responsible public policy regarding education.  So, I think the Maine approach is this: 
define the ends; full academic freedom in terms of how you take children to those high levels of
learning; support of professional development; and some positive use of research to inform future
policy.  I think it is consistent with what you were saying, Tom, and I thank you for saying those
things.

MS. LEWIS:  I read an article in the most recent American Educational Research Journal by -- I
guess his name is pronounced -- Lebare.  He made the case that the failure of educational reform
in the United States has to do with the failure to decide what our goals are for education.  He
identified three conflicting sets of goals to public goods:  (1) producing citizens for a democracy,
(2) producing workers for an economy, and (3) one private good, sorting and identifying the kids
who are going to assume the elite positions.  He makes the case in there that research is useful
only for finding out whether we are meeting our goals, not for deciding what our goals are.  I
would just like to throw out the idea that some of the failure of educational research may be
trying to use it to decide what our goals are, rather than trying to use it simply to assess whether
we are meeting goals that we haven't really had the political will and discussions to choose.

MS. RAVITCH:  Vinetta Jones, I am going to give you the last comment, and then we are going
to break for lunch because we have a terrific speaker.

MS. JONES:  Thanks.  I would like to just suggest that, in the analysis of tracking, part of it is
mass that I think has tremendous impact and relevance in American education.  That is the part of
tracking that deals with the dead-end courses in the lower end courses where, certainly, in our 14
districts and others that I have seen, there is gross evidence of minority and poor students being
tracked into those classes.  That really is closing options for them at an early age and has an effect
on what it is that they can do afterwards.  Much of this is independent of their achievement
before.  This is so prevalent in American education.  It is something that really needs to be
focused upon in policy decisions.  You speak mainly of states and, then, of schools. I think the
role of districts is really important here, since they are policymaking decisions.  So, breaking that
off and looking at that; and suggestions that you made about who wants this tracking and who
doesn't and the fact that there are minorities who are generally in favor of it:  I think that that can
be misleading if you don't pull out what it is that we are talking about.  In fact, when there is
information available to people on the consequences of decisions of students going into low-level
tracks that are going to wipe out their opportunities to reach standards, I think that you find
parents generally -- we do -- wanting the students to have options open to them.  There are
differences in looking at the availability of the opportunity to learn.  So, this issue of policies
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regarding access to levels of courses that are going to make big differences and having
consequences for students with increasing evidence is what we see, certainly, in that NELS data.

MS. RAVITCH:  Tom, do you have any response?  Just remember everyone wants to go to
lunch.

MR. LOVELESS:  I have a brief response.  The issue of placement and race in different tracks
has been researched.  Probably the best piece of research was Adam Gamron's work where he
found a ten percent advantage of African/Americans being placed in the honors courses in high
school and beyond.  That is after you control for prior achievement.  However, in subsequent re-
analysis, that virtually did the same thing to Sam Lucas.  They found that a lot of that effect was
driven by predominantly minority schools that were putting African Americans with very low test
scores into high tracks because the entire school population had extremely low test scores, and
they were going to fill the academic track anyway.  So, it is just not clear.  Emil Haller did lots of
research on the placement of kids into ability groups.  It is just not clear that, once you control for
achievement, that there is any kind of race effect in terms of placement.  I still think the point that
Vinetta Jones made about these dead-end courses is a good one.  With regard to tracking, my
point is that the issue of tracking and dead-end courses are, really, two separate issues.  You can
have untracked dead-end courses.  You can have heterogeneous dead-end courses if the
curriculum is weak.  You can also have, as Joyce Epstein pointed out -- whether her research was
under MacPartland -- you can also have a good solid algebra course that is tracked with three
different levels, and you find the low track algebra kids actually increase their achievement.  They
do not increase their achievement in a heterogeneous algebra course.  They just don't make any
progress in a heterogeneously grouped algebra course.  So, that is important to know.  The third
point is about public opinion.  The Public Agenda Foundation did the research that I cited on
minority public opinion and on tracking.  That is the only research I am aware of on parental
opinions of tracking.  It showed that minority parents are just as much in favor of tracking. 
Parents everywhere are in favor of tracking, and minority parents are just as much in favor as
others.
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LUNCHEON SPEAKER:  Howard Fuller (Full Text)
Not included in BPEP 1998)

MS. RAVITCH:  Our speaker caused a lot of trouble for the Milwaukee School Board, so much
so that at a certain point they turned to him, and they said:  "Why don't you do it?"  So, he
became the superintendent of schools for Milwaukee for four years.  He is now a distinguished
professor at Marquette University.  Howard Fuller?

MR. FULLER:  I got this out of a book called Falling Through the Cracks.  A lot of times we
come to these conferences, and we get to talking.  We forget that that is it.  In my mind, this is
why I am here.  It is about those kids who are already down there, and it is about those kids who
speak and who are coming through the cracks and who are on their way down here.  So, in my
view, all of this is about:  "How do we rescue those kids who have been down there, and what are
we going to do to close those cracks to stop the rest of the kids from making it down there?" 
When Diane asked me to come, I wasn't really sure why, given the nature of your discussion.  So,
I am just going to lay out what I think.  Then, you all need to decide whether or not she made a
bad decision and, then, talk to her about it. 

Yesterday, I was in Kansas City, Missouri.  I was at a colloquium, and I was on a panel
with Marva Collins and Hank Levin.  There were about 150 people or more from all walks of life
in Kansas City at this colloquium.  I just want to share with you some of the comments that I
wrote down as I was thinking about what I would say to you this afternoon. 

A young white teacher said:  "I would not wait until researchers and policymakers decide
what to do to help the children for whom I am responsible.  They need help.  They need to be
taught.  I am going to teach them.  And I will go around, over, through anyone who stands in the
way.  I will break every rule that exists in order to teach my kids."  A young black man whom
they introduced with great flourish as an ex-gang leader, was really a nice young man.  I talked to
him.  I really got a lot out of the conversation.  What he said was that, in school, they told him
that he was going to be a leader, but they never treated him that way.  They did not teach him the
things he needed to know to become a leader.  He said that, even in the first grade, he was aware
of the difference between what his teachers said and what they, actually, did.  He said:  "I was
never really challenged in most of my classes."  A parent said:  "They do not want us, really, to be
a part of the system.  I could help them figure out how to do a better job of serving my child, but
they do not want me there.  They do not treat me with respect."  Another woman said, "I teach a
Sunday School class.  Many of my students cannot read properly or speak properly.  One of my
young ladies said that she wanted to be a lawyer, but she said that she hated reading, did not like
to speak in front of a group, and could not write well.  Why has she never been confronted with
the reality of what it takes to be a lawyer?  Why is she in school and cannot read?" 

These are all the usual collections of anecdotes that do not meet the standards of quality
research that all of you in here are talking about today.  But, when you hear these same comments
over and over and over again and when you visit schools and talk with students and talk with
teachers and leave feeling depressed, how much more research do we need?  How many more
studies do we need?  How many more conferences do we need before we stand up in America and
admit that many of our children are not being properly or adequately educated but that they are
not usually the children of those of us who are in these meetings.  So, here is where I am coming
from.  I am not here to criticize anybody.  A long time ago, at another point in my life, they used
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to invite the so-called alleged "militant" speakers, and then people would feel better because they
had been browbeaten, and then they could go back to what they were doing.  So, I am not here to
do that because I have great respect for many of you in this room.  I have read stuff that many of
you have written.  I have been in arguments with some of my liberal friends about (inaudible)
because I have argued, for example, with parents who want to have a core knowledge school, and
so we ought to create a way for them to have it.  I mean, I am coming at this more than just from
the standpoint of the struggle to rescue these kids, and that is what I am really here about. 

Let me just lay out a few points in that regard.  This is what I have concluded.  I have
concluded that the current approach in power arrangements in our system of K-12 education
worked well for a significant number of our children.  They do well on various forms of
assessment.  Their schooling is in the pathway to participation in mainstream America.  Their
parents are happy and empowered.  Their school environments, physically and mentally, are
structured in a way that respects them and their communities.  There is an underlying assumption
that the school had better produce what drastic changes will be made.  On the other hand, there is
a significant number of our children -- particularly children living in urban areas where most of our
poorest non-white children live -- for whom the current system does not work well at all.  They
don't do well on various forms of assessment.  Their schooling is in the pathway to the lowest
rung of America's ladder of success.  Their parents are unhappy and unempowered.  Their school
environments, physically and mentally, are structured in a way that devalues them as persons and
are contemporaneous of the communities from which they come.  When they do not learn, they
and their parents are blamed for the fact that they do not learn.  Finally, there is a clear
understanding that whether the school produces or not will make little or no difference in the lives
of the adults who are responsible for their learning. 

Given that viewpoint, let me go back to some anecdotal stuff.  I don't think anybody --
and, I put myself in this category -- who runs around the country talking about reform ought to
do that without ever going to deal with some kids.  They don't ever relate to any kids.  How can
you just keep running around the country talking about what you think ought to be done for and
with kids?  So, what I try to do is to make sure that, in the process of all of this, I land every now
and then in the midst of a group of kids.  I want to tell you about a couple of my recent
experiences. 

I taught a ninth grade class in the Milwaukee Public Schools.  It was during Black History
Month, you know, when they recognize that black people have an existence.  So, we usually go
out and try to find black speakers and bring them in, and we put up all the black pictures and
stuff.  So, they asked me to come and teach a civil rights section.  I did. I had classes at 7:50,
8:50, 9:50, 10:50, 11:50.  I did it for a week.  When I went into the class, what I did was this.  I
usually give kids a test when I go in because I want to find out what they know.  So, the first
problem I had was that the kids came to my class with no pencil, no paper, nothing.  I am saying,
"Ho, ho, ho.  You have got to get out of here.  You have got to go back.  You have got to get
some pencils and paper because, even if I don't say anything that you write down, at least humor
me because you have to act like you are going to write something down, and I might say that that
is important.  You can't come into a class of mine with no pencil and no paper and just sit in
here."  They were all messed up but, once we got it clear that that was what I expected, they were
cool.  I mean, they didn't go off, and I didn't go off.  It was just, kind of, an understanding.  So
then, after they went back and got the pencil and paper, I gave them a test.  Guess what I did with
the test?  What I did was I took CORE, SCLC, NAACP, NUL, the five major civil rights
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organizations.  I just used the initials. Then I put:  H. Rap Brown for SNEC; Whitney Young;
Roy Wilkins; Martin Luther King; and I put James Farmer.  Then, on the next list, what I did was
that I put: refuse to get up and give up her seat; helpful in the Mississippi Freedom Democratic
Party; was in fact the organizing genius behind SNEC and much of SCLC.  So then, I put Ella
Baker, Fanny Lou Hamer, Rosa Parks.  Then, what I did was that I put "was responsible for
desegregation of schools in America; was responsible for the first equal rights commission."  I put
all these down.  Then, I put these laws.  Then on the next page I put: No Dignity; Stone Rock
Tardy; Pony.  And, then, of course, you say, "What is that?"  What I put down was like Black
Street, Two Pot; Genuine; and so I laid out of their songs, and I know this because I am a DJ and,
so, I am into their music, which is a whole other discussion.  Then, I put down a long list of
people, starting with Michael Jordan, Hugh Price, Kwasi Mfume, and I laid all of them out.  Here
is the bottom line.  These kids knew three people.  They knew Martin Luther King, Rosa Parks,
and Michael Jordan.  That was it.  This is criminal.  I mean, this to me is criminal.  Whose fault is
that?  Are they the kids' families?  Then I told a kid that there was a black woman who ran for the
President of the United States before Jesse Jackson, after I explained to him who Jesse Jackson
was --  It is mind boggling.  I asked them if they knew what the Bill of Rights was.  I asked them
if they knew what the Constitution was.  These are 9th grade students.  What I am telling you is
that they knew zip about this. 

I will give you another example.  I went to an 8th grade class two or three weeks ago
when I was in Milwaukee.  They wanted me to come and talk about my career, and this and that.
You have to explain what is a Ph.D. because they want to know:  "Can you write a prescription?",
so the first thing you have to do is explain that some doctors don't write prescriptions.  What do
you do?  I mean, what does this mean?  What was really interesting is that, in one of the classes
that I was in, what clearly had occurred in this class was that there was a truce.  The truce was
that the teacher said:  "If you all don't do nothing, I will do nothing."  Maybe I didn't say that
right.  The truce was:  "You all be quiet and orderly or whatever, and we will consider this to be a
great environment for learning."  You could see the strain on this teacher's face.  This teacher had,
fundamentally, given up. 

When I was a superintendent, I used to visit schools.  It took me four years to visit all 156
schools in Milwaukee.  I went into classroom after classroom.  I went into classrooms where you
could just feel learning when you walked in the door.  I mean, you could see it.  You could taste it
and you saw the interaction.  Then, there were all these classrooms I saw that were very different.
 In some rooms they were quite.  In some rooms they weren't.  I mean, there were just different
ways that learning was taking place.  But then you would walk right out of that room and go next
door to death.  Everybody in the building knew where the dying was going on.  Everybody in the
building knew which teachers, in fact, were destroying our children every day, but it was like the
police.  It is the code of silence.  It is the principal's job.  It is the superintendent's job.  It is the
board's job.  It is everybody's job, but all of us adults in here are participating in a conspiracy to
allow the destruction of our children.  I went to Vassar a summer ago. 

I had the opportunity to give a keynote address to Wendy Cobb's "Teach for America"
group.  So, with all the criticism that people make of Wendy Cobb, here is a young woman who is
at least trying to do something out here to bring new teachers into the classrooms, teachers that
we desperately need.  After I got through speaking, about 100 of those kids stood around me,
some of them in tears saying that there was no way that they were going to stay in teaching
because they could not do what they know needed to be done for the kids because it was not
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allowed in the schools they were teaching in.  I was at Vassar talking to a group of 200 African
American young social activists because I am into this intergenerational conversation.  I mean, I
think those of us who have been out here need to be talking to younger people and not just talk
about:  "You come sit at my knee and listen to me talk about my latest work.", but that we need
to, like, listen to what they are saying.  There needs to be dialogue, not monologue.  There needs
to be a way for us to learn from them.  I sat with 8 of them afterwards, all black and all of them
teachers, and everyone of them were getting ready to leave teaching. 

What do all of these anecdotal points mean?  The point is this.  The debate around
standards that you all are having today is, in my opinion, very important.  I just want to say that. 
Vinetta Jones and Don know that, as a superintendent, I was blessed with the fact that the College
Board had made Milwaukee one of the places to take on the algebra project.  They know that,
after three years of staff development, one day I was looking out the window.  I will never forget
it.  It was snowing.  I had all these people in my office. I had met for two years with department
chairs for my 18 high schools.  We had done all of this staff development.  We had piloted this
and piloted that.  They were asking me:  "Let's do another pilot."  I said: "To hell with it.  We are
not piloting anymore.  Next year, all 9th graders take algebra, period."  That is the bottom line --
the only thing I ever mandated.  I am not into mandating, but I said this was not going to happen
unless I say it is going to happen; and that is not going to happen unless I eliminate all of these
other courses.  People went berserk.  "Oh, my god, they are going to flop."  I said:  "Look, we
have got a math for life, math for how to count at the supermarket, math for how to get on the
bus, and you are flunking them in that.  So, flunk them in algebra.  At least, if you don't flunk in
algebra, flunk them in something that means something."  I meant that.  I mean, I am dead serious
because, when I hear all these debates and this and that, what I keep asking people is:  "What kind
of course do you have your child in?  Do you have your child in math for life?"  No, because you
know that, if you don't get in algebra in America, that already says that you are not going to go to
college.  It is a gatekeeping, and there is research out there to tell you that, but algebra is more
than just that.  It is problem solving.  It is discipline.  And, it is a statement about what do we
think you can achieve. 

And that algebra project led me to be able to say:  "I am going to get rid of this 8th grade
competency exam."  We had an 8th grade competency exam that we gave to 12th graders and,
because I came in from outside, I asked the question:  "If we are giving them an 8th grade test in
12th grade, explain the logic of that to me?  If you are going to be giving people a test, shouldn't
there be what you think they should know at the 12th grade?  Since we are keeping them in here
for these additional years, shouldn't there be a way to come up with" -- we fought over this, but
we came up with a proficiency exam in math and English.  The first time we gave the test, only 21
percent of the juniors passed it.  The board was getting ready to backtrack until Newt Gingrich
made his comment that this was a sign of the decline of American civilization and bless them
because, as soon as he said that, the board refused to back down.  They were getting ready to
capitulate because the pressure was on, but they said:  "We are not going to back down to
Gingrich."  That was cool.  In the end what happened was that the exam was in the newspaper,
and there was a tremendous debate in the newspaper, not about whether or not we ought to have
standards, but whether or not that exam properly exemplified what we, as a community, wanted
our kids to know.  There were adults who tried to take the test who couldn't pass it.  It was a
wonderful discussion around standards because it was no longer just an abstraction.  It became a
community debate and a discussion over what our kids really should know.  That, to me, is the
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kind of struggle that has to take place, where we really begin to talk about:  "How are we going
to implement higher standards?" 

The bottom line is that, with all of my doubts and concerns, I do know this:  you will
never get the higher standards if you never implement them.  At some point in time there is going
to be a discussion or a decision  by somebody as to what constitutes higher standards, but what I
am suggesting is that that has to happen as a part of any, kind of, overall strategy for reform. 
And, by the way, I don't think we need to be reforming these schools.  I think we need a
revolution.  I think "reform" is too tame.  Having said that, what I want to try to say to you all
today is this.  As important as the discussion around standards are, all these other crucial kinds of
issues, for example, issues about governance --  That is why I think Paul Hill's book, Reinventing
Public Education is instructive, whether people like it or not, the views that he is laying out there
and that other people have laid out on this whole issue of governance.  I mean, as we sit here in
D.C. and we struggle around the question of the takeover and all of this, when I sat and talked to
the Mayor of Cleveland about who may get the Cleveland public schools -- We have had
discussions with people in Chicago.  What is happening is that, whether the research catches up or
not, people are at a point where they no longer can stand for what is happening.  So, people are
looking at different ways of attacking the governance question, no matter what papers you all
come out with, because they have decided that that is an issue that has to be dealt with to try to
create conditions where teaching and learning can take place in the classrooms. 

But, on the other hand, I agree with the notion that, if we are going to be serious about
change, we have to be serious about professional development of teachers.  I know that it is a
nasty word.  I was interested in your comments about in service.  I mean, in service as we do it in
America -- just think about how we do this.  If you have got a school with 40 teachers in it, and
there is this wonderful program, that is going to really help kids, that is taking place in Utah, and
two teachers get to go, and the way that the 38 know that the two got to go is that either there
are two subs in the building or you have to take over their classes --  So, the two teachers go off
to Utah, and they learn something that is just fantastic, and they come back on Monday all fired
up. Two things happened.  Number one, there is no time and resources or ways for them to share
whatever they have learned with their colleagues.  Number two, no matter how great it was in
Utah, when you get into the classroom with real kids, something is going to go wrong.  And, if
you are in there by yourself and the people in Utah who taught you on how to do this are not
there with you, what are you going to do?  What you are going to do is you are going to go back
to what you know, even though what you know doesn't work either.  And so, we talk about how
we are going to make change without seriously talking about how we are going to help the people
who are going to have to make the change learn to do it differently. 

So, to me, the value of Stevenson's book, for example, when he talked about the
difference between Japanese teachers and American teachers, was when he talked about the fact
that Japanese teachers are in school longer than American teachers but teach less because they
have come to grips with the fact that, if you do not provide ample time for teachers to reflect on
their practice and for people to help them learn to do it better, how will they learn to do it better?
They won't learn to do it better because we announced that there have to be higher standards or
we announced that this has to happen.  We have to create ways for these teachers to actually
learn.  Just let me throw this in here.  One of my first visits as superintendent was when I went to
a building called "Longfellow."  It was on the South Side.  On every one of the doors, as I walked
in the door -- this is one of these greet-the-superintendent things -- on everyone of the doors, the
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teachers had the number of children in their classroom: 34, 36.  When I hear some of you all
talking about: "Well, the resources, and so on.", what I am saying is this:  consider going into a
teacher's classroom, which has 34 kids.  For fifteen of them, English is not their primary language.
 You have got three or four kids in there who came hungry  to school today.  So, no matter what
the research -- When you talk to the human being who is working with these 34 kids to show her
some research that tells her that class size doesn't make a difference, this is why you would get
laughed out of the building because I am sitting there saying:  "Hey, class size in this room makes
a big difference."  And, it is nothing mystical. It has to do with the nature of the kids in her
classroom.  Maybe every classroom is different because you go into some classrooms where 30
kids doesn't make a difference, that is, when people talk about Japan, that is cool.  My question is:
 "What are the class differences?  What are the racial differences?  What are the other kinds of
differences that both teachers are confronted with?"  If it is all the same, then we have got to help
teachers understand that, and maybe it is.  When I was going in those rooms and having those
teachers hit me, that was the reality that they were hitting me with.  There was no way I could say
that I found some research that says that this doesn't make a difference, not if I was going to, in
any way, have any serious conversation with them about how things were going to be better.  I
mean, I just throw that in there. 

To me, technology is another whole issue.  I have worried daily about poor kids not
having access to this technology.  I don't believe that technology -- I think technology is a tool.  I
don't think technology is the answer because we have always had technology with us, but I think,
whether you like it or not, the form of technology that exists today is different.  There was one
interesting thing that I read in a poem where this teacher was talking about how they told her
when the radio was invented that the radio was going to take over teachers; then, later on, it was
the 8 millimeter projector; and, then, it was the television.  So, they are all way back and cynical
when you start telling them:  "Hey, you can be replaced."  They are sitting there laughing.  But the
reality of it is that there is tremendous advantage to the technology that exists.  It does not make
any difference if poor kids never have access to it and if we don't have people who know how to
embed the technology in the learning process.  I was just in Bristol, England where I had a
tremendous example that I can't take the time to tell you about in terms of how I saw how
powerful this could be if you had it with a teacher who had organized the technology in a way for
it to be effective in the learning process. 

I want to leave this with you all.  I just don't see any kind of magic bullet out here.  I don't
see any magic wands, but I see that, if a whole bunch of things could happen together, we could
start making a significant difference for our poorest children.  People used to ask me:  "What do
you want for your kids?"  I consider all these kids mine.  That is just how I have to approach it. 
All 100,000 of them are mine.  "What do you want for your kids?"  I really wanted four things.  I
wanted for all of the kids that graduated, I wanted them to be able to go into a post-secondary
experience if that was what they wanted, without having to spend their first year in remedial
education.  My view was:  "Can you go to college?  Then go to college."  Versus:  "If you go to
college and you are in this little thing over here where we prepared you to go to college, although
you are in college, we are preparing you to be in college."  That seemed to me not the right way. 
So, I wanted kids to be able to go directly into the real thing.  A second is for kids who wanted to
go directly into jobs, I wanted them to have the capacity to, actually, do that.  I wanted them to
have the ability, the skills, the attitude, all that you did that was needed to go into jobs that will
provide them with an opportunity to advance.  But what I firmly believed was that, no matter



53

which one of those routes they were going to take, they all needed to have the same rigorous
foundation because, if it is true that they are going to be changing jobs and all of this -- I think
that is true -- and if it is true, then, what we have to do is prepare kids to continue to learn, then,
it is critical that they have a rigorous foundation upon which to learn.  So, I wanted to fight for all
of my kids to have that same foundation.  The third thing is this.  I tried to talk to a lot of the kids
and the teachers and everybody that we also have to begin to think about having some of our
children, or all of them, have an entrepreneurial spirit.  It is not just go out there and somebody is
going to give you something.  You have to go out and you have to create.  We have to have kids
talking about creating wealth.  Then, a final thing.  To show you how eclectic I am, I took this
from Paolo Ferery, who just recently died, out of the pedagogy of the oppressed.  It has to do
with what really is the role of education.  I agree with him.  I don't think the mission of education
is just to prepare kids to be a part of the existing order.  I think the mission of education is to
prepare kids to be part of transforming their world.  I think that is the critical part of the practice
of freedom.  But it is like I told this young man yesterday -- the one I saw in Kansas City -- : 
"You are not going to be able to engage in the practice of freedom, or anything else unless, you
go to school."  Do you know what I mean?  You are going to have to go get your degree.  I
mean, you are cool and you talk well and this and that, but nobody is going to listen to you unless
you get yourself in a position to fight in America.  I am not saying that an education gives poor
kids an open door.  What I am saying is that, without it, the door is going to be closed.  So, for
me, education is still a passport to get into the fight.  So, this practice of freedom is critical. 

What I decided is that we can't just talk about a school system.  This is what I hope. 
Maybe, I have said this before:  when I first read Tyac's book, One Best System, what I got out of
that was that there is no one "best system," but what I got out of that was, instead of talking
about these unitary school systems -- I used to talk about a system of schools --, now I do not
even talk about that anymore.  I talk about a system of learning opportunities because what I
envision are public/private partnerships, charter schools, cyber schools, reconfigured districts not
based on geography, home schooling, innovations from within.  So, my framework for saying this
is radically different than just looking at a school system as we have historically known it.  But I
do not think any of this is going to happen or even, if it does happen, it is ultimately not going to
be meaningful for poor parents unless they are empowered,.  This is where I get in trouble
because I want everyone to know that I am a partisan.  I support choice, but I support it for low-
income parents because I have concluded that choice is not the issue in America because people
with money are making choices every day.  The issue is, when you start talking about giving poor
parents the capacity to make choices, then we get all this that and this.  What I find to be the most
hypocritical about this debate is that you have teachers who teach in schools they never would put
their own children in and, then, telling poor parents:  "You have got to put your child in here
because to give you a way out would destroy the system."  You have got rich people running
around talking about the value of democracy, and that democracy is taking place in public
schools.  Have you all been in public schools in urban areas?  Show me where all this integration
of the classes, and the racism:  it is taking place in urban areas in America. 

My point here is this.  I am not trying to proselytize you all.  You believe what you want,
but what I am telling you is that, as a superintendent, I knew -- and I know and I believe -- that, if
you depend on a strategy for change that depends only on the internal mechanism of the current
system and if you do not, in any way, empower poor parents, you do not, in any way, change the
power relationships that exists within these districts.  It will never happen deep and fast enough to
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deal with the needs of our children.  What I am saying to you all is that I am tired of people telling
me about needing more money, and we need this and we need that, but we can't give these poor
parents any route to get out of this.  Every year as a superintendent, I put children in schools
where I knew, when I put them in there, that nothing was going to happen.  The deal was that all
the adults sitting in the school knew that it didn't matter whether a single child learned.  The next
year, I was going to put a new group of people in there.  And these adults have squatters' rights to
the building. 

What I am trying to suggest to you all is that, no matter what happens with the standards,
if you put these standards on top of the existing institutional arrangements, it is not going to
happen for the vast majority of these kids.  So, I just believe deep in my heart that we have to
have a radical change in the way that we are approaching this whole issue.  I will just let you leave
with this --  Well, there are two of them:  Tracey Kidder --  I think this is in one of David Perkins'
book, Smart Schools or whatever, it is interesting:  this secret committee did this to our children. 
I always think about that.  But this is the one thought that drives me the most every day.

PARTICIPANT:  Could you read it, Howard?

MR. FULLER:  Yes.  "We can, whenever and wherever we choose, successfully teach all children
whose schooling is of interest to us.  We already know more than we need to accomplish that
path.  Whether or not we do it must finally depend upon how we feel about the fact that we have
not done it so far."  Ron Edmund said that.  People can talk about his research and this and that,
but that, to me, is the politics of this; okay?  It is like Lisa Delphas' book Other Peoples Children,
we are having a discussion about other peoples' children.  What I am here to argue is that these
other peoples' children are my children and that I am no longer willing to stand by and let my
children be destroyed by a system that is historic and has not educated them.  So, I am going to
do everything I can, no matter what the research says at one level although it is important what
the research says at another level, to fight for the empowerment of these parents and of these kids
because I know that they can accomplish great things.  It has been proven that they can
accomplish great things if we believe that they can and if we, as adults, can create those
environments that will support that for kids.  So, I am done.

MS. RAVITCH:  Howard,  we have some more time.  Would you be willing to take some
questions?

PARTICIPANT:  (inaudible).

MR. FULLER:  I am kind of shy about my views.

MS. HOXBY:  Could you tell me what you think about the relative efficacy of vouchers in urban
areas versus poverty?

MR. FULLER:  (inaudible) not the least of which is the amount of money and the number of kids.
 So, I think that, as long as the program remains very small, we will never know whether or not it
can have an impact on the larger system.  We will only know if it can have an impact on the larger
system if we have more kids who, in fact, are able to leave that system.  The private contracting
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part:  let me do a qualifier so that everybody knows.  My wife is Deborah McGriff, who used to
be the superintendent in Detroit -- and I see Tom over there writing his book about the Edison
Project.  She works for the Edison Project but, before she even started working for Edison, I tried
to bring Edison into Milwaukee.  I had the dreaded "privatization stamp" put on my forehead in
bright red letters for all to see.  I think people ought to understand why I did it.  I had just come
out of a referendum where I tried to get the citizens to build a new school.  We were browbeaten
three to one.  I went all over the City of Milwaukee.  I had a white parent tell me:  "We will never
build any schools on the north side for lazy black women on welfare who are having these babies."
 So, the issues of race and class are really fundamental.  Coming out of that, I am trying to figure
out how I am going to get resources for my kids.  What I saw was that if someone like Edison -- I
think they have an excellent educational design, by the way -- were going to come in and make an
investment in two of my schools, and put computers in the home of every child, and put an
educational design on the table that I would put my own child in, I am saying to myself>  "How
can I realistically sit here as a superintendent and say that I do not want to do this because people
are going to make profits when every day people will be making profits off of my kids with
pencils, textbooks, you name it?"  That argument didn't hold sway with me but, obviously, it held
sway to my board and the union which refused to get involved.  So, in my mind, I see charters, I
see vouchers,  I see contracting of the type that Paula Hill talked about.  However, I want to
make this one last point.  Make sure that everyone understands because I was in New York,
actually, with Diane this weekend.  One of the questions that people always raise is:  "The public
schools have to take everybody."  Well, the public schools may take everybody, but they do not
keep everybody.  And, we get rid of kids every day.  In Milwaukee, for the last 20 years we have
been contracting with private entities to take kids that we did not want.  The only time this
became an issue is when we started talking about contracting for kids "that everybody wants." 
There is no problem with contracting for kids that the system wants to get rid of because the only
issue there is how many slots can you find.  It is not an issue of whether or not these are private
entities.  So, in my view of this, we ought to create an arrangement where all of those things
could happen for all of the kids, not just for the "at-risk kids, " but for all of them.  I support all of
it.  Do you know what I mean?

PARTICIPANT:  Howard, about the Edison Project that is made very health conscious
(inaudible).

MR. FULLER:  Right; right.

PARTICIPANT:  In the private school (inaudible) for the most part, and Catholic schools
(inaudible).  How do you square that reality with your passionate (inaudible).

MR. FULLER:  Right.  It is a simple thing.  If you take the money, you have to take all the kids. 
Do you know what I am saying?  This, to me, is not complicated because two people make
choices.  The parents make choices and the institution makes choices as to whether or not they
want to be a part of this.  My argument is that, if you take public money, you have to take all of
these kids.  That is the bottom line.  You can't discriminate on the basis of race.  You can't
discriminate on the basis of disabilities.  You have got to take all of the kids.  The only proviso
that I have is that, if we ask you to take kids with severe learning disabilities, we also have to give
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you the resource base that comes along with those kids.  You can't ask these schools to take these
kids and, then, cut them off from the money that is available for kids with learning disabilities. 
We all need to know and say this over and over again.  Not all public schools take all children
because we have schools that did not take kids.  You know this whole ten percent rule?  It is now
11 percent or 12 percent depending on what district you are in.  There are schools that have 12
percent of kids whereas under all these different names that we are now categorizing as kids,
there were some schools, like language emerging schools, for example, that are a part of the
public school system that says that they could not take those kids because they would be
disruptive to the curriculum design that they have.  So, we need to understand that not every
public school today takes all children.  So, a number of private schools have said that they don't
want to get involved in the choice program because, to get involved in the choice program, they
would have to give up some of those things like that.  In my view it is fine.  Then, you should not
get in the choice program.

PARTICIPANT:  (inaudible).

MR. FULLER:  (inaudible) to find out what you think I will be able to do.  Here is the deal.  In
the contract, there is a contractual provision that we call "281-T."  At the end of each year, we
have what we call "the Dance of the Lemons," and what the "Dance of the Lemons" really is is
that the principals could not fire these people short of catching them on videotape in the act of a
felon.  So, what they would do, basically, would be to get the union to agree that they would
transfer the principals.  So, what these principals do each year is that they transfer these people. 
One of the things that the principals would say to me when I came around to visit, they would
whisper, as I get ready to go on to some of these classes:  "Howard, do you know this is one of
my  281-T teachers?"  Here is the problem.  A principal told me this.  She said:  "Look, Howard, I
have got 100 high school teachers.  The amount of time that I would have to spend in that
classroom on order for me to get rid of one bad teacher, the level of documentation I would need
and, then, I would have to go through a grilling after this like I am on trial:  I am not going to do
it because, to do that, I really could not function."  So, that told me right away that we have a
system for getting rid of terrible people that are terribly, totally dysfunctional.  It does not work in
actual practice.  Let me give you a couple of other examples.  When my wife was the deputy
superintendent in Milwaukee -- she was my wife and it always makes it difficult when you come
into a new job and usually blame your predecessor, that is true, but not your wife:  you have to
walk softly -- anyway, they had fired a teacher who put a child's head in the toilet.  In Wisconsin,
we have binding arbitration.  The board fired the teacher.  The union agreed to it.  It went to
arbitration, and the arbitrator -- by that time, I was the superintendent -- forced me to not only put
the  teacher back in the school district but to put her back in the very school in which this
occurred.  The rationale for the grievance was that this was a teacher who had had a bad day. 
How this played a part in my thinking was that the next incident that occurred was a teacher put
an X-education, or special education child, on a stool, put a dunce cap on his head, and had kids
throw stuff at him as a disciplinary measure.  I wanted to fire him, but I knew that, if I fired him,
the likelihood was going to be that this would roll through arbitration, and not only would I be
forced to put him back in with back pay, he would come back in stronger than he was when I
fired him.  So, I tried to figure out what I could do, short of firing him, that would make it
through this convoluted arbitration process.  So, I didn't fire him.  The parents picketed me, as
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they should have because I should have fired him, but I knew that I could make that step but that,
with the way that this thing is set up, in the end I was going to have to put him back in.  So, I
guess what I am saying is that, if we can't change those types of mechanisms, it is not just
teachers.  It is principals.  We have got some principals out there.  I don't know how these people
got to be in charge.  I mean, I do know.  I mean, I really do.  They shouldn't be there, but, again,
in Milwaukee principals have tenure.  So, you cannot get rid of them.  So, we have got to look at
these tenure laws.  We have got to look at these contractual provisions that make it so
cumbersome.  There has got to be a way for people to be protected but, at the same time, for the
community to be protected by being able to get rid of people who should not be with our children.
 Right now, that whole process is tilted in favor of people who are not good teachers so that it
makes it very difficult to fire them.

MR. WALBERG:  How is the choice plan working in Milwaukee?

MR. FULLER:  I am sorry to see (inaudible) left.  It depends on which research you read.  We
were having a discussion.  Let me just put it this way.  John Woody -- as those of you who have
been keeping up with this -- was the only researcher who had access to the data for five years. 
John did the research and, basically, he talked about a lot of things about the choice program like:
the parents really liked it and attendance was up and this and that.  But, then, you had this
sentence in here that says that his research showed that there was no appreciable difference in
academic achievement between the kids in the choice program and the kids in the regular
Milwaukee public schools.  I talked about Shanker when he was alive.  Shanker and others picked
this up.  Shanker had it in his column as an example why you shouldn't try choice because it does
not work or it does not make any difference or the academic achievement is no different. 
Everybody who opposed choice picked up that sentence in John Woodie's report.  With
(inaudible) and Paul Peterson -- Paul Peterson from Harvard and (inaudible) from the University
of Houston -- got the same data.  They came up with different results.  They said that there was
significant improvement in math and reading.  (inaudible) speak for itself.  She got the data.  She
looked at it.  She developed a much more stringent control because a part of this whole argument
was:  "What type of controls did John use?"  She developed a much more stringent control group
in essence.  From the paper she wrote, it replicated Paul Peterson's and Jay Green's stuff on math,
not on reading.  The upshot of all this is that we are only talking about 800 kids.  I mean, you can
get into all the variations of the difference of one or two schools that could make it in the whole
sample.  But what I want you all to understand is this.  These schools, first of all, were in a hostile
environment.  They only had $2,900 to begin with.  When many of them started -- the program
was granted in July -- and some of them started in September.  So, there are all kinds of things
that have happened to try to make this not work.  Then, when it does not work, all the people
who opposed it said:  "See, we told you it wasn't going to work."  What I am saying is that, if this
thing is to have any chance at all, we need to give it a true chance.  We need to, in fact, give it
enough money and really have all you, researchers and people with it, agree that:  "Here is the
way to examine whether or not it is, in fact, effective, and let us see.", because right now what I
dislike about it is that it is being condemned without its ever really been given a chance to see if
this would really make a difference for our kids because of the partisan nature of this issue.  So, I
invite you all to come to Milwaukee and go into the schools and talk to the parents and talk to the
kids.  See what you think.  But I am going to tell you this.  If choice goes away, there will be no
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leverage for people inside the system who want to make change to make change.  I don't care
who the superintendent is.  You could ride these superintendents into these districts every three
years.  They come in the first year, and everybody loves them.  They have got good bearing. 
They speak well.  He or she is a breadth of fresh air, and the newspapers love them.  Then, in the
second year, the questions begin to get raised.  Then, in the third year, you do a buy out.  This is
going to continue as long as we think that, just by putting some one person on top of these
districts and  -- not making fundamental changes in the way these places are structured, it is not
going to happen.  And, choice is one thing that we need.
MR. MacLAURY:  Your (inaudible) and intellectual (inaudible) choice, on the one hand,
(inaudible) anecdotes of the inability to get rid of the lemon.  Do I take it that you see choice as
one of the points of leverage for changing whatever the number was?

MR. FULLER:  If you read the Copish and Kurstner things and the United Mine Workers -- Do
you know that speech that Chase gave?  A lot of Chase's ideas are based on some of those ideas
that are contained within that book and within that paper.  They begin to talk about a whole
different way of approaching unions in America.  They begin to attack some cherished held beliefs
like seniority.  They really do begin to talk about what happens if you devolve that authority down
to the schools.  You have a very small centralized contract.  The real contract is at the school
level where the workrules, and all of that, should really be developed.  It is my belief that, if it
were not for all of these things like choice and charters and all of this, I don't think that that
discussion would be taking place.  I think the moment we take those issues off the table, the
internal mechanisms to maintain the status quo will be stronger than ever, and we are already
weak out here.  I think that we are not well financed.  I think we are not focused, but we have to
stay out here because it is in being out here that we create a synergism that is necessary.  Again, I
want to say that I spend my time not just on choice.  I spend my time working with people inside
the Milwaukee public school system who want to make change.  But we all agree that, if we don't
have choice and if we don't have charters, their ability to make the arguments that they are making
inside that system is going to be much, much more limited, much more.

MR. DOYLE:  How do you recognize good teachers by what they do?

MR. FULLER:  I would ask each of you to go back and think:  "How did you recognize who you
thought were good teachers, when you were in school?"  What is really interesting is that they
varied, but the one common characteristic that they seem to have -- one or two -- and one is that
there seem to really --

MR. DOYLE:  --  I can recognize them if they are on public display.

MR. FULLER:  Oh.  I think people are doing that.  We did that in Milwaukee.  We have teacher
award programs.  Is that what you are talking about?

MR. GLASER:  I just wanted to know because there is so much negative, and I do not want to --
MR. FULLER: -- Right. I agree with that, and I think your point is well taken.  I used to be
criticized for that by teachers because I was trying so much to get everyone to agree that the
system was failing, because I don't believe you can make change until you admit that this thing



59

here is not working, and so they did pull me aside and said:  "You never say anything about the
good things that we do."  So, what I tried to do was that, every time I got up to give some big
deal or major address that superintendents do, I tried to make sure that I recognized teachers who
were doing positive things with kids, as examples of what could be done with kids.  There are
teacher award programs.  That got into a debate because some teachers were always trying to
figure out:  "Why that teacher versus us?" and "Who chose them?" and "How dare you?" and so
on.  So, no matter what you do, you run into those kinds of problems, but what I think you try to
do is that you do try to recognize good teaching, and you talk about it.  I do try to talk about it. 
But, at the same time, I also said to them that:  "Merely because I raise criticisms about a system,
I am not going to let you just say that I am teacher bashing.  I am not buying that because that is
not what I am doing.  I am going to keep talking about the things that you are all doing, and that
we are all doing, that are destructive to children at the same time that I talk about the positive
things that are being done."

MR. DOYLE:  (inaudible) of choice as being very fortunate (inaudible) kind of made an issue and
by way of illustration (inaudible).  Tiger Woods will never let himself be a sole provider
(inaudible) captive audience (inaudible) a lot of energy and a lot of money (inaudible).

MR. FULLER:  I think it is also important to me that people continue this discussion about what
it is that makes a school "public," and, back in 1968, the connection that Kenneth Clark made
between the "public" and what is in the public interest, and the broader question of, in order for a
school to be public, does it mean that all of those schools have to be run by the government? 
There are a lot of issues here that, it seems to me, people are sidestepping.  I am not saying that I
know the answer to all of this, but I know that, if that kind of debate and that kind of push does
not continue to occur, what you are talking about is in terms of the impact on the system because
I am not out here just to get a few little schools -- I mean, I want good schools, but I know that, if
we create two or three good charter schools, often we can't impact the total system; then, we still
have not done our job because that, to me, is really what this is all about.

MS. RAVITCH:  Howard, don't you think there might be some analogy to higher education and
that most people say that American higher education is the best in the world?  We give
scholarships, not to the university, but we give them to students.  We still have 80 percent of our
students using public universities.  Every university has a board of trustees and every university
has a fair amount of discretion at the university level.  It seems to me that that might be the
appropriate analogy.  No one cares if the kid takes his Pell Grant and goes to Baylor or
Georgetown or Fordham or a public university, and 80 percent of them go to the public schools.

MR. FULLER:  I have used that argument and have been browbeaten by people who said: 
"There is a big difference between grownups who are taking the scholarship and making the
choice versus these poor little kids who don't know better and these poor parents who don't really
know what they are doing.", which I always find to be an intriguing argument.  My view is that
there is some commonality there that we ought to look at.  My basic point, though, Diane -- and,
this is where, I think, I stray a little bit -- is that I am through trying to find rationales that I can
use to drag some people over to support choice.  I keep using them but, fundamentally, what I am
saying to people is that, if not choice as a way to empower parents and to begin to make an
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impact on this system, then tell me what?  One of the things that I refuse to do is to be put on the
defensive about trying to empower people.  So, from now, on every time somebody asks me a
question about:  "What about this problem with charters?", for example, my next question will be:
"Well, what about the existing system?"  For every question that you can ask me about that, let
me ask you the same question about how this is  currently being handled in the existing system
and what are the results for poor children.

PARTICIPANT:  Howard, on the theoretical level, would you rather have a system like choice
(inaudible).  Would you rather have a system (inaudible) public schools along the lines of
(inaudible) project or charter schools, most of which have the private schooling, but our public
schools are accountable (inaudible) to taxpayers?  Would you prefer that, in an ideal world,
(inaudible) voucher program where (inaudible) by taxpayers?

MR. FULLER:  I don't think it goes from underneath the scrutiny of the taxpayers.

PARTICIPANT:  I am not arguing that.

MR. FULLER:  I am not arguing that.  This is how I see it conceptually.  I really got this from
(inaudible) three years ago whenever I was superintendent.  I think, if you are separating services
from policy at the central level and you, in fact, begin to talk about the central level which could
be two different places: the local board, as well as the state, laying out what the standards are and
how we are going to assess those standards and what the consequences are going to be, it opens
up the possibility of you saying that there are 100,000 kids that we are responsible for, we are
prepared to issue an RFP.  The people who can come forward on this RFP could be charters,
public-private partnerships; they could be choice schools; they could be different configurations of
the existing system.  What I see are two different ways to the financial stream that is coming.  The
financial stream can come to an existing school board; the financial stream could come to a public
university, as they do in Michigan in order to form charters; or it could come directly to parents
through vouchers.  I don't see a single way of organizing the finances but, ultimately, the
responsibility for learning will be based on what elected body is, in fact, allowing this to occur so
that, if a charter school is authorized by Central Michigan University, my view is that, in that
charter, they need to lay out what the standards are that are expected and how they are going to
evaluate that.  The same thing can occur if the money is going into a choice School in Milwaukee.
 I am not opposed to the state outlining what the standards are that they expect.  What I am
opposed to is prescribing, then, how these schools have to function in order to meet those
standards.  So, I can see how the allocation of the dollars can take place in those three different
frameworks.
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BPEP 1998
Standards outside the Classroom
Author:  Laurence Steinberg (pp. 319-43)
Comments:  Joyce L. Epstein and John D. Owen (pp. 343-54)

GENERAL DISCUSSION

MS. LEWIS:  I am comfortable, I guess, with a couple of things.  One is that I am quite
comfortable with the idea that one of the ways that we make schools more meaningful connecting
places for kids is by getting more serious about what we ask of them; getting more serious about
standards; and asking kids too little and having standards that are too low is fundamentally
disrespectful.  So, I am in full agreement on that, but I think there is another piece. I think what
you are painting in your picture of the peer group is a rejection of adult values. A lot of those
kids' parents -- I think most of the kids' parents are monitoring or punishing or rewarding their
homework -- those kids know that academic success is a value, and they are rejecting it.  I don't
see how those who are rejecting that value, which I see as being a connection to school or
attachment to school, I don't see how that problem is going to be solved by raising the stakes.  It
seems to me that could create just the opposite effect.  I think that, in there, you have an
interesting profile of two different kinds of parental participation.  One is monitoring, egging on,
encouraging homework, and the other is attending extra curricular events, sporting events, school
programs, and so forth.  It is only the latter that is associated with higher achievement, and that,
to me, is a nice -- Did I read that wrong?  (No response.)  That, to me, is an interesting argument
against it being the kind of carrots and sticks, and more towards the relationship, the connection
as being what is important in achievement.  I may have read that wrong.

MS. RAVITCH:  We have to move along because Caroline has to make that plane, and I don't
want to lose her as a commentator in the last session.  So, Jane, do you have a comment?

MS. HANNAWAY:  I have two things: a quick question and also a quick comment. I will be fast.
 The first thing is that I spent two weeks earlier this month in classrooms in North Philadelphia,
looking at 3rd and 4th grade.  One thing that struck me in these classrooms was the eagerness of
the children.  Their hands were up.  There was always a significant fraction that was zoned out,
but the majority of the kids seemed very, very eager, so I am wondering about this idea of
motivation and age and how it changes with age.  That is one.  The second thing is more of a
comment.  This is something that Larry and I have communicated over with each other in the
pages of The Wall Street Journal.  This is a study that I conducted with a colleague at The Urban
Institute, looking at work after school.  We found that -- and, this is to give work equal time as a
value -- for kids who were at risk (these are kids who are very low performers in school, kids
whose parents are not supporting them and who are coming from very poor backgrounds), that,
when we looked at the long-term effects and when we looked at wages, earnings, and educational
effects -- they were 10 and 12 years out -- that for this type of kid work after school, even high
levels of work, has very positive benefits.  I think it is because it is hooking these kids into a
structure where there is feedback and where there are rewards.

MS. RAVITCH:  Larry, do you want to respond to this?
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MR. STEINBERG:  Let me just respond to the question because it is something, also, that Joyce
raised in her remarks.  I do think it is fair to say that the kinds of conclusions we have drawn from
our work may be limited to adolescents and to high school age youngsters and may be less
applicable to younger children.  It seems to me that, as a developmental psychologist, one thing
that we do know about kids in schools is that kids come to school much more easily and
intrinsically motivated than they leave.  So, something happens to them along the way.  A lot of
people have blamed schools for that, but it may also be that it is a developmental phenomenon
that has little to do with what goes on in the classroom and may just have to do with something
that happens to people as they age.  So, while I feel fairly confident about the extrinsic/intrinsic
issue with adolescents, I agree that it probably doesn't accurately describe what one would see in
third and fourth graders.

MS. RAVITCH:  John Bishop, I am going to ask you to make a last comment because we are
going to move on.

MR. BISHOP:  Son of political scientist.  I am amazed at the willingness of politicians to go out
on this limb when the President proposed an exam for graduating from middle school at The
Palisades Summit, and the world did not fall down upon him.  Currently, in this State of Virginia
right across the river, there is a democratic candidate who appears to be proposing this as part of
his election campaign.  So, this is an idea that seems to have some political resonance.  My main
point is this.  Either it is an intrinsic or extrinsic motivation.  I don't see that there is a conflict. 
Just look at sports which kids do for intrinsic reasons because they love it, but how do we
develop that intrinsic motivation, that love of it?  It is because we honor people for having
achieved excellence in the area.  We send the signal about what is intrinsically neat and cool to do
through our public honoring of behaviors that we want.  So, the fact that you propose wanting a
system in which there are intrinsic rewards for a particular set of accomplishments does not mean
the teachers should not try to be as interesting and as fun as possible.  It only constrains a little the
ways in which they become fun and interesting, i.e., instead of being fun and interesting for the
students by talking about last Friday's football game at the high school, you have to, somehow,
make history fun.  You have to somehow engage them in the subject because you also have this
other goal to achieve.  Some of the researchers have tried to set it up and it is only in these very
artificial environments where we start handing out M&Ms or something to kids for learning and
where you get reduced effort when you take the M&Ms away.  That is not what is being talked
about here.  This is an intrinsic reward that occurs when you are 18 or very far off in the future,
and it is not a day-to-day kind of thing, and it is always there in the background and it need not be
an important part of the teachers' relationship with the kids.
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Remediation in Higher Education:  Its Extent and Cost
Author:  David W. Breneman (pp. 359-71)
Comments:  Ansley A. Abraham Jr. and Caroline M. Hoxby (pp. 371-81)

GENERAL DISCUSSION

MS. RAVITCH:  Thank you very much.  This has been a very provocative discussion, and, yet, I
have to say that I find it extremely frustrating because I wonder if these young people -- and I
would say that I see that there are two totally different groups here.  One group are young people
right out of high school who arrive with inadequate reading, writing, and math skills.  Then there
is another group, who are career changers, that will always need remediation -- for people who
are returning to college at the age of 35 and don't have adequate math skills because they are so
far away from their own education or who are new immigrants and who need these skills.  So,  I
believe that, for the second group, there will always be remediation in community colleges.  For
the first group it just strikes me that, instead of 30 percent of them persisting and graduating from
college, maybe 70 percent would have graduated college had they arrived on college campuses
with the skills that they should have gotten in high school.  I wonder what would their lifetime
earnings have been if they had arrived the first year in high school not needing remediation.  So, I
am concerned that what we are seeing is an institutionalization, as Dave Breneman referred to it,
of remediation as being, somehow, part of the function of college to make up for the inadequacy
of K-12 education, rather than making -- I think you are absolutely right that research is needed to
say, "How many are in the first group?" "How many are in the second group?" and to really make
sure that the second group gets smaller all the time, so that these kids are not losing out and so
that we are seeing more than 30 percent graduating from college because I suspect their lifetime
earnings would be far greater were they prepared when they arrived in college, rather than
spending the first year in remedial courses.  But that is only my view.  So, I will be happy to
entertain comments from the floor.

MS. EPSTEIN:  I just wanted to say that one interesting fact is that, of the courses that your
paper suggests that people take, algebra is now becoming one of those things that middle and high
schools are adding.  Algebra for all is becoming a mantra of sorts.  The other is writing.  It turns
out that, in a survey of programs for middle grades that are at all effective in all subject areas -- 
We did a survey of middle grades, academic subject area programs.  Writing -- and the writing
process -- was the only one in all of the academic subject areas that has a history of having some
impact on students, truly in a way that would say that it has been shown to be effective.  And, that
is entering at the middle and high school level.  So, if you looked ahead ten years, and reform
actually continued where algebra for all and the writing process was infused into middle and high
school education, it is conceivable that, for your first group of students -- the ones that you wish
had a better training -- it is possible that fewer would need this extra help.

MS. RAVITCH:  Right.  I think what the NAEP surveys about writing have been showing is that
kids are, really, best in this country at doing multiple choice tests.  They are not good at writing. 
Whenever they have done the constructed response test, whether it is in science, which they most
recently did, or in writing per se, children just are not asked to write very much in school.  So,
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writing a paragraph is considered an asset.

MS. EPSTEIN:  Right.  What I am saying is that if you took now -- 1995 -- and took what is
going to happen over the next five to ten years, it is conceivable that those two subjects, writing
and algebra, could, if all went well, find its way into middle and high school education.

MS. RAVITCH:  Right.  Let us hope so. 

MS. SCHAEFER:  I was just wondering, when you have done these preliminary calculations,
have you looked at college catalogues to see the content of courses as to whether they appear to
be remedial in addition to the ones that are stated as remedial or developmental?  That is number
one.  Number two, most college campuses today have writing resource centers.  I think that that
is something that needs to be factored into the costs.  Then, there are also administrative
personnel who are not teachers but who are part of that structure of the remedial program.  I
think those things, too, will need to be considered.

MR. ABRAHAM:  Roberta, I would answer that by saying that -- I haven't looked at those
catalogues.  You still have the problem.  The institutions put anything in those catalogues and, by
the time the student gets in that course, whether that is actually being taught is a different matter.
One of the issues that came up when I was looking at the issue of cost was:  "Are you talking
strictly instructionally instructional costs?  Or are you talking brick and mortar, air, pencils, and
pens?", those other administrative costs that figure into it.  That is another factor.  That is
something else that just muddies the water.  It is an unknown.  I don't have an answer for it.  As
David would tell you -- again, I have spent a lot more time at it than he has -- that there is not any
information out there.  These are the first two that I know of, trying to go through and try to
calculate it and come up with something that would be acceptable, some way of calculating that
would be comparable across state and institutional lines.

MR. TOCH:  Maybe I could add just a word.  I am at the University of Virginia.  I decided that,
while I was there, I would find out what we do in this.  The best I can tell is that we do not admit
to doing any.  But we have a learning needs evaluation center.  Don, you could probably elaborate
on some of this.  We have other kinds of centers.  We have a very excellent Office of African
American Affairs which does not teach courses but does remetering student advising and working
with students.  And, we have a very high success rate with the African American students
graduating school.  I mean, those kinds of costs that don't show up in direct course costs,
arguably, could and should be added into this.  I don't know how you would ever get an estimate
of what that amounts to, actually.  And, it doesn't address either the possibility of the general
dumbing down of the curriculum, that that is going down.  What we are teaching in freshman
English is not what it used to be.  I do not know if that is the case, but you could say that it is a
cost of all of this for kids who have slipped into the system and it does not show up in this
egregious way.

MR. TOCH:  I thought I was going to ask a question or make a comment.  Then, I realized that I
was in the same position I was in yesterday of making the last remark of the afternoon.  I really
set myself up then, but I will say it anyway.  Caroline Hoxby suggested -- one reason I didn't say
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this is because she is not here.  But her thesis is that we should replicate these remedial programs
at the high school level because they seem to work at the college level, but there is no evidence
that I have heard today to suggest that they actually are effective in remediating kids.  There is
some doubt expressed by others on that point.  As Caroline herself suggested, they are incentives
for schools to obscure the number and nature of these courses so that we do not know how much
more remedial work is actually going on.  Plus the fact that there are a very high percentages of
kids who enroll in an associate degree programs who never get those degrees.  So, it was a very
curious assertion she made, in my view.

MS. RAVITCH:  This relates to Dave's paper.  One of the things I sent him came from the
California Higher Education Policy Center.  It said -- and this was reported several months ago --
that, based on their diagnostic tests, half of the students coming into California State University
required remediation.  It also said that California State accepts only the top one third of the high
school graduating class.  Then, when Dave tried to track this down, they said:  "Oh! well, it is
really half the graduating class, and it is not supposed to be such a class.  It is really less and,
besides, it costs next to nothing because we use part-time instructors and their adjuncts, and
everyone gets remediated in a matter of minutes."  So, I conclude from what I hear from this --
which he is getting -- is that there is a dramatic low-balling of the costs.  As I said earlier, it does
not trouble me at all that people are getting the help they need when they come back at the age of
25 or 30.  That career need help does not bother me.  What bothers me is that the kids who are
coming in as first-year students have come in unprepared and they have been massively
disadvantaged by their K-12 education.  Then, the colleges, instead of frankly admitting what is
going on, are in effect obscuring it for the reasons that Caroline mentioned.  It is embarrassing to
them.  They do not want to talk about it.  It creates political problems, especially because so many
of them are public universities. 

MR. ABRAHAM:  I did not find this when I was giving my remarks.  This is what CSU reports,
just so we are accurate to that.  In the fall of 1993, of 57,742 new undergraduates enrolling in the
CSU campuses, 4,618 were referred to a pre-collegial instruction in English; 6308 were referred
to pre-collegial instruction in math; and 5,865 were referred to pre-collegial instruction in both
English and math.  That is interesting.  I assume some of the same people are involved but they,
somehow, say that at least 16,791 new undergraduates comprised about 5.1 percent of the fall
1993 student body of 326,000.  Then, they go on and talk about the numbers.  I have not had a
chance to sort this all out.  I think the one point that I would make is that I think the L.A. Times
story --

MS. RAVITCH:  -- I am talking about the report in the California Higher Education Policy
Center, not the L.A. Times.

MR. ABRAHAM:  Well, okay.  I talked to the reporter who did that story.  He could not
remember or confirm anything he had in that story.  So, I am not sure about that.  I think there are
hard (inaudible) in here, and maybe I will have a chance to augment this paper with CSU data. 
Let me just respond.  One of the things you are saying:  I will tell you right now that, compared to
where it was 10 or 12 years, in 1985, when I did the first study on this topic, the states do a much,
much better job of coming forward.  One of the things that is happening in -- at least, I can speak
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to the 15 states that my organization represents -- is that, because they know we are watching, we
collect the information, they are putting out much better information.  The data has gotten better
and better every year.  They are coming forward.  I would still suspect that there are pockets and
there are particular institutions -- and I know some of them -- that do lowball it, and they still hide
it.  There are reputations that go on this.  I mean, I don't know whether the Harvards and the
Yales of the world still admit that they do it.  Look at a list of Ivy Schools.  I mean, there are
programs on those campuses, but I guarantee you that, if you go into those catalogues or go
anywhere else and try to officially see whether they say:  "Yes, we are offering this course, but it
is not quite college level."  Or they call it "remedial developmental", they do not do it.  But I
suspect there are some idiots who lowball it.  You have got to know a little bit about the
environment you are going into when you ask that question.

MR. ROHLEN:  Just to note that part of the problem may be that disjuncture we have between
the K-12 and higher education and, in California, it just recently came out again.  They are in the
midst of studying standards in California.  The university systems went through the curriculum
and proposed a set of standards they thought should be the standards for high school students. 
There is a separate effort going on by a group appointed by the state legislature to set up the
standards at every level.  One of the things that latter group did was to discuss the idea of linking
those to what it takes to get into the various systems in California.  They decided not to do that. 
So, there is a missed opportunity to connect the standards for K-12 education to the standards for
higher education.

MR. HIRSCH:  What was the reason they gave?

MR. ABRAHAM:  I do not know.  It was just voted down.  Maybe we can eliminate a lot of that
kind of concern if we close the gap between what it takes to graduate high school and what it
takes to enter college at the base of the fourth level, if that gap were a lot narrower than it
currently exists.  We talk about a seamless system of higher education.  We do not have a
seamless system.  You get to high school, and there is a whole different set of standards to go on
to college.  I think, if we would narrow that gap or close it and actually truly make it seamless
where what it takes to graduate from high school is what it takes in the base level in these states
to get into college in those states, we could eliminate a lot of our problems.

MR. TOCH:  For most of those kids going to college, there are no standards other than to have a
high school diploma, which is the point that we made earlier.  

MR. ABRAHAM:  Say that again, Tom; I am sorry.

MR. TOCH:  That the vast majority of kids going to higher education in this country need only a
high school diploma to do so.  There are no standards.

MS. RAVITCH:  There are no entry standards for most colleges.  It is just that, once you get
there, they give you a diagnostic test because the professors want you to be able to read the
textbooks.
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MR. ABRAHAM:  There are requirements.  There are requirements to get into colleges.  I will
speak to the states I know about.  In the South we have -- of the 15 states that make up our
region, we have 8 of those states that have statewide standards for entering college.  What that
does is to set up a baseline.  It is setting the floor.  It does not say that colleges cannot
differentiate or establish standards higher, therefore, but there are statewide standards for entering
college.  That includes the two-year colleges.  There are statewide standards.  What it does is this.
 If I had all my data and I could put it up here, what it does is that it definitely pushes up the
number of students entering college and remedial developmental education. It pushes those
numbers up into the 40s and 50s in several of our states.  You go:  "Wow!  Wait a minute!"  It is
a problem.  I think we all have to admit that those floors -- If I told you what those standards
were, then you would go:  "Good gracious."  I mean, the floor is so low even then, but what it
says, what it does say, as someone said earlier, it says a lot about the K-12 education that these
students are getting.

MS. RAVITCH:  Can I just have Herb Walberg?  I think this will be a last comment.

MR. WALBERG:  Just a brief comment.  It occurs to me that I am convinced that what you are
describing as a remedial developmental education cost is beneficial to competitors in society, but,
of course, it is not as beneficial as having solved a graduation.  That is what we have all strived
for.  I think that this may be another case where competition would be good.  I think a number of
states these days are considering the possibility of having high school students take college level
work at actual colleges, community colleges or four-year colleges.  I think that Minnesota has
actually passed that legislation.  Several people are nodding, so I take it that they have.  What I
would like to see are some estimates, especially from a taxpayers' point of view, of what kinds of
savings we would get by doing that because, obviously, many high school kids can go far beyond
what the high schools are currently offering.  I think we should be looking for these efficiencies,
rather than for these inefficiencies.  I think that more competition in the system would make the
public high schools again, just as having the presence of private schools and multiple school
districts within a county promotes competition.  I think competition in colleges and high schools
might be very much to the benefit of at least taxpayers and, possibly, the students, as well.

*****


