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May 18, 1998

BPEP 1999
Urban Public Schools in the Twentieth Century: The View from Detroit
Author:  Jeffrey Mirel (pp. 9-54)
Comments:  William Galston and James Guthrie (pp. 54-61)

GENERAL DISCUSSION

MS. RAVITCH:  I am going to exercise the prerogative as chair.  There are two  historians
present.  Don McAdams is a historian.  But I am a historian of education.  So, I have one up on
you.  Jeff, I just wanted to ask you a couple of questions.  One is this.  As I mentioned to you
before we got here, your frame of left wing conservative and liberal is, sort of, out of sync in
Washington because you describe as "conservative" those people who support national
standards; and that would be news to the republicans on the Hill, to learn that conservatives
support national standards.  So, I think this may be appropriate in the academic world because, in
fact, in our profession there are no conservatives.  It doesn't make a good fit with national
politics.  You have to make sense of this.  A second point is this.  In your paper you say that
there is no real demand for choice until the 1870s.  In the 1840s, Catholics in New York City
were demanding choice and were demanding control of Catholic schools because the
schoolboard was so relentlessly protestant and evangelical.  This is really about whether
Catholics left and created their own school system because of their inability to get any respect for
their point of view.  So, I would say that that might be considered a first movement for
community control or choice.  Next, I think about the upheavals in New York City in 1917 when
the school professionals and the administrative progressives said:  "We want you to have
vocational education half the day."  The immigrant parents went crazy.  They turned over cars.
They rioted.  They burned things in the street, and they said:  "We want the same education for
our children that the rich kids get."  I think that was a real shot across the bow, and the
professionals just hunkered down and went ahead and did what they wanted to do.  Next, I would
say that it is important in the paper to point out that, at the point where immigrants began coming
in very large numbers to urban schools, they found horrific conditions in their schools, far worse
than anything that existed in the 40s and the 50s.  In New York City, immigrants' children were
in classrooms of 100 or more children and, in some cases, as many as 200 children in the
classroom under an untrained teacher in the most abominable physical conditions.  I think
nothing really changed until immigrant politicians came to office and supported the demands of
their constituents for better facilities.  I would say that another key point about your paper is that
the curriculum materials show something about the isolation of the professionals from the public.
What strikes me is that all of the changes that were made that you describe as a disaster came not
in response to parent demand but because of the professionals spinning their own wheels and
deciding in a very, very paternalistic way what would be good for poor kids -- even though the
parents of the poor kids wanted their kids to have the same things that the rich kids got.  The
professionals decided that wasn't what they needed, and that their interests and their needs were
somehow different from those of their own children.  So, I have no question other than to say
that you can response or not, and we should give other people a chance to have a go at you.
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MR. MIREL:  Let me just respond really quickly to a couple of those.  The conservative label
was, I will have to admit, a quick and dirty one.  You have liberals.  You have radicals.  You
have to have conservatives.  But I did try to qualify it in a footnote there saying that there really
are more positions there.  I just don't know how to put educational historians into those positions
at this point.  We can argue about whether it is, historically, the 1840s or the 1870s and whether
it was a Baltimore conference, or what have you.  I do think that the control by educational
professionals, as mentioned, is the thing that really began the deterioration.

MS. RAVITCH:  Paul Peterson.

MR. PETERSON:  This is a really interesting paper, and I am sure it is true because I think
anything you say about educational history in the United States, it is going to be true somewhere
in some place.  It is such a variegated past and, with such a decentralized system, things were
one way in one city and another way in another city but, on the resource point, Bill has already
made it.  However, what I find interesting is that, if you look at the percentage of the Gross
National Product on public, elementary, and secondary schools decade by decade, it steadily
increases nationally up until about 1965 and, then, it stabilizes at that point.  It goes up from
about, I think, two percent immediately after the war and maybe about that before the war and,
then, goes up after that.  If you look at teacher salaries relative to other occupations, there has not
been much change over the last 60 or 70 years.  The teacher salaries have gone up, but all other
salaries have gone up.  Teacher salaries relative to the average wage in the United States have
stayed about the same.  They are about ten percent above the average.  You can say that it is,
actually, more than that because teachers work fewer hours a year -- if you assume teachers don't
work outside the classroom.  But, in any case, there hasn't been a lot of change.  It has been quite
stable.  So, although there is a lot of fluctuation in particular places, what I find is that a lot of the
debate over resources ignores the fact that there is a lot of continuity at least in the aggregate
and, of course, the United States, compared to other countries, doesn't do too badly in terms of
resources. So, then the question is:  "How about the translation of resources into outcomes?"
Although I think you tell a lot of the story, the one thing that I would suggest that you might
wish to add is that the system, throughout the century -- from about 1840 to about 1940-50 -- is
struggling to establish its dominance.  It is not a given that you are going to have a public
educational system controlling 90 percent of the education in this country.  In the latter part of
the 19th century, substantial numbers -- and a substantial fraction of the population was being
educated in private institutions.  I have forgotten what the exact percentage is, but it was
something like 20 to 30 percent at the secondary level.  As Diane points out, you had the
Catholics and, also, the Lutherans who wanted to preserve their culture and felt that the public
schools were a threat to that culture.  The public schools had to try to come up with strategies to
both entice the middle class into other public schools and to entice different cultural groups to
accept the public schools.  So, the school systems were in a highly competitive mode until the
postwar period, at which point it establishes its monopoly.  And, once the monopoly is
established, then, the issue becomes:  "Who gets the monopoly profit?"  As I see it, the deal is
made that the adults get a break in terms of having a nice job and being adequately compensated
but not especially well compensated.  It is not that the teacher's unions did that wonderful thing
for teachers in terms of their compensation.  In fact, teacher's salaries go down between 1970 and
1980, the very decade that the teachers' unions get established, and teachers' average salaries
declined, and they don't come back up again until the 1980s, and they still, to this day, are not
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any higher than they were in the 60s, relative to other occupations.  But the real deal is that
teachers don't have to work so hard anymore.  That is what educational reform is about.  That is
what progressivism is about.  You just  sort of, make it fun for everybody to be in a classroom,
and students like that, too.  That is the political bargain inside the classroom that we don't expect
too much, and you don't expect too much, and that is something which you do if you have got a
monopoly.  So, the secret is to establish a monopoly and, then, inside that system you can divvy
up the monopoly profits.

MR. MIREL:  I disagree with you in a number of things, although I think your framework is
pretty compelling.  Let me start with when the monopoly occurs.  I really think that public
schools have established their dominance, particularly public secondary schools which have
established their dominance by the 1890s.  I don't think it is contested any longer into the 20th
century.  In terms of Catholics -- I am not sure about Lutherans -- they have been going to public
schools.  Probably a majority of Catholic kids since at least the 1890s and probably before that.  I
mean, Catholic kids may get about 50 percent of the eligible age group in Catholic schools and
about 50 percent in the public schools.  Other things are going on there other than the
preservation of culture.  But in terms of the monopoly, yes, I do think there is a monopoly
established, but it is a monopoly that is based more on the youth labor market than anything else.
When Diane points out that parents could riot in 1917 in New York over the introduction of the
vocational education -- and educators will pause and listen -- it is because they didn't have
dominance over where kids could go.  As late as 1930, 50 percent of the 14 to 17 year olds were
dropping out of school mostly to go to work.  There were options for kids other than high school.
You didn't need it.  You didn't need school to be successful.  What  happens in the depression,
and the reason why the depression is the pivotal time for the development of urban schools --
particularly in the case of high schools -- is because there is after --  Well, there is a brief flurry
in the 1940s, but that complicates things.  The fact of the matter is that, after 1930, there is no
place for kids to go other than school.  That is when you get a situation where teachers don't have
to work hard and where kids don't work hard.  That is the corrupt bargain that has developed.  It
keeps it in school.  And, it works for teachers very nicely because the bargain is: "I am not going
to demand too much from you if you don't give me a hard time in class."  Powell and Ferrara and
David Cohen wrote about this really well in terms of a high school.  But the monopoly doesn't
have to have to do with the school system establishing itself in some way of looking to a
monopoly.  Yes, it was always imperialistic in wanting to have more and more kids, but had the
youth labor market not collapsed in the 1930s and had that option not disappeared for kids, I
don't think this would have happened.  And, I don't think that educators would have been able to
implement the kind of bastardized progressivism that they did with the strong sense that they
were out doing God's work.  I mean, they wanted to keep these kids in school because, if they
didn't, where are they going to go?  What are they going to do?  They are going to join the vast
army of the unemployed.  So, keeping them in satisfied equal educational opportunity, it worked
well through the New Deal and, particularly, when you get all of these service men coming home
after World War II looking for jobs.  Keep the kids out of the labor market and keep them in high
schools.  So, it is the labor market that does it.  The institution simply recognizes an opportunity
and takes it, but I don't think -- had it not happened and had the depression not happened and had
the youth market not happened -- that it would have disappeared.  I don't think these things
would have developed quite the way that they did.
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MS. RAVITCH:  There is one other point which is that, when the Federal Government created
the CCC and the NYA during the depression, that really upset the school people.  You can find
document after document where people from the National Education Association, the secondary
school principals, all of them are agreed we must expand our custodial function.  Otherwise, the
Federal Government is going to go into competition with this after the war.  So, that became
another dynamic to say:  "Just keep the kids in school and keep them entertained and make
everything relevant with lots of personal service courses," or the Federal Government might
recreate the CCD and NYA, which they hated.  Abby?

MS. THERNSTROM:  Well, let me say first of all that, with apologies, I haven't had a chance to
read the paper.  So, if I am missing something that is in it, again, I apologize.  Jim Guthrie said:
"Where will the political will come from?"  One of the things, it seems to me, just glancing
through your paper and listening to the discussion is this.  One of the things you did not talk
about was talking about the flood of black kids into schools and into systems like Detroit, and the
fights over desegregation, and so forth.  One of the things you did not talk about is the fact that
there has been no pressure from the civil rights community for real educational reform; that is, a
reform that involves higher academic standards.  It seems to me that that is a story that involves
the fact that, given the disparate racial impact of those high standards, that civil rights
sensibilities ended up translated into increased pressure for precisely what you have talked about,
that is, the dumbing down of standards and that white educators bought into the notion that you
cannot impose upon black kids, white English, white notions of what academic excellence is all
about, and "white" curricula content, and white notions of history and so on.  This is all part of a
racist package as it were, and that continues to make the problem of creating a political base for a
real reform, the kind of reform that you talked, about very difficult.  I also think that the link you
make between desegregation and disorder in the schools short-changes the story.  I mean, the
problem is that there has been -- and this is part of the same picture -- an awful lot of cultural
angst about whether unruly kids are freedom fighters.  Or, are they thugs?  And exactly what
kind of standards is this society entitled to impose?  I think the desegregation story and the
conflicts that led to both the black and the white middle class fleeing from many of these school
systems is a very small part of the picture that you draw

MR. MIREL:  There are a number of things to respond to that.  First, I do think that the whole
desegregation effort, that is, to fulfill the promises of Brown v. the Board of Education, had an
implicit standards aspect to it.  I don't think the civil rights movement -- certainly not in the
fifties and for part of the 1960s -- did not want high standards and high quality education for
American kids.  I think they did, and I think that is what designation was in part about.

MS. THERNSTROM:  Yes, but that is the early story.

MR. MIREL:  Right.  Okay.  The big problems with the dumbing down of the curriculum and
the short-changing of black kids very frankly was not done by black educators.  It was done by
white educators and, yes, racism did play a big role in this,  a very big role.  It is the same kind of
class bias that we saw in the 1930s when white kids came in, and they thought these working
class white kids couldn't handle the material.  This pattern picked up in the 1950s when you start
seeing large numbers of African American kids.  It is something that I lay very directly at the
feet of white educators, and it is racism.  There are no two ways about it, but you are right that,
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when the late sixties come along and you do have black militants who come in and say:  "We
can't impose white middle class values, and we can't impose white history.", educators were
eager to pick this up.  Sure, this fits into the pattern.  We will be relevant.  If relevance means
being ethnically relevant, sure, we can do that.  But the patterns were laid here by white
educators.  The racial militants who come along in the sixties and the 1970s simply present the
material that these educators can use.  The patterns were set early.  As far as the violence goes
and the deterioration of schools is concerned, I don't do a lot of that here.  Read my book.

MS. THERNSTROM:  It seems to me that there have not been, again, civil rights voices
protesting the dumbing down of these --

MR. MIREL:  -- there were --

MS. THERNSTROM:  -- there were but there are very few in recent decades, and that is because
there is such nervousness about the disparate impact of high academic standards on black kids,
and you say, "Well, it fits."  White educators were willing to pick up this line.  Does it fit into
this racism?  I would say that it became a story about nervousness about the state of their own
soul.  It is not because they were racists.  They were worried about whether their racial
sensibilities were, in fact --

MS. RAVITCH:  -- Abby, I think what Jeff is saying is that these were an education generation
that didn't believe in subject matter to begin with, that they had had it in their ed. school courses
constantly drummed into them that subject matter is irrelevant and that the relevance comes first.
Everything has to be made easy and relevant.  So, it fit right in.  They didn't believe in high
standards for white kids.  So, why would you expect them to believe in high standards for black
kids?

MS. THERNSTROM:  But, then, you have this additional element.  That is my only point.  I
mean, they were worried about the state of their souls on the racial issue.

MS. RAVITCH:  Howard Fuller?

MR. FULLER:  The first comment I want to make is this.  I always find it interesting that every
black movement is characterized as a part of the civil rights movement.  I mean, had I been a part
of the black power movement, I never would have thought I was a part of the civil rights
movement.  I think at some point in time white people need to understand that there were a
variety of movements that happened in the African American community, and you can't put the
civil rights umbrella over all of those movements.  I think why that is important, at least in this
discussion, is that I don't think it is correct to say that the civil rights movement did not, in fact,
push for high standards.  Neither do I think it is correct to say that those of us who were black
militants because we asked for more inclusion of our realities, that that, therefore, meant
dumbing down the curriculum.  I mean, I always find that an intriguing argument that, as soon as
you mention that black people had something to do with world civilization, that by definition is
dumbing down the curriculum.

MS. THERNSTROM:  Howard, I didn't mean to suggest that.
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MR. FULLER:  I am just saying that you might not admit it, but that is what I heard.  So, I am
just trying to say that I think, when we make these broad sweeping statements, that maybe you
didn't mean it, but I think we have to at least recognize that.  A different point I wanted to ask
about was this.  I think I agree with most of what I have read in your paper, although one of the
people you called --  Bob Lowe and I are working on a paper together, and we think that race
was a central issue.

MR. MIREL:  Bob and I have argued about this.

MR. FULLER:  Right.  I just wonder why it is that, when people talk about choice, that they
always ascribe that to only "conservative scholars."  What is interesting is in a public interest
magazine in 1974, as I am sure you know, but in the same edition of that, that Friedman talked
about choice.  So did Christopher Jencks.  The reason why I raise that is because it always leaves
the impression that the choice issue was "always a conservative issue."  I would argue that that is
not the case.  If you look at this political spectrum that we set up, there were people on the left
who, for very different reasons, also came to the conclusion that the only way to get to this was
to, in fact, give parents choice.  I think that, at least, needs to be recognized.  The reason why it is
important -- and then I will shut up -- is this.  I gave a speech -- I think it was in Philadelphia -- a
few weeks ago.  There were about 300 people there.  Afterwards, this guy came up to me and he
said:  "I am a liberal.  I am a died-in-the-wool liberal.  I agree with everything you said, but I
can't support it because the Right believes it."  My response to him was this:  "If you are worried
about the Right taking over control and if you are the Left, why don't you join me and, then, the
Right won't be in control of it."  I have to say that because this issue, to me, is not a "Right" and
"Left" issue.  It always was an empowerment issue.  I think the empowerment issue has stretched
across ideological lines.  That is just a comment I have to make.

MR. MIREL:  You are making the same comment, essentially, that Diane made about liberal,
Left, and conservative.  These labels don't work anymore.  Particularly, I think in Milwaukee,
especially, where you have got people from the Left like David Reemer and John Gardner and
other folks who are strong choice proponents who come out of the strong Left tradition.

MR. FULLER:  Right.

MR. MIREL:  It is much more complicated.

MR. FULLER:  And, Milwaukee is sort of a distorted place.

MS. RAVITCH:  Tom Loveless?

MR. LOVELESS:  I thought this was a terrific paper, both from the financial side of big city
schools and, also, the curriculum side which we don't often read about in our history.  I do,
however, want to raise some caution about the whole issue of tracking and curriculum
differentiation, especially in terms of temporary settings.  Most of the evidence is that the most
serious part of differentiation and where it really works and hurts urban kids is the urban high
schools and suburban high schools.  It is a difference between schools.  It is not the
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differentiation that is going on within schools, I would argue, that is really harming kids.  If you
look, for instance, at the products of high tracks coming out of urban schools and out of suburban
schools -- and, by the way, suburban schools are even more tracked today than urban schools
but, if you look at kids who are coming out of the high tracks, there are tremendous differences
in terms of their achievement levels.  Some of the data show that kids who take the highest
curriculum they possibly can.  Urban high schools are scoring about the 35th or 36th percentile
on standardized achievement tests, whereas, in the suburbs, they are scoring at the 80th or 90th
percentile.  And, those are the kinds of problems that it is more important to address.  Secondly,
if you look at high functioning suburban schools, all of the different curricula track in with an AP
class.  Very often, in urban high schools that is not the case.  And so, if you are a suburban
student and you are taking sciences, you are ending with AP physics and AP chemistry, and a lot
of urban kids just don't have access to those courses.  If you have AP classes, you are tracking.
You are differentiating the curriculum, but that is really the kind of standard raising that I think
Jeff supports, and I know that Diane does.  It is to allow kids to have access to those high level
courses.  The third point that I would make is this.  Jeff, in his paper, mentions that parents did
not demand differentiation and, yet, they got it.  I would argue just the opposite is true today.  If
you look at the detracking movement and the anti-tracking movement, and you look at all the
public opinion polls, teachers support tracking.  Students in the last public agenda study said,
"We need more ability grouping at our high schools.  That would improve our high schools."  If
you look at parent sentiment, it is overwhelmingly in favor of tracking and, if you break it out by
race, black parents are even more likely to support tracking in ability grouping than white parents
in the public agenda studies.  And, yet, if you look at the education professorate, they are
overwhelmingly against tracking or any form of differentiation of curriculum and that, today,
means that the anti-tracking movement looks a lot like those progressive reforms that Jeff
lamented earlier.

MS. RAVITCH:  Jim Guthrie wants to make a comment.

MR. GUTHRIE:  It is about the last comment on this tracking thing.  I think there is a distinction
here which may make a difference.  When students claim in their public agenda polling
responses that they think more ability grouping would help, and the more teachers think that or
even parents think that, that is a different kind of tracking than I believe Jeff's paper is talking
about.  They are talking about ability grouping, not tracking by content.  They are asking like
when I was a high school teacher:  "We will have an A, B, and C lane."  Everybody will take
algebra but, allegedly, dumb kids will get the slow brand, and the bright kids will get the fast
brand.  I think that is the ability grouping tracking to which the public agenda foundation polls
are responding to.

MR. LOVELESS:  Actually, I don't think so.  That kind of tracking died out about 1970.  Jeff
points this out in his paper.  Most tracking that goes on today is within particular subject
domains, and there is a tremendous amount of self selection.  The last federal study of
curriculum differentiation was in 1994.  They asked principals:  "Do you allow student choice in
tracks?"  Over 80 percent said they do in schools.  I mean, I think parents know what tracking is
today, and I think, generally, they support it.  And the reason why I think that is because, in
communities where they are abolishing tracking, the parents know what is going on at their
school, and they tend to oppose it.  It has been a hot issue in a lot of high schools.
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MS. RAVITCH:  Roberta Schaefer?

MS. SCHAEFER:  Yes.  I would like to take the sense of others in terms of the quality of your
paper.  I really enjoyed it.  I was looking, though, for a more satisfactory explanation about the
rise of unions.  I am wondering if it had anything to do with connecting the 1960s with the
executive order of President Kennedy recognizing the public employee unions at the federal
level and whether that then translated into something more at the local level.  Second, about the
unions -- and I think this is a discussion that will go on during the next two days -- many states
are in various stages of standard-based reform, and I am wondering now:  "Is there any solid
evidence that unions have changed in any way as a result of this attempt at standard-based
reform?"

MR. MIREL:  The short answer to your first question is "yes."  I don't want to repeat myself, but
I do cover this in the Detroit book.  The Kennedy order did open the door and said that this was
okay, and you had the unions, in essence, waiting for this and ready, particularly in the strong
unionized cities like Detroit, Cleveland, and elsewhere.  I have drawn a blank.

MS. RAVITCH:  About whether the standards-based today has had any impact.

MR. MIREL:  I think the big question that anybody concerned about urban schools should be
asking now over the last year or year and a half is:  "What will the impact of Albert Shanker's
death have on the AFT?"  I mean, clearly, under Shanker's leadership, the AFT has been one of
the strongest proponents of standards and standard-based reform of anyone.  I think his passing
will, I hope, not damage that severely, but we don't know.

MS. RAVITCH:  I am going to invite a last comment from Bill Galston and, then, we are going
to move onto the next session.  Bill?

MR. GALSTON:  This is really an effort to elaborate on Jim's political question and, perhaps,
create a frame for some of the future discussion.  Where does the political will come from?  It
seems to me that there are three basic strategies that might be followed here.  You can either talk
about change from within, change from below, or change from above.  "Change from within"
means staying within the structure and trying to create a stable majority for reform within that
structure.  That, it seems to me, is basically the Houston story.  "Change from below" involves
radical decentralization or choice strategies, a way of deconstructing urban education
bureaucracies.  "Change from above" involves, in classic Shotschniter terms, widening the circle
of political combat and trying to create new alliances between, say, mayors and governors or
between control boards and Congresses, things of that sort.  Of those three strategies, I believe
that change from within is by far the least promising, and it is much better for the country as a
whole to think about revolution from below or new alliances from above.
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BPEP 1999
Policy Lessons from Chicago's Experience with Decentralization
Author:  Anthony S. Bryk (pp. 67-99)
Comments:  G. Alfred Hess, Jr. and Kenneth Wong (pp. 99-121)

GENERAL DISCUSSION

MS. RAVITCH:  I just want to say a word on behalf of curriculum-based reform because I think
that what curriculum-based reform is about is that it is a road map of where you are trying to go
and, if you don't know what you want kids to learn, you are going to have people running off in
every which direction until you have some agreement about what you are expecting kids to learn.
If there is anyone in this room who has not, for example, ever seen the Japanese standards, read
them.  It is incredibly eye opening because it is a set of instructions to teachers and parents and
students about what is expected, and the absence of that kind of a curriculum-based statement
from a school system -- everybody does their own thing -- and what happens is that poor districts
have very, very low expectations and suburban districts have something that looks just like the
Japanese standards.  It is very often informal.  I think, on behalf of the equality of opportunity,
the only way you ever get that kind of strong egalitarianism is to have a clear understanding, and
what happens -- I will use New York City as an example which we will be talking about in a
little while -- is that we have centralized control of everything except standards and
accountability.  They centralized the budget.  They centralized the staffing.  They centralized the
pupil assignment.  They maintained control of maintenance and construction and everything they
do incompetently, but they will not take responsibility for saying what students are expected to
learn.  So, some people have said:  "Well, you do standards and accountability.  Let everything
else be done at the school level or by people who, actually, know how to do it, like build
buildings."  This is something that the school system doesn't know how to do.  So, we seem to
have, in many of our inner city schools, a complete reversal of priorities in terms of doing what
they do, holding control of what they don't know how to do and refusing to let go of those things
which they can't accomplish and which others could.  That is something that we will talk about
more when we get to Houston.  Comments?

MS. RAVITCH:  Rosemary?

MS. SALOMONE:  Tony, maybe I misunderstood what you were suggesting in terms of the
central office staff but, having taken a detour for a couple of years into the bureaucracy, I am not
sure those folks -- and maybe Chicago is very different; I don't know -- but I am not sure those
folks can do technical assistance, if that was what you were suggesting.  Or they should.

MR. BRYK:  No, in fact, that is exactly what I was, having also spent a year doing that, I am --
and it is part of what makes me worry about standards-based reform -- because, basically, you
are putting into the bureaucracy a whole set of activities that, to be well-done, require
extraordinary levels of professional expertise.  But, these are, basically, political entities.  When
you look at the history of big urban school bureaucracies, why, you get little units that may arise
for a period of time of professional norms -- actually, dominated practice.  For the most part,
those do not continue to exist.  I am very pessimistic about the possibility of creating inside of
these bureaucracies units that are going to support schools to actively engage around systematic
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restructuring toward most challenging electoral work.  So, what -- I did not actually include it in
the paper, but that part of the paper comes from the last chapter of our book on Democratic
Localism.  We talk really about a quasi -- I should talk about a regulated market place as a way
in which a variety of entities might come into existence that might provide the kind of support to
school-based actors around the strengthening instruction, professional development, and so on,
because I am very doubtful --

MS. SALOMONE:  -- but, when you talk about moving them off monitoring and paper
processing, what would you be moving them onto?  The central office, other than getting rid of
them --

MR. BRYK:  -- basically, we were arguing that you just close down these whole sections of the
bureaucracy.

MS. SALOMONE:  Okay.  Thank you.

MS. RAVITCH:  Rod Paige?

MR. PAIGE:  You indicate that, in the productivity profile that you did, you did not count
students who were in and out of school during the academic year --

MR. BRYK:  -- right --

MR. PAIGE:  -- not students who were in and out of the system --

MR. BRYK:  -- just in and out of that school that year --

MR. PAIGE:  -- I am talking about individual schools.  For example, you gave some data here
for sixth graders.  Can you give us an idea about what percentage of the sixth grade people
actually were included?

MR. BRYK:  Basically, in terms of the data, we used that analysis.  About 80% of the students
actually get counted against those accountability reports because the --  We are going spring to
spring in terms of test score information.  Subsequent to our start of this project, the system has
now, actually, linked its test score data base with its student administrative history data base.  We
were actually able to track students during the academic year and use a rule like, if they are in the
school by the first of October and they are still there come spring testing, we could probably get
the numbers up.  About 90 %of the students would be counted in this kind of value-added
analysis.

MR. PAIGE:  But the students who were in the system in another high school, for example, or
another middle school in terms of the Chicago system, and transfer to another school within that
same situation are not counting?

MR. BRYK:  We don't know whom we contribute their gain to that year.  We would count the
next year if they stayed in the same place.  I mean, in the longer report that this draws from, we
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draw attention to this issue of mobility because, if you really move forward with the value-added
accountability system, you are going to create some incentives to move kids out of your building.
The tricky thing about it, though, is that, since the indicator system is based on gains, it is a lot
harder to figure out who is going to make the big gains.  In fact, if there is any -- the statistical
evidence suggests that bigger gains tend to accrue to students who are lower achieving initially.
So, the incentive actually tends to point in the direction of trying to hold on to your lower
achieving kid.  That is very different from an accountability system which is only based on status
and where it is very clear whom you want to get out of your building.  You want to get the low
status kids out of your building because they are going to count on somebody else's indicator
system.

MS. RAVITCH:  Fred Hess?

MR. Fred HESS:  I am going to pass for now.

MS. RAVITCH:  Okay.  Debbie McGriff?

MS. McGRIFF:  Tony, I have a question that I just couldn't figure out from the way you grouped
the kids.  I couldn't figure out what happened to high-performing kids as a result of the school
reform effort because your groups, I thought, of poor-performing -- when I looked at the three
groups that you looked at, I couldn't clearly understand where were the high-performing schools
before reform, and where would the high-performing schools be in the three groups that you
analyzed.  Then, I have a second question after that that relates to accountability, the system-
wide accountability.

MR. BRYK:  In 1988 when this reform began, 85% of the elementary schools had an average
achieving level that was below national norms.  That has been the basic -- 85 % of the
elementary schools -- and let me repeat that because that is really quite -- actually, it was a little
less than that.  Only 14% of the elementary schools in the city of Chicago had average test scores
near or at national norms in 1988.  So, when we have done most of our analysis, we have tended
to focus on the 85% of the schools -- there is no argument these places had to improve.  We have
also done a modest amounts of analysis looking at the other 14 or 15% of the schools to figure
out what has happened.  Generally, the results are positive or neutral.  There are individual
schools that have slid, but there is no indication that that other group, as a whole -- in some
cases, showing significant improvements in that group, as well -- but most of our attention is
focused on the schools, on the bulk of the system, were dramatic improvements were needed.

MS. McGRIFF:  Most of the conversation so far on system-wide accountability has focused on
setting standards.  There has been very little discussion on Paul Ballesto's efforts to close
reconstituted schools or create probationary schools, or the system's efforts to charter 16
additional schools.  What is the correlation or relationship with these other system-wide
accountability measures and the Local School Council's school reform?

MR. BRYK:  Going back to the results that we presented in 1993 and that segment of schools
that we described as left behind by reform which are dead in the water, one of the things that
became immediately apparent was, in effect -- and we argued that in the 1993 report -- that you
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needed external accountability to identify these schools and that the worst of these schools really
should be candidates for reconstitution.  However, the central board and the superintendent didn't
have that authority until 1995.  In fact, that is one of the things that we worked very hard on --
several individuals from the consortium during 1994 -- to clarify the role of the central board in
identifying and intervening in non-improving schools so that the authority to put schools under
mediation and probation, and to reconstitute those schools was an important provision in the
1995 law that didn't exist prior to that.  The idea was there.  The mechanism by which schools
would be identified and could, actually, been intervened, was so cumbersome as to be non-
functional.  So, that is why this really only hits the surface beginning in 1996.

MS. McGRIFF:  Could you speak to some of the conflict with the Local School Councils in the
first effort to reconstitute and place schools on probation?

MR. BRYK:  I am sorry.  What was the question?

MS. McGRIFF:  What was the reaction of the Local School Councils to the initial
implementation of reconstitution and probation?

MR. BRYK:  Well, the schools that were kicked out for reconstitution and probation, by almost
any indicator that we looked at, were very truly troubled schools.  There was upset in some
school communities.  On the other hand, when you just looked at the data from this, it was hard
to argue that these were places that were seriously troubled and that needed some external jump
start.  So, there was some upset and some contest that was reported in the media, but it really was
not a serious threat anyway to the central system.  It surely was thought of as a very positive
development.  Fred, actually, is probably a better commentator on this than I am.

MR. Fred HESS:  I am in the midst of doing a three-year analysis of the high school redesign.
We have not really talked very much about the fact that the system has, in fact, in the last year
and a half, taken a real initiative around the high schools.  Out of a task force that worked on
issues that could redesign the high schools and, now, has started to implement that redesign for
the last year and a half -- and I am the monitor and evaluator of that work over the next three
years.  So, we actually have gotten ethnographers in those reconstituted schools and we are
looking at what is happening there.  There are virtually in all those schools, there is virtually no
effect of the Local School Council.  In the probation high schools, we are finding more effective
Local School Councils in existence in the high schools.  But the High School Councils have
never been strong, just as the ADA reports never strongly impacted the high schools, as Tony
mentioned earlier.  So, there was not a lot of popular organization to either object or approve.
Some of those high schools, actually, volunteered to be reconstituted.  (Inaudible) said:  "Please
include us.  Do it."  Now, they would have anyway but, at one of them, they thought that they
were going to be candidates for different kinds of restructuring in terms of pure academy, and
they were very bitterly disappointed and have been, basically, paralyzed all year because they
could not get over their disappointment about not getting this other version.  It is much too early
to see what the effectiveness of reconstitution is but, in Chicago's version of reconstitution which
was simply restaffing -- it did not include the many other variables that San Francisco included
in their reconstitution -- positions were vacated, people could re-apply for their new jobs or for
the same jobs, I mean.  Five to seven principals were fired.  One of the two principals who was
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retained was given an associate principal with equal responsibility and control over the
instructional part of the school.  They really divided the school in half -- and the two
responsibilities.  About 30% of the teachers were re-hired.  In some schools, it was as much as
60% of the teachers who were let go and, in other schools, as few as 20%.  So, there has been a
lot of change, but it is not clear that those schools are well organized for dramatic improvement
at this point in this first year of trying to rebuild after dramatic staff change.  We just took the
latest standardized test the last week -- or a week before, two weeks ago.  So, perhaps in another
four weeks or so, we will know whether there has been any significant change in achievement.  I
do not anticipate much change in this first year.

MS. RAVITCH:  Could someone speak to the number and event of charter schools in Chicago?
Could you do that?

MR. BRYK:  We now have fifteen officially -- which is, the legislation limited fifteen to the city
of Chicago.  The city of Chicago has now authorized fifteen charter schools.  The rest of the state
was supposed to have thirty, and I think there is one for the rest of the state.

MS. THERNSTROM:  How free are those charter schools to --  I mean, what are the constraints
on them in terms of --

MR. BRYK:  -- Like all these things, it is evolving as this moves along.  They have a per pupil
allocation budget.  They are free to hire their own staff.  They are free to set their own time of
operations.  They do have to participate in the city and state assessment system testing programs.
As it currently stands, they are not bound by the Chicago academic standards, although they have
to have standards.  That could be part of the proposal that requires the demonstration of
standards, and ways in which schools will monitor progress toward those standards.  But, like
any of these, this is an evolving set of policies they are working on.

MS. McGRIFF:  We just got a charter in Chicago. The biggest restraint is that you receive your
special education services from the Chicago public schools and, so, you are not free to
implement your own special ed programs.

MR. BRYK:  This is big and it is still a highly contested issue;  an indication of it is that it is still
being a highly contested issue.  There is some effort to try to get the system to put that into
money rather than into services, but this is a case where you get into judicial constraints, and
other levels of government that have regulations that make it very difficult to free up that part.

MR. Fred HESS:  Chicago is under a federal consent decree on special ed.

MS. RAVITCH:  Bill Galston?

MR. GALSTON:  I have been thinking about these productivity gains for a couple of reasons.
One of them has to do with the question of whether you are really measuring every thing you
want to measure.  If you are just focusing on value added, as opposed to some more absolute
standard of what kids ought to be learning -- for example, in Kentucky, as I am sure you know --
there is a combination of a value added approach and some definition of where you ought to be
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at the end of the line.  I think that is, probably, a better way of capturing more of what education
reform is about than a pure value added approach, which is what you are using here.  My sense
of unease about this is fortified by these great productivity profiles in Figure 2.  This is consistent
with what you say in your text.  You have a declining trend of inputs and a pretty flat trend of
outputs and, so, the gain numbers look pretty good, but are you actually much better off at the
end than you were at the beginning?  My doubts are further fortified by the fact that, if you
happen to be measuring from 1988 to 1995, as opposed to 1988 to 1996, a lot of the trend line at
the top would look quite different, and the gain lines would look quite different.  So, if you have
all of these problems in the construction and conceptualization of the measure and the decline in
inputs and in the very large gains in 1996 over 1995, which really determined the end point of
the smooth trend, what do we really know about productivity?

MR. BRYK:  Well, I think you could take all of those concerns and then say:  "What do we
know about improvements in any of these big urban school systems when we look at their annual
reports of test scores?"  People tend to think about these as the hard data.  This is what is really
going on and, as soon as you try to do serious analysis of these hard data, they just crumble
under your -- I mean, I am a pretty good data analyst.  I have worked on lots of projects and this,
by far, was the most frustrating analytic piece of work I have ever done because, normally, with
data it just, sort of, sits out there, and you keep pounding away at it and, eventually, you begin to
figure out what the common story is.  That is, you look at it in different ways, and there is a
consistent set of findings but, with regard to these data, you look at it in different ways and you
get different findings.  One of the problems with this is that they use different forms of the Iowa
Basic Skills every year, and they don't produce great equivalence.  They are not equivalent.
They are form and level specific.  So, when we talk about how the GEs are going up over time or
the percentage of students above national norms, that is a moving standard, but we don't know
where it is moving.  If you actually look inside the content of these tests, which we have done,
the content is shifting over time, so this is not a single measure, a ruler.  If you get the report of
these abstracts, you will see that we have some very concrete examples of very dramatic changes
and a mathematics assessment beginning in 1993, but we didn't tell people about that.  So, the
test is changing, but the teachers don't know this.  The principals don't know this.  The parents
don't know this, that is that, basically, we are testing kids against, essentially, a set of contend
standards in 1993 going forward.  On the question of value added, part of the reason why this
took so long is that we start with all of the technical arguments about why value added with a
right set of approaches for the purposes of holding schools accountable; not for other purposes.
We want to know where the system is in general.  We want status data but, if you want to gather
data about individual school units and are they improving their productivity, the arguments tend
to lead you naturally to a value added base of indicators.  But then, after we computed all these
things, we started to look at profiles like this, and we began to see situations that didn't make too
much sense to us, where the input trend was going down, and the output trend was going down,
but the input trend was going down faster than the output trend.  So, you got a positive value
added.  It is very hard in a political context to describe this as a success.  We also saw cases of
schools that were improving where the input trend was going up, and the output trend was going
up, but they were going up at the same rate, and you describe these as zero.  I mean, a trend of
value added was zero.  Yet, by all accounts these were improving places and, if you brought this
down inside of classrooms, what it meant to a teacher is that, each year, the students coming into
that classroom were somewhat more advanced than the students before.  First off, the teacher had
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to recognize that.  They had to change instruction.  Those changes in instruction had to be at least
modestly successful because they had to produce gains like they produced before.  That suggests
to us that there is, actually, constructive educational action occurring in school communities that
have these changing input trends, but the value added wouldn't show it.  So, we eventually
argued that you really needed, for productivity purposes, to combine looking at output trends and
value added trends.  That is, basically, where our analytic work on that topic ended up.  But it
turns out that the combinations are the weakness in the measurement system and the weaknesses
in the reporting systems.  This makes it very difficult to make any real definitive judgments
about who is improving and how much.

MS. RAVITCH:  Paul Peterson?

MR. PETERSON:  I was mainly on the same point of these tests and the administration of these
tests.  Urban schools around the country are showing gains.  Wherever you go --

MS. RAVITCH:  -- speak into your microphone.

MR. PETERSON:  I am sorry.  Wherever you go, there are gains throughout the country.  New
York city public schools just reported 55% are above grade average.  It is just like Lake
Woebegone.  The only question is:  "Who is being tested and how are the tests being
administered?"  When everybody has such a vested interest in showing that good things are
happening, how can we be sure that what we are being told has anything to do with reality?

MS. RAVITCH:  There is also the issue of who gets excluded from the testing, and they don't
always tell you who is left out.

MR. BRYK:  On that issue, we are actually doing pretty well in Chicago, in part, because of
much earlier work done by the Chicago Panel bringing attention to questions about the indicators
to have the school system producing.  They do make public the percentage of students who are
tested, and you can ask about any category of students to know who is in and who is out by
school grade level.  So, on that account, I think Chicago is, actually, pretty good.  It is pretty
honest.  On the question of the control systems around this, I mean, these are very -- It is really
easy to cheat on these things.  Basically, they are being administered by teachers in classrooms.
Although most school systems -- Chicago does some accountability and checking where they go
back and give, in some small numbers of schools and classrooms -- a second test, these systems
are very weak.  If you put a lot of pressure on them to improve, there are lots of ways in which
you can get the numbers, other than actual improvements in instruction.  It is part of what makes
me very pessimistic about strong outcome-based accountability because the indicator system just
isn't going to be able to support the pressure being placed on them.  That is part of why I would
argue that the data on Chicago from 1999 to 1996 is, actually, pretty good data because we didn't
have strong outcome-based accountability and, to the extent that anyone outside of the system
was looking at schools, it was the state and it was the eye gap test, rather than the ITBS.  Our
ITBS scores really shot up in 1997, but including the pressure to get those tests was on them.
Part of it is that the schools have turned and are putting pressure to get the test scores up, and
they are taking the testing situation more seriously.  We are having rallies now.  "Get ready to
take the Iowa test of basic skills," and you drive by the schools, and they have their big
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billboards out in front.  "Next week is test week.  Go students."  But whether that really
translates into really meaningful improvements in instruction and in learning, that is another
question.

MS. RAVITCH:  Mr. Caradonio?

MR. CARADONIO:  In Massachusetts we are like this.  If you would go into a Massachusetts
school this week, it was the first week of the new state test.  I guess I am sitting here very
perplexed, I guess, having been acquainted to a standard reform since 1993, how beneficial it is.
You do not find the urban systems in Massachusetts bucking this system.  You find that the
suburban systems, I believe, are efficient because, from the point of view of mobility, it is
wonderful.  Kids move.  "Go ahead.  Everybody is instructed the same way."  But, as you get to
the assessment and you bring up the whole issues of validity in fairness, has the Iowa Test of
Basic Skills become, in essence, the hidden curriculum?

MR. BRYK:  It is the curriculum.

MR. CARADONIO:  Then, I say to my business friends:  "You are going to get what you want
but not what you need."  In Massachusetts, there is a tremendous -- we have given for one year
the grade free Iowa Test of Basic Skills, and there was a tremendous disconnect between that and
the Massachusetts Comprehensive Assessment System which is based on higher order thinking
skills and open to question.  It is causing parents to get very confused when Johnny in the third
grade is an advanced reader and, believe me, in November, Johnny is not going to be an
advanced reader in terms of the state assessment.  Bringing it all back to the central issue, I
would say this.  I got a job once in a very affluent suburban school system, very tiny.  I was in
charge of curriculum, and the teachers sent me a little card.  It said:  "Welcome to town.  Hah,
hah, hah."  And, the card said:  "Changing curriculum is like moving a cemetery."  That was
Woodrow Wilson.  I guess what we tend to fall of the page on is back to that curriculum, is using
those test results in a diagnostic fashion to change the teaching and learning of the students.  But,
if people are all not on the same page as to what the curriculum is, then, you will again have
people changing the way they teach, but it might not be the way that we want students to learn.
So, absent this common core curriculum, are we just, again, fomenting a lot of curricula
instability on top of the political instability and on top of the economic instability of school
systems?

MR. BRYK:  I say quite clearly in the paper that I thought one of the weaknesses of the first
phases of the Chicago reform was the absence of standards.  I think it is clear standards about
what we want our students to know and be able to do and point toward more challenging
intellectual work to be extraordinarily valuable.

PARTICIPANT:  That is not the load-bearing wall.

MR. BRYK:  The load-bearing wall is the assessments.  We do some things like this.  One could
think about assessments that are more instructionally related, that involve teachers much more in
the process of administering and collecting and scoring the work and portfolio-based systems
where you really are engaging teachers in ongoing conversations about student work and why is
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this good and why is this better and how do you get from here to there.  By all accounts, this is a
very productive activity to occur and essential to really implementing standards-based reform.
The problem is that, when you move toward high-stakes outcome accountability, most of those
assessment systems won't stand up to the standards of reliability and validity to put stakes on
them.  They just fall by the wayside.  You also bring in the economics of high-stakes
accountability.  You have to do it with all the kids and, typically, in urban districts you have got
to do it with all the kids every year, and the costs of doing, really, deep assessments begin to
drive you away from them toward these more superficial assessments.  If that is what you are
going to put the stakes on, that is what people are going to focus attention on.  We have been
gathering samples of classroom tasks and student work to try to focus public attention on this
issue in Chicago.  Last spring, we went into the classrooms -- a number of classrooms -- to
gather this stuff.  We had teachers say to us, "We don't do any challenging work in the spring
because all spring is focused around preparation for taking the tests and doing the tests so that
the student work looks like the tests, which are bubble sheet."  That is not the kind of challenging
intellectual standards.  Interestingly, what happened in Chicago is this.  We had been using the
Iowa Test of Basic Skills and its high school equivalence to TAP the curriculum.  Everybody is
teaching reading in the high schools because reading is one of the two things we are testing.  But
reading is not a high school subject.  We have got another reform coming right down behind this
one, which is this mandated high school curriculum for the first two years of specific courses and
common end of course exams.  Presumably, those other course exams are going to look entirely
different than the TAP reading assessments. And so, we are going to be going up and, then,
down because we will have entirely changed the signals to high school teachers as to what we
want them to do.
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GENERAL DISCUSSION

MS. RAVITCH:  This session is "Lessons From Houston."  I think the origin of this paper -- at
least at the conference -- was interesting because I received a paper over the transom as it were
from Don McAdams, and I didn't know Don, and I didn't know that anything unusual was
happening in Houston.  He sent the paper asking if I had any suggestions about where he might
have his book published.  I read the paper, and I thought:  "This is a terrific paper, and what a
great story."  I should mention that I am a graduate of the Houston public schools, and the reason
I graduated from the Houston public schools was because, first of all, I lived there but, also, my
parents wanted to enroll me in Kinkaid, which was a great private school which was directly
across the street from where I lived.  When I was six years old, we walked across and met Mrs.
Kinkaid, and she said that they were not accepting Jews.  So, I was enrolled in the Houston
public schools with my seven brothers and sisters.  So, I felt some sense of not exactly loyalty
but awe about what has been happening in Houston.  It is quite an extraordinary story which, to
my knowledge, has not gotten any attention in the national media.  I must say that I found it a
very enjoyable paper to read.

MS. SALOMONE:  This is a question of political strategy.  We obviously have a growing
minority population in the school district, and I understand your position that it is a no-win
situation to address bilingual ed. at this point on your board.  Are you just setting that issue
aside?  It is a very important issue, obviously.

MR. McADAMS:  No.

MS. SALOMONE:  You have raised it -- or are you trying to develop some grassroot support?

MR. McADAMS:  What we are doing is this.  Maybe Rod wants to answer these questions
rather than me?  What we are doing is we are trying to cultivate one of the new Hispanic trustees
who looks like he, at least, has the kind of mind set and potential to pull this off, to be the leader
and get out in front on this.  He currently is saying that he is interested in doing this and wants to
do it and believes it needs to be done.  If we can get him to get out in front and lead this, then, we
can get behind and support him.  But I know that it is not an issue I can get out in front on.  Do
you want to say something, Rod?

MR. PAIGE:  I think you have explained it.  This is an issue we have got to face.  It is a big
issue.  We have a lot of students who need help here.  What we are doing now is reasonable.  It is
not a fake.  But it has got to be changed.  So, it is a big challenge in front of us, and we have got
to take on these issues when we an win them.  It doesn't do any good to take on one and lose it.
So, we have to put the right dynamics in place to make it win.  We can talk a little bit about the
strategy.  We have got to do it within the next two years and, maybe, sooner than that.  It is
possible that the state legislature is going to begin discussing it in the next session, which may
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give us some leverage and cover.  We look for all those edges to find out when it is tactically
smart to go on and deal with it.

MR. GUTHRIE:  What are you trying to do?

MR. McADAMS:  Well, the current bilingual programs that we have are not really bilingual.
They are just instruction in Spanish.  Although there may be a little bit of ESL in there, the
children get to be fifth graders and, then, they go off to middle school where there is no
instruction in Spanish, and they don't know English well enough to cope.  So, we have a huge
Hispanic dropout rate when they get old enough to drop out.  We do not believe that children
should pass up the opportunity to be bilingual adults.  In this global economy, what an advantage
to be able to speak two languages!  So, we do not want our Spanish speaking children to lose
Spanish, but what we do want them to do is learn English quickly and rapidly and maintain their
Spanish.  We think there are some models out there that enable you to do that, and that is what
we are working on and trying to get into place.

MS. RAVITCH:  Stan?

MR. LITOW:  We are working closely in Houston with you and your staff on a reading program.
You mentioned earlier on the centralization of the reading program.  There are a lot of places that
would not have that level of central involvement and central control on a key curriculum issue,
which appears to be one of your strengths.  Was that not fought at the school level by teachers
and administrators who objected to the level of consistency and professional development and
expectations on something that usually is given over to people on a local level?

MR. McADAMS:  I would say:  "Yes."

MR. PAIGE:  If I could expand on that.  Yes, it was fought at that level.  We fought it at the
school level with the teachers.  Some of the teachers say:  "We know how to teach reading.  We
don't need to go back through this."  We don't want to be involved in this.  We have a tough fight
there, but the toughest fight was in the central administration, those people who are in charge of
the curriculum.  Reading was down in the bureaucracy, and we are reading out of that
bureaucratic status, and it is put over here, and we have a reading czar report directly to the
superintendent.  That, really, changes the order, the pecking order; and we have got a lot of back
slapping.  It is like a virus that is working within the organization.  But it is like we do in most
situations like that.  We just knuckle down and try to find out where the issues are, and fight it.
Stay with it.

MS. RAVITCH:  Debbie?

MS. McGRIFF:  I think I have the system right.  Do you have a principal who has as charter
school?  What is his name?

MR. PAIGE:  Thadeus (inaudible).
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MS. McGRIFF:  A lot of the national publicity on his school is set on some grounds and his
wanting to do direct instruction as a major instructional model, and the lack of support that he
received from the central administration and moving forward.  And, now, the school is also being
promoted because the head of the teachers' union enrolled her godson in the school.  Is any of
this true?  Or, what is your perspective on that story?

MR. PAIGE:  Thadeus isn't (inaudible).  It is true that he had a lot of national publicity, and it is
a very effective school.  It is one of the best, but it is one of many (inaudible).  Probably there are
ten or maybe 15 others (inaudible).  I can not (inaudible) a strong powerful performance, but I
think what is misunderstood is that there is a larger play on his direct instructions -- part of it.
We have a rather interesting mix, and I think it is, probably, more close to our balanced approach
to reading than it is to be one sided.  I think Thadeus uses that a little bit.  At one time, he did
have some resistance that was a very strong whole language philosophy in the district, and
anybody who talked about (inaudible) was cut off at the knees.  So, at that point, Thadeus was
having a really tough time.  Presently, he probably gets as much support as he could use.  As a
matter of fact, it was showered on him.  So, there is no lack of support for his programs.

MR. McADAMS:  If I can add this.  The idea of making his school a charter school is, in fact,
Rod's.  It has been 1991 since he was mistreated by central office.

MS. RAVITCH:  I visited Thadeus Lott's school in 1991 and, at that time, they were saying that
he cheated because his scores were so high.  But all you had to do was walk around his school
and go from classroom to classroom to know that there was no cheating going on.  He was doing
something quite remarkable there.  But that superintendent is gone.  Bill?

MR. GALSTON:  What I take away from this morning's sessions, as a whole, is one central
issue, which is the relationship between governance structure, on the one hand, and what you
want to have happen in the classroom for students and outcomes, on the other hand.  What
strikes me is that we have, in the past two hours, gotten two diametrically opposed answers to
that question.  I mean, I think that, in a way, you have underplayed the forcefulness of your final
recommendations.  So, so let me read it for everybody to hear.  "The only way to assure the
continued improvement of Houston's public schools is to get politics out of the schools so that
the final lesson from Houston is that urban schools must be placed at arm's length from direct
democratic control."  That is the opposite of the message that you are getting from Chicago.  I
think we have to distinguish, as the administrative progressives did, between thinking
anecdotally and thinking constitutionally.  I think we have to ask ourselves questions at the
constitutional level as to what the relationship is between governance structure and outcomes.
Can we talk about these diametrically opposed conclusions for a minute?  Is direct democratic
control part of the solution or part of the problem?

MS. RAVITCH:  One of the reasons I always love to be in meetings with Bill is that he listens
and, then, he tells everybody what they have just thought.  Then, you suddenly have this insight.
You say:  "My God, he is right.  He just told me, and I didn't hear what I was saying."

MR. VITERITTI:  I would like to give you two responses.  I think there are two discussions
going on here.  One is:  "What is the role of politics?"  I think there is a lot of evidence which is
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more than anecdotal and, if you look at the objective as improving educational opportunities for
poor kids, you have to assume that politics is not your friend.  Poor people, by definition, are not
powerful political players.  What we have here that is, sort of, complicating it a bit is that we are
talking about politics on different levels.  Tony was talking about politics at the school level.  It
is not surprising to me that, over the years, there has been less and less interest in participating in
those events.  The same thing has happened in New York.  You can look at three decades of
political science research that shows you that people are not particularly interested in becoming
political actors, and the lower down you go, the less interest there is.  What I think it is
suggesting is that folks are talking it up and people are not looking for their schools to become
laboratories for democracy.  They want their schools to become places where kids learn.  That is
a very strong message that I think comes through, and what you look at is lack of interest in
Chicago, and what we have seen as some people interpreting it as lack of interest in New York is
not to purchase a penny in those events.  The other question that really resonates here, in terms of
governance, is:  "What is the respective role that will be played by this central administration
versus at the school level?"  I think there are different ways to describe a parental role at the
school level other than running the school.  In the hospital, you want the surgeon to speak with
the patient before they take the scalpel in their hand.  You don't, necessarily, want the patients to
run the hospital.  I think what we are finding is that parents don't want to run the school; they
want to have a voice in the school.  There are other ways to look at an essential parental role
other than what they have done in Chicago.  I think charter schools is one example.  One of the
things Checker found out -- and a lot of other people doing research on charter schools found out
-- is that there is an avenue for parental involvement, but it is as consumers and it is as people
who have a cooperative relationship with the school.  It is not, necessarily, as people who run the
school.  Looking at the role of Central, both in terms of Houston and in Chicago, it is very
important because I see that there are two sets of reforms that went on in Chicago, which Debbie
McGriff mentioned and which Ken mentioned.  Setting of high academic standards, ending
social promotion, closing down failing schools, reconstituting schools:  these are all very much a
part of a reform movement, I think, but it was a reform movement that was really starting to be
imposed at Central.  I don't want this interpreted as saying that we need to centralize, but I think
that looking at Chicago and Houston may begin to tell us what role Central should play, and
Central should not be running schools, but Central should be setting standards and should be
setting up accountability standards to an evaluation so that we know which schools are working
and which schools are not, and which schools should be allowed to function and which schools
should not be allowed to function.  So, I think what we are seeing here is a more complicated
question of the respective roles to be played by school level personnel and district level
personnel.

MS. RAVITCH:  Let me say that, in the next session after lunch, we will talk about New York
and see how that adds or subtracts from this discussion, but Fred Hess wanted to comment.

MR. Fred HESS:  If you only think about Chicago in the 1989 through 1994 era, you could make
the comment that you made, Bill but, if you listen to my comments in response to Don, you
couldn't say that about Chicago.  I mean, I think you have misdrawn the contrast between the two
cities.  I think Chicago is also in an indirect democratic control mode right now. The Board of
Education is not elected.  It is appointed directly by the mayor.  This is not a direct democratic
control context.  It has moved back from that.  It was done in a way that was very instrumental
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relative to partisan politics, which is somewhat different from the way you talk about it because
it was done, as was mentioned earlier, by a Republican legislature with a Republican governor,
and a Democratic mayor cried crocodile tears about this new power that he loves having.  The
constraint on the unions that was engaged in it.  So, I think both situations are much more --
Chicago is more out of direct democratic control than Houston is in the current structure.  The
other piece that is understated, when you focus only on that, is the issue of the non-traditional
leadership and getting out of the box.  It is interesting to me that we have a number of cities now
that have gone to non-traditional leadership.  Not all have been successful, as one that we are
sitting in, but we have got two that have gotten generals in charge of them and one now has a
prosecutor in charge of them.  We have a city budget director in charge of ours.  Houston has a
former dean of the School of Education, but that means the way in which that happens makes
differences in terms of what they do, what those non-traditional leaders do.  Dr. Paige and Kim
Brakehouse who is from Birmingham, England was in our city last week, and we were doing the
Sister Cities conference.  Both bring a sense of how to work with teachers to their work and
started from inside on that.  In our case, Valest didn't know much about education.  So, he RFPed
it out and looked for assistance from other people on what to do with teachers.  He got a very
diverse set of assistances being provided.  It is not fair to characterize Chicago -- at least today --
as emphasizing democratic control.  The democratic is more a participatory control at the local
level, not an electoral control, necessarily and, at Central, it is not a direct control any longer.

MS. RAVITCH:  Jeff Guthrie?

MR. GUTHRIE:  What I didn't hear either in Chicago or Houston was an assertion, somehow,
that there was not enough money.  Yet, in big city after big city, and in state after state, there are
currently consortia of attorneys starting to mount these big adequacy lawsuits.  New York is
principal among them.  St. Paul is right there.  It is starting to happen in Dade County, Florida.
And, they are at other places.  What is the role of money here in Houston?

MR. McADAMS:  May I speak to that?  (No response).  "We need more money.  Send money."
We are operating with a tax rate that is 30 cents below, that is, 30 cents per 100 valuation below
the suburban districts and Harris County.  We have almost a billion dollars of deferred
maintenance on schools for renovation and repair, in addition to the fact that we need about
another 200 million dollars worth of new schools to deal with overcrowding.  We had a bond
election defeated by the voters in May of 1996.  The lesson that we have learned from all of this
is that you can't go to the public and say:  "We need money." and expect them to give you the
money unless you can first prove that you can manage well the money you have and give them
results.  We believe that we are now going to win the next bond election --

MR. GUTHRIE:  -- that is capital.  Talk to me about operating funds.

MS. RAVITCH:  Don, for per pupil, what are you spending?

MR. McADAMS:  Rod, it is $4,000 --

MR. PAIGE:  -- it is about $4,900.  It is under $5,000 per pupil per year.
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MR. GUTHRIE:  St. Paul is spending $9,000 and claiming it is inadequate.

MR. McADAMS:  Right.  The cost of living is lower in Texas.  So, you have to adjust those
numbers but, even after adjustment, we are a bargain for the taxpayers.  We could use more
money, but we need it in two places.  One is needed for capital, and the other place we need it is
we need it for teacher salaries because we are beginning to have a brain drain as the suburban
school districts have raised their salaries, and they are beginning to pull our best teachers out.
So, we need it for that.  We don't need money for school reform.  We need money to maintain
school operations.  School reform  doesn't cost anything.

MR. GUTHRIE:  You may be subpoenaed.  You had better watch out.

MS. SCHAEFER:  Could you say what the salary -- they talk about the salaries in Houston
compared to the suburban district teacher salaries.

MR. McADAMS:  Rod, you need to speak to that.

MR. PAIGE:  Yes.  We attacked that problem last year (inaudible).  Our first, second, third grade
teachers have the highest salaries in Harris County.  That was increased last year.  Beginning
about year five, we dropped down to as low as 14 in the district and, in various places along the
continuum, we are in different positions, with the second year of a three-year pledge to move the
whole system up to the top of the line.  Actually, it took last year to move our first-year teachers
up to compete with the college graduates coming out, have been countered by several of the
inner city districts and, so, it is going to be a zigzagging effort going backwards and forward.
But one of the biggest problems is science and math teachers, people with a very strong content
mastery, fighting with the private sector.  Almost every week, some math teacher comes in to a
principal and says:  "Friday is my last day, and I am going to work with a computer firm."  Just
like that.  So, this teacher-salary is very dynamic and hits several different fronts.

MS. RAVITCH:  Have you been able to do anything about having different salary scales where
you have shortages?

MR. PAIGE:  We are in the process of looking at that now.  We have collected some information
from the State, asking about supply and demand issues with the different areas of certification.
For example, there are some areas of certification where we have more teachers than we can use
certified in that area.  There are other areas of certification like math where that won't be enough
to go around.  But the salary structure is the same, regardless of what your certification area is.
So, we don't think that is the way to approach it.  Some of the school systems are countering that
by giving sliding bonuses.  Certain of the districts will give as much as $3,000 for a math teacher
to sign with them, and we then plug them into the regular salary structure.  So, there are various
different ways to approach it.  What we want to do is have a stratified system that will put the
supply and demand pressures in place.

MR. GUTHRIE:  We need to think of a new name for this, too; like "partners."

MS. RAVITCH:  Euphemism needed.
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BPEP 1999
Problems of Managing a Big-City School System
Author:  Stanley S. Litow (pp. 185-217)
Comments:  Michael Casserly and Bruce MacLaury (pp. 217-29)

GENERAL DISCUSSION

MS. RAVITCH:  I just want to add one thing, which is that my closest friend is the principal of
one of the schools that was created because of Stan's boss, Joe Fernandez, and a couple of stories
she has told me suddenly resonated with me.  One is that hers is supposed to be a school of
choice.  It is a public school for 350 kids.  Ninety  percent are Hispanic and black.  She is
allowed to take only about 60 percent choice students.  The rest are randomed in by the computer
because the system believes that equity requires that her school have kids who haven't chosen it.
I don't know what the logic of this is, but the system knows its own logic.  The second thing is
that in building this new school, which they created in rental space, they spend $6 million, and a
million of the six million was spent on the most gorgeous state of the art cafeteria that you have
ever seen, and nothing is cooked there because everything is prepared by the Bureau of School
Lunch Services and shipped in from some place else.  Again, the system has its logic.  Chester
Finn?

MR. FINN:  Shortly before Bill Galston asked a constitutional question about urban school
structures.  I would like to come back to that in the context of what we have just been hearing.  It
seems to me there is a lengthening list of urban systems around America that have in the last five
years or so had what we might involuntary constitutional changes imposed upon them.
Involuntary in the sense that the school board and superintendent never would have opted for
this, and somebody did it to them, whether we are talking about D.C. or about Newark or about
recent developments in Philadelphia or in Chicago or Cleveland.  We could make a lengthening
list, and I guess I am wondering that in almost every case there is a taking of power away from
the traditional structure, the appointed or elected board as it was traditionally appointed or
elected, with a traditional superintendent whom that board employed and shifting power to
somebody else.  Usually it is somebody unconventional, if it fits the mayor or the state or some
place that we aren't accustomed to seeing power over governance over urban school systems.
My question is this.  There are a few systems that have resisted this.  Houston gave us a good
example of hanging on to its own control, but the people who have been making the changes
there admit that they are not too optimistic about people who are willing to make the changes
they have been making.  They have, sort of, outlived them, given the structural impediments and
political impediments.  So, how long are we going to regard these involuntary constitutional
changes as exceptions to a norm which ought to prevail?  These are, sort of, bizarre exceptions to
the traditional norm, but the norm is right.  When are we going to wonder whether the norm as
we have known it is wrong?  And, these involuntary constitutional shifts are, in fact, the
precursors of a new way of doing things that we ought to open our eyes and, possibly, embrace
and work with them.

MS. RAVITCH:  Is this a question?  And, to whom is it directed?

MR. FINN:  Your panel, your distinguished panel of authorities on this matter.
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MR. LITOW:  Well, one of the things that I suggested in my paper was that there should be a
policy board of education in New York city, but it should be appointed by the mayor, similar to
Chicago's plan.  I think a number of people have suggested for big cities and dependent school
districts, that there ought to be a closer relationship between city government and the schools as
a vital service.  In terms of the larger question of instituting some kind of governance change
similar to what has been set up in these cities.  They are so different from one another, so that I
am not exactly sure what it is that you would be suggesting.  There is a control board format
which has been tried in public-finance situations.  New York city, actually, had a financial
control board at the time of the fiscal crisis, and most people credit it with being a very important
element in the city's fiscal stability, and as a result of that they put in place a number of
structures that have survived to this day and helped New York city return to the credit markets.
If that is a good analogy, then I think it should be explored.

MS. RAVITCH:  Bruce, did you want to speak?

MR. MacLAURY:  Yes.  I have a brief comment.  I think Chester's question is a provocative
one, and I find explicit within it your own response, Chester.  That is to say, it should be
considered more than norm.  I think I share that point of view.  That is to say it should not be
extra constitutional; it should be built into the normal way of doing business at the state level.
You expect certain standards to be met by your junior jurisdictions across the state and so long as
they are met, those who have the elected authority at the local level persist in it.  Then when they
have demonstrated their incompetence or their inability to perform in consonance with the state
standards, then the analogy is bankruptcy.  You bring in a receiver, and I do not understand why
that should not be considered normal.  In D.C., obviously, once again you need not differ.

MS. RAVITCH:  Ted Kolderie?

MR. KOLDERIE:  Let me come at this a little bit differently.  I was wondering as I was listening
if it would make sense in our discussion about governance to think and talk separately about the
industry structure and the corporate structure: the industry level and corporate level.  Most of our
discussion about governance has been about corporate governance.  You can see this in a number
of these papers. Board members elected at large or by districts and how much is delegated from
central to site and how the administration is organized and who controls.  The state legislature
and state policy has been, in the absence of home rule in American public education, the state
deals directly with corporate governance.  Even the takeovers, I suppose, fall into this category
of changes in corporate governance.  But there is also this dimension where we are just trying to
struggle, I think, to get a fix on of the industry structure because the legislative actions and state
policy actions are now beginning to change away from the franchise public utility model for the
industry.  You hear references to this, like in your panel when both Mr. Litow and Bruce.  We
are talking about the charter schools.  They appear in the picture but, yet, they are really not a
part of the district, particularly if the states where the schools are sponsored by alternate sponsors
or like in the District of Columbia where they are sponsored by the two boards in which you
aren't at the moment; right?  So, they are not really a part of the district governance nor part of
the corporate governance. There are changes in the industry structure, being introduced by state
policy.  Voucher schools would follow.  Let's see if it is okay to pay for the education of kids in
private and parochial schools.  That is a change in the industry structure into a district with open
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enrollment is the change in the industry structure.  The boundaries are lifted out; right?  It seems
to me it was important.  Mr. Litow and I had a little conversation about this before this session
started because I thought it was important in connection with his paper.  He talks about the kinds
of changes made by corporations in the private sector and dealing with their internal problems.
He notes, a little bit in passing, in one of those last pages that there are certain characteristics of
the industry structure in the private sector.  It is a competitive structure.  Your organization could
fail, as I once heard Albert Shanker say, "this is important."  This creates an imperative that
drives people to do the good things that need to be done, and this makes for a long list.  I was
curious about the paper, as I was telling you, because there is this also long list -- there is a very
strong urge that we ought to do these good things in public education, too.  That is within the
corporate governance and how to do these things: corporate leadership, policy leadership,
managerial leadership, also ought to do these good things.  By and large nothing in the list will
surprise anybody.  We have been saying this to ourselves for quite a longtime.  And, it continues
to be very hard to happen.  It is very difficult to make happen.  But the interesting question, I
think, is what this implies and suggests about the industry structure.  In other words, whether
some kind of fundamental continuation of the state changes and the industry structure would be
helpful if in fact it is this kind of imperative that is driving a change in improvement within
organizations and other structures.  I am constantly reminded that in a lot of our institutions the
corporations and the people in them and organizations and the people in them do all the kinds of
things we keep saying that we want education to do.  They do set goals themselves.  They
measure performance themselves.  They reward good performance and they deal with bad
performance and they train people at the expense of the organization.  We have lots of
institutions in or society to do this pretty well.  Why wouldn't we ask ourselves:  "What are the
characteristics of systems industries."  The term "system" is a terribly misleading word, I think,
in all this discussion.  Why wouldn't we ask ourselves, "What are the characteristics of
institutions that do this well, and then why wouldn't we at least ask ourselves whether this
institution which has such problems and such urgent needs for improvement?"  Shouldn't --
perhaps we should begin to take on some of the characteristics of those kinds of institutions?

MS. RAVITCH:  Mike Casserly?

MR. CASSERLY:  I have two very quick points.  Ted, you might be interested in knowing that
our organization this summer with the Houston schools and about a dozen other major urban
school systems across the country is going to launch a major project with the National Alliance
of Business and the American Productivity and Quality Center, the originally founders being the
Baldridge awards to see if we can do some redesigning and re-engineering of the accountability
systems in big cities to do precisely what you are suggesting and ask those questions.  If I might -
- back on Chester's point, Chester actually has a particularly vexing question about the lessons
that alternative systems, such as they have been tried.  I would like a little bit to make sure that
we also ask the converse question, and that is have the alternative systems that are being tried at
the moment and working in the way that we had originally hoped.  I think we have got a number
of interesting not convincing models but a number of interesting alternative systems that have
been tried or are being tried.  You have got Cleveland.  You have got Chicago.  You have got
Newark.  You had an interesting situation at least with an alternative superintendent Howard in
Milwaukee.  You had the private sector in Minneapolis.  You have got generals of various
persuasions, some of whom are doing great and others that didn't do so well.  You have got a
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general attorney now about to run the San Diego schools.  And, the alternative models, which in
fact may be the wave of the future.  Also, it teaches us some lessons about what, necessarily,
may not be working in these alternatives systems.  There appears not to be any general set of
those alternative systems that are working any better than the current one.  I think that we need to
make sure that we look at those, as well.

MS. RAVITCH:  Rod Paige?

MR. PAIGE:  I would agree, though, that I believe that the governance system is the place where
we can see really high level change.  You can really seriously get some public schools and big
city schools, but we don't have to fix the governance systems.  We can delay that as long as we
want to, but they are being to do it.  I would caution us to look back at the twenties when the
decisions were made to move our public schools away from the municipal people, to look at the
lessons that we learned there.  We look at the lessons that we learned there.  We go back to the
same track, although we get some exciting examples at certain local places.  But as a general
rule, I would caution us not to work to that strategy.  Also, I would caution us not to overreact to
difficulties that we are experiencing here.  I don't want to oversimplify this issue, but the central
question is:  How do you get a government structure made up with people like Don McAdams,
Ron Franklin, and others that came together in Houston, who were good people and could think
and had their heart in the right place and are willing to work.  Instead of the system that we have
now where you have absolutely no chance of getting those kinds of people to come into the
government structure.  I ask people in Houston in the business community: How many of these
people would you like to have on your board?  Finally, we need to give some consideration to
the fact that we know answers to most of these questions.  The school district is an organization,
just like most other big organizations.  It performs like organizations.  We have the same type of
organizational dynamics, and we know a lot about organizational dynamics, but it is a lack of
political will to really get to some of the  tradeoff issues.  Would we rather have this or that?  We
really cannot have both.  Those are the kinds of decisions, I think, that we really need to make.  It
is not going to take a lot to do that.  It is just going to be talked about in terms of how do you get
people who can govern like Don does.  We frame the problem right.  Part of it is management,
and part of it is pedagogical.  In Houston we operate a transportation system that is larger then
the Houston transportation system.  It is larger then the Houston transportation system.  It is
larger than Metro, and before we can start anything pedagogical, I have got to get 45,000
children from home to school.  They don't train people in the colleges of education how to do
this.  There are some transformation experts, but we inherited a system where we have principals
and other people running it.  There is the food service operation.  It is like McDonald's, so we
separate these pedagogical issues from the business issues that need management and
organizational management, although the for-profit organizational management sense.  We are
not that far away.  It is pretty clear.  I don't want us to overreact.

MS. RAVITCH:  Howard Fuller?

MR. FULLER:  I have two points.  One, is that I want to thank Mike for establishing me as an
alternative system.  My wife and I were watching Estelle Nakita, and she said that she was in
charge but not in control.  That was our situation.
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MS. THERNSTROM:  Howard, could you put your microphone closer?

MR. FULLER:  Yes.  But what I do want to say, though, in the question that Mike raised about
seeing about these alternative systems.  The one thing I want to caution us is that many of these
alternative systems we will never know whether or not they can be successful because they have
been saddled with the same issues and problems that the current system has, and the argument
that people are making is that the only way we could compare them is to make sure they are
exactly like the system.  There is also another way that people come at this.  For example, the
voucher system in Milwaukee -- people need to realize that there were compromises made at
every step of the way to weaken it so that, in fact, even if you did get it into place, you set up so
much stuff that would tell you that it can't work, so that you compromise, first of all, on the
amount of money.  You limit the number of students.  You come down with all kinds of rules
and regulations from the state department.  I want to make it clear that we are not in America
actually creating alternatives that are radically different from the existing system.  We are
creating illusions of alternatives, and then when they are not successful, the people weaken them
from the beginning, are then able to step forward and way:  "See, I told you.  This isn't any
better."  I just want to put that caution on the table.  You know that I am not whining or anything.
I am just saying that the people out there, for example, even in some charter schools ii America
and who are trying to do it differently are doing it in a hostile environment and are doing it with
much less resources that what people would imagine, and they are doing it with people who love
kids and who are trying to do the best that they can under very, very difficult circumstances, so
when we make these comparisons, I would argue that we just need to keep those things in line.

MS. RAVITCH:  Don McAdams?

MR. McADAMS:  I just want to piggy back on something that Rod said.  I don't think this is
some magical and mysterious thing that no one knows how to do.  I think a lot of it is just good
management, the same kind of good management that IBM or any other organization uses, and it
is the politics that gets in the way.  Changing the governance structure doesn't deal with the
problem that Joe mentioned about the influence of organized labor in New York.  To go to Mr.
Finn's question, since I haven't formally met you, I am going to call you Mr. Finn.

MR. FINN:  Nobody else does.

MR. McADAMS:  I don't think there is any model where we should say, "This is the way urban
schools should be organized."  I think figuring out how to distance them from direct democratic
control is important, I think for Houston at-large trustees will go a long way to solving our
problems.  In some other cities that might not work, but for us I think that would solve a lot of
our problems.  Then the issue about how do you distance it further down.  I think following on
the ideas that Paul Hill has put forward, takes us the next step.  I am not for decentralization or
for centralization.  The issue is:  What decisions are best made at the school and what decisions
are best made at central office, and you have got to figure that out, and I think if you can develop
a, kind of, contract system with schools, then you can get the decisions that need to be made at
schools made at schools.  Meanwhile, you can keep at central office the kinds of decisions that
need to be made there.  The governance system that allows all this to happen might be different
from one urban center to the next, depending on their condition and their history.  So, I don't
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think the answer to your question is that there is some new paradigm out there.  I think we are,
sort of, pragmatically what works in different places, and I think it is going to local people to
determine what is the right answer for them.

MS. RAVITCH:  Paul Peterson?  I think this has to be the last comment in this session.  We will
move on to the next one.

MR. PETERSON:  Good.  I just love to have the last word.

MS. RAVITCH:  You got it.

MR. PETERSON:  Education is the largest service that is directly provided by government in the
United States, I believe.  We do have a very large health care industry, but we use private
providers to deliver the service, and the government merely handles the financing, except for the
(inaudible) which is much smaller than what we are talking about in the area of education.  So,
we should ask the question:  Why should we think that if the government is going to undertake
such a massive enterprise, something that is five or six percent of our Gross National Product;
why should we expect, then, the government be able to provide that service efficiently?  There
are just lots and lots of theoretical reasons to believe that there will be enormous inefficiencies to
the point where we have had  two people sitting at the front table in this session say that the
schools are uncontrollable and unmanageable.  If we really mean those words, we mean to say
that it can't be done.  It is not just a matter of coming up with a new little arrangement,
appointing some more noble people or making them elected on an at-large basis rather than on a
district basis or having the state instead of the county or the village or whatever.  We tried all of
those things fundamentally what happens when you have the government providing the service is
that you are going to have an enormous stake in policies that that particular entity is engaged in.
They are going to be actively engaged in elections.  Where we have a highly decentralized
system as we have in the United States and these decisions are made at the local level, then the
elections that count are very frequently going to have a very small number of people
participating.  The most extreme case is the Chicago one this morning where very few people
turn out for these local election are hardly contested.  Well, that means then that there are almost
certainly going to be determined by those who have huge stakes in the system with extremely
strong vested interests and the same is going to be true where state legislators when they come to
education policies, they are going to give enormous weight to those who have the greatest stake
in the system.  And, that we are calling the unions frequently in our conversation, but we have to
remember that the public sector unions have such strength because of their great capacity to
influence this issue because it is the one in which they have the strongest interest.  All the
tinkering does not get around that underlined fact.  That is why, I think, Superintendent Fowler
said he was in charge but not in control.  Ultimately, it is that underlined political reality that
cannot be changed.
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GENERAL DISCUSSION

MS. RAVITCH:  This is a session to discuss Single-Sex Schooling:  Law, Policy, and Research.
Now, in the interest of full disclosure, I have to say that not only did I advise Ann Tisch and
helped her.  I have to explain why.  I went to the Houston public schools for twelve years and it
was a -- present company excluded -- an intensely anti-academic, co-educational atmosphere in
which what mattered most was clothing, dating, football games, popularity.  And, what did not
matter was doing what was done in school.  I, then, was fortunate enough to go to a Women's
College.  I will mention some of the other people who went to the College that I went to who
seem not have been harmed by having been gone to single-sex institutions.  Madeleine Corbell.
You know her to-day as "Madeleine Albright."  I worked with her on the college newspaper.  A
few years later, a young woman came along.  Hillary Rodham.  None of us seem to have been
harmed in our career aspirations.  And I am a member of what Rosemary refers to as "the first
wave of single sex institutions."  We are supposed to have had our aspirations crushed by having
gone to these single-sex schools that, somehow, created gender stereotypes.  Hello!  It was the
co-eds schools that created gender stereotypes.  It was the single-sex that broke the gender
stereotypes because, when we went to Wellesley College or Bryn Mawr College or Smith
College, those of us who were lucky enough to go to these women's colleges found out that
women can do anything.  That is why I believe that it is a sin and a tragedy that the so-called
civil liberties groups and civil rights groups in this country think that they are doing kids a favor
by denying them an option available in every other country in the world, except in the United
States.  It is bizarre.  During the course of responding to media interviews about Ann Tisch's
school.  She kept sending these reporters out to ask me questions, and then they say:  "How do
you know that it works?"  "How do you know that it is better?"  And, finally, I said:  "Well, how
do you know that co-education works?  Do we have evidence that co-education works?"  No, we
don't.  And, when you look at Rosemary's research review and even the AAUW review what
they say is this:  "It is inconclusive."  I say to you that if it is inconclusive, why don't we let
parents make that choice?  I suggest that if we allowed parents to make that choice, probably 90
percent of them would want their kids in a co-ed. school, and the ten percent who want their kids
to go to a single-sex school.  Hey, it is okay.  They are not going to be harmed by it.  We don't
have any evidence that single-sex schools hurt kids, and a great deal of evidence that they might,
actually, help them.  And, to eliminate one of the things that help kids and take that out of our
arsenal of useful school reform because it is not the silver bullet.  If we stop getting rid of things
that are not the silver bullet, we are going to be left with nothing because there is no silver bullet.
Any way, that is my lecture for the day.  Paul Hill?

MR. HILL:  I would just like to make two comments.  One is this.  I think the University
Women's report runs into a logical issue that we all have to figure out a way out of.  It sounds to
me like it analyses the issues connected to the single-sex schooling as if there were some
proposal to make it imperative, as compared to some proposal to make it an option.  It is one
thing to assume that in the long run the policy will be that girls will all go to girls schools and
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analyze the policy in that respect and quite another to ask if there is a certain affinity group that
has this vision in mind, what is the harm of letting the affinity group work together.  Obviously,
that issue -- the latter question -- depends a lot on what the affinity group is and what the effects
of being in the affinity group are and the like.  I mean, Kimber Youth is not a class of public
school that I would support regardless of whether the parents wanted it.  Then I want to make
another equally smart ass observation.  Consider for a moment a study that was done about the
effects of anti-hypertensive medication.  People on hypertension drugs were identified as to
equivalent size and demographically equivalent sample of people not on any hypertensive drugs
were identified.  It was found that their blood pressures were substantially the same.  The
conclusion from that study was drawn that any hypertensive medications don't work.  I ask you
to consider what is wrong with that study.  What is wrong with the study is that there was some
clinical judgment about the individuals receiving the medication, that they needed it and that it
returned then to some level of performance that was higher than it would have been but no better
than that of the average person.  Much of the argument that I have heard connected to these
recent analyses fit this same idea.  If it is true that the people who decide whether to send one girl
to an all-girls school and send the sister to a co-ed. school, based on some understanding of that
child, then it may be that the outcomes are not different except that they very well may be
different for the girls that go to the all-girls school if they didn't get to go there.  We can't answer
that question, but I suggest that, given this logical problem I posed, that the data that the
University Women have suggested are about worthless.  That does suggest that, if there is a
possibility that there are benefits to the girls whose parents make a responsible judgment as
parents to send them to a certain kind of school, then, it warrants the kind of experimentation that
Dr. Salomone talked about.

MS. RAVITCH:  Debbie?

MS. McGRIFF:  I want to make a connection back to Donald's paper and to this panel because I
was deputy superintendent in Milwaukee and had responsibility for the African American male
schools and working with the lawyers to make sure that they were open.  And I was
superintendent in Detroit when those schools opened.  And, as an example, again, of working
with the board where you have the same vision, but you do not have understanding of what the
strategy is going to be of how to accomplish the vision, and while Milwaukee did not want a
legal challenge, Detroit welcomed it.  And while Milwaukee worked out the application process
up front so that girls could come to the school despite the fact that you wanted to focus on a
curriculum that would ensure that males would be successful, Detroit knew that before they went
to court, but chose not to go to court and chose to have the public legal battles because they felt
they could win in the arena of public opinion.  And while in Milwaukee, many more girls
enrolled in those schools, very few girls enrolled in the Detroit schools despite the fact that we
lost the legal battle.  And just as boys do not enroll in Philadelphia, have you looked at the
differences across communities where you have single gender schools, you send out the
applications that say:  "We are open to everybody."  But, the schools, basically, in the public
arena remain single gender because of the community, not what the civil rights leaders or the
NAACP says, but what the parents in the community want for those kids.

MS. SALOMONE:  In preparing this paper, I spoke to someone from the Detroit schools, who
was in charge of that program.  I asked her what the gender mix looks like.  She said it was slow
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in starting, as you are saying, but she said that, now, it is pretty well balanced.  So, maybe it just
took more time for the community to accept it.  The interesting thing I learned about Detroit, in
terms of the politics of it, there seemed to be very strong support from the black community in
Detroit to the point that they were really -- black leaders within the community were defy the
NAACP.  The NAACP had adopted a resolution that summer at its annual conference opposing
Afro-centric -- all male Afro-centric academies.  I understand that there was a very heated debate
on the floor of that conference.  The Detroit folks were opposing the National Organization.  So,
there was very strong support from the black leadership within the city.

MS. RAVITCH:  Kenneth?

MR. WONG:  Yeah.  I enjoyed reading the paper and, particularly, coming back from England.
I was in Birmingham for a while and I attended some public hearings in terms of restructuring
secondary education there.  There were a whole bunch of parents coming from the Muslim,
Bangladeshi community and coming now and proposing more single-sex schools there.  There is
a short supply of single-sex schools in Birmingham because everybody wants to get in, and it is
up to the headmaster -- the head teachers there -- to, sort of, interview and go through that test,
and so on.  So, it is very interesting.  But, to me, the logic question in terms of an institutional
redesign -- and that gets back to Paul and Ted's -- to me, I think, it is very to look at what other
countries are doing.  In England, they have public schools.  They have Church of England
schools.  They have single-sex schools, as I mentioned.  Muslim schools, now, as well as what
they call "Grant Maintained Schools" that are schools that used to be part of the government
sector but, now, have opted out of the Bureaucratic control, plus the traditional governmental
controlled LEA controlled schools.  So, there is a mix of schools, and the LEA, basically,
controlled about 54 percent of the secondary places, and about 46 percent of the secondary
places are in all these other kinds of schools.  So, there is a variety of choices for parents to think
about what would be best.  Now if they want to go to co-ed, they can select the co-ed, and if they
want to go to the Catholic school, they can; and so on.  If we really think about some more
radical ideas in terms of redesigning the system, we really need to think about the supply.  I
mean, getting back to this notion of client versus constituency, a difference that Joe was talking
about, I think we need to think about what are the types of schools that would meet different
needs.  I am not saying to let the market take care of itself.  We need to have system-wide
standards.  That is also what England is implementing.  You have (inaudible) and a site level,
and you let the clients choose from a variety of types of schools.

MS. SALOMONE:  I think it is going to be curious to see what happens if the legal impediment
is finally lifted.  If OCR comes to some decision on the East Harlem school with regard to, at
least, Title IX, if the civil liberties groups decide to back off and not go the route on the VMI
decision and challenge it under the Constitution,  it is going to be very curious to see what the
market demands in terms of single-sex schools.

MS. RAVITCH:  Ken, in response to your comment about the Grant Maintained Schools, I was
in London a few years ago.  I was on a governmental visit.  I asked to see a grant maintained
school that was typical, and they sent me to a school in Clampen Common that turned out to be a
Roman Catholic girls school that has just opted out of the public sector and received its public
money now directly from the national government.  The nun who took me around explained.
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She said:  "You can always tell a grant maintained school by the smell of fresh paint."  They
were now getting their money directly instead of going through the local school council, they
were getting it directly, which meant that they could decide where to spend the money, and the
first thing they wanted to do is paint the school, which the local school council had refused to do.
Then, the next thing they did was that they purchased their own cafeteria services and
interviewed all these different caterers who would give the meals, and they picked the best
caterer.  They could have bought it from the local school council, but the local school council
didn't know how much it cost them to supply the meals that they had been supplying all those
years.  Janice?

MS. WEINMAN:  I would like to respond a little bit to Paul Hill's remark and also to link it to
the last issue of Redesign.  The issue is not one of policy imperative per se.  It really is the issue
of educational redesign and what constitutes the best education.  If you take a look at the
different variables in a single-sex, Catholic, private, and a variety of schools what you find is that
the qualities of the small schools with parental involvement and high standards is what
constitutes what makes the difference generally for student achievement.  The Harlem school,
actually, confirms that because it has those qualities of good education.  The question is:  Are
they those qualities or is it separating by sex that makes the difference.  If you take a look at all
of the literature and the research, one can argue that it is those variables that need to be seen in
every different context, and therein lies the imperative because if you compare private co-ed
schools and if you compare private single-sex schools, girls schools, you will find that there is no
difference, and that is because under those circumstances in many cases the pro-academic
environment, the condition of the school, the peer group influence is, in many cases, equal.  So, I
think we need to see that as the fundamental issue.  What are the conditions of a good education
that we see as being the imperative, not, necessarily, whether it is co-education or single-sex.  To
the degree that those variables can be transferred to a public co-ed environment where 95 percent
of the students who learn.  That, I think, is the challenge for us.

MS. RAVITCH:  Paul, did you want to say something?

MR. HILL:  I have just a quick response to that.  There is almost no variable that I can think of,
including the ones you cited, which I (inaudible) myself for which there is not some contrary
evidence.  There are lousy small schools and the like.  Now I think small schools --  There is no
single factor.  That is one point.  A second point, the translation of whatever set of variables you
want -- small schools, personalized schools, high standard schools all with good academic
environment and schools with good peer environments -- a translation of those general attributes
into a school is a matter of creating a coherent institution that has a core and a theory and a basis
on which we can agree.  There are lots of bases.  Some of these happen to be academic.  Some of
them are value based and some of them are arts based.  Some of them may have to do with
gender selection.  To saw off one possible basis of cohesiveness in the school because of the,
kind of, basically, inconclusive arguments that are shown and then say, "What we have to do is
achieve these same outcomes, but we will eliminate this possibility."  I think that is not
reasonable.

MS. RAVITCH:  Ann Tisch, did you want to say something?
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MS. TISCH:  I wanted to say that every thing that you found on papers, although good, but
perhaps you would have gotten a different take had you talked to individuals who went to those
single-gender private schools.  You say on the one hand that there are no differences between co-
ed defined private schools and single-sex defined private schools based on the research that has
been conducted.  However, I would argue that you might get different answers when you are
discussing those issues with individuals because, as we all know, many people who have taken
part in single-sex education argue passionately and vociferously how important it was in the
development of those kinds of things are not, necessarily, measured in empirical studies.  The
other question I had for you is that, as you know, your studies have been read by many and have
created a great deal of controversy.  The last one certainly had the potential to hurt certain
institutions.  I was interested in what your goal was, besides the goal of informant and beyond
that what was trying to be accomplished.

MS. WEINMAN:  We had no other goal other than to inform the debate.  In fact, most people
assumed in advance that we were going to conclude the opposite because the AAUW report in
1992, "How Schools Shortchanged Girls," found that the co-ed environment was not providing
equal treatment for girls and boys, and that, as practitioners and as policy makers and as
educators we needed to find solutions to address that problem.  Many people, thereby, went into
experimentation and single-sex education.  We went into this wanting to learn what the results of
that was, and, in fact, we found from data across many, many situations we did not do anecdotal
data because we felt that we needed to substantiate many, many different circumstances.  We
found the opposite of what people thought we would conclude.  So, we went in there simply to
inform the debate and to provide a basis for which people could make policy judgments or could
understand that there is a challenge that goes beyond some solutions.

MR. HARRIS:  Could I take that?  You just seem to say something that didn't make any sense to
it.  Co-ed schools are bad for girls, and single-sex schools aren't bad for either and, therefore, we
shouldn't have single-sex schools; is that it?

MS. WEINMAN:  We need to improve co-education.

MS. RAVITCH:  And, not have any single-sex schools in the public sector.

MS. WEINMAN:  We didn't conclude one way or the other on that.  We did not say --

MR. HARRIS:  -- you certainly communicated to all of us sitting here that you had an agenda.

MS. RAVITCH:  Stan, you had your hand up.

MS. WEINMAN:  There is no reason for us to have an agenda.

MR. LITOW:  I think that this is a logical consequence of earlier conversations and discussions.
In the New York city schools a policy was made for the first time to encourage people with ideas
to develop new school situations.  It had not existed except one or two a year over the prior 15-
year period.  People were given the opportunity to come in and develop new designs, and none
of them had any evidence that they would -- there was no evidence that a museum school would
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work and, yet, a museum school was founded.  There was no evidence that a high school for
environmental sciences, necessarily, would be better than any of the other high schools; and all
the grade configurations were different.  If you look at these hundred different schools that were
started over this period of time, some of them are K-5; some of them are K-4; some of them are
K-12.  And, there was no real evidence that showed that smaller schools, bigger schools,
medium-size, a particular grade configuration, and a particular theme, or a particular anything.
The idea of it -- and, the great tragedy is that this idea was not carried forward -- was that you
would find out through these demonstrations of 100 or 200 new school structures, and you would
find out what works, and then you would have an opportunity to influence all the schools if it
turned out that you wanted to encourage more schools of particular themes or a particular grade,
you would have the opportunity to do that.  But it seems to me that you shouldn't have any
special criteria about any design that before you could initiate and before you innovate, what is
the purpose of R&D?  The biggest problem in school systems was that there was no (inaudible).
I mean, I think you should combine this with how litigation has undermined schools.

MS. RAVITCH:  Well, this is an entry path to the next session.  Tom Loveless?

MR. LOVELESS:  I don't want to make a point.  I want to ask a question.  Do we have any idea
what the demand is for single-sex schools?  If we allowed tomorrow --

MS. TISCH: -- We have three grades at the Young Women's Leadership.  We have waiting lists
at each grade.  We have had 1,000 applications to high schools alone.

MR. LOVELESS:  I appreciate that, but really what I am asking is this.  Do we have national
polling data where we have asked people,  "If you had an option, how many of you would enroll
your kids in single-sex schools?"

MS. RAVITCH:  I don't know of any such place.

MS. SALOMONE:  I don't know but talking to people around the country we are running these
schools and programs, it seems that there is a waiting list no matter where you go, and, as I said,
there are a number of programs that closed down or went co-ed in the past because of the threat
of litigation or the threat of an OCR coming in and terminating their federal funds.  I don't know
how overwhelmingly the response would be if the legal cloud is lifted, but there will be a
positive response for sure.

MR. RIORDAN:  What percentage of private education is single sex?  Does anyone know?

MS. RAVITCH:  Yes.

MR. RIORDAN:  Do you mean independent schools?  I am just going to guess:  about 20
percent, I would say.  That is down considerably.

MS. RAVITCH:  Clearly if there were single-sex public schools, there would people who would
want to go to them, and it would be a small minority.
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MS. SALOMONE:  But the numbers have gone down, and they are rising again.  That goes for
elementary and secondary schools and colleges, as well.

MS. RAVITCH:  But the tactic of groups like the ACLU is that there shouldn't be one.  Neal, do
you have a comment?

MR. RIORDAN:  I would like to make several comments, particularly with regard to questions
that have been addressed to Janice and to comments regarding especially Ann's comments about
what the function of their report was.  I am an outsider to this.  Except that I did get an inside
view because I wrote a paper for this last recent report.  But in all of my research for 20 years I
have been quoting AAUW reports.  For 20 years it is up and down.  It is in every one of my
bibliographies.  I think the AAUW has sponsored some good studies.  Some people disagree
with me, by the way.  In a recent book that I published -- Equality and Achievement -- I had a
number of reviewers who didn't want me to cite how school short changed girls.  They had some
criticisms about it.  I have a positive perspective about the motivation of the AAUW in providing
a forum for addressing issues, and particularly in this last issue with regard to single-sex
schooling.  They did something that, in fact, no other organization had done, except the OERI
conference in 1992, but aside from that no other organization has sponsored a debate in which
papers were written and honest dialogue was presented.  I was asked to engage in a debate by the
American Educational Research Association in 1988.  It was a short thing.  I wrote my piece.  I
got a call back from the editor, and he said that he had called 30 people on the other side, and he
couldn't find anybody who wanted to debate the issue.  What I am saying is that the best way for
the oppositionist argument on single-sex schooling is to simply treat it as if it  doesn't exist.  So,
the AAUW took a positive step by addressing the issue.  The positive point I want to make to
Janice and her colleagues here is that I think that is a positive step.  The negative step has to do
with how you treat the research.  And, being a researcher, you know, I am sensitive to this.  You
need to separate out high quality research from anecdotal research.  You need to separate out
research that is being conducted in Australia from research that is being conducted in America.
You need to separate out research that has consistently positive findings for minorities and for
women from other types of research.  That is one thing that I don't think you are doing, folks.
Let me give you an illustration, Janice.  You just cited at one point in response to one question
the notion that small schools and parental involvement and other types of academic positive
structures could serve as a substitute or as an alternative to single-sex schools; right?  That there
is a better way to go about things.  I thought you had just said that that was an alternative.

MS. WEINMAN:  I said that those were the variables that made the difference.

MR. RIORDAN:  And, that could produce positive results.

MS. WEINMAN:  Correct.

MR. RIORDAN:  Correct.  And, yet, you sponsored a study by Valerie Lee in 1995 which found
the opposite results.  Valerie looked at male female gender gap studies that examined these
alternative small schools positive parental involvement and positive -- what Valerie calls --
constructivist teaching and communal relations within the school.  She found that those factors in
most cases widened the gender gap.  They didn't decrease the gender gap.  They widened the
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gender gap.  What I am saying is this.  You need to use the research.  If you sponsor the research,
you have got to live with it.  I mean, I think that you have done some good stuff by sponsoring
the research, but when the research turns out sour, you can't ignore it.  You have got to use it.

MS. RAVITCH:  One more comment, and then I think we should take a five-minute break.  It
will be the first official break of the day.

PARTICIPANT:  Just a quick question and a comment.  First of all, is there any research that
defines the world of single-sex and single-class education along (inaudible).  It appears that
single-sex schooling on a secondary level is designed around controlled behavior, and a lot of
what we have to do in the secondary level is remediation, trying to get some civility of order in
those areas.  So, I am just wondering, as I have heard this discussion, if there has been any real
look at the difference between single-sex education and single-class education in the schools and
class at the elementary level, if that makes a difference.  Having been in Baltimore -- I will finish
with this -- it is my understanding as I left that there are many, many people there who would
love to have their youngsters, particularly, African/American boys at the elementary level in
single-sex classes in order to have them get a head start on addressing some of the anger and
kinds of things that display themselves at the secondary level in terms of remediation and
control.  Does that make sense?

MS. SALOMONE:  I know of at least one program in Dade County that was for first graders
and, I believe, the second graders, as well.  It was an all-boys program that was closed down by
the Office of Civil Rights, but there is some data -- I give it in my paper, I state it in my paper --
of significant achievement gains and attitudinal behavioral changes positively for these young
boys, and this was first graders and, I believe, second graders, as well.
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GENERAL DISCUSSION

MR. MIREL:  What you said about the NAPT scores is really fascinating and I find also really
troubling.  Let's go back in time this morning when we were talking about things that were
happening in Detroit.  When I was working on the last chapter of my Detroit book which ends in
1991, I found in the archives at the Luther Library piled into a folder from about 1971, 72, and
73 listings by the hour of violent incidents in the city of Detroit.  What I started to track was just
the unremitting unraveling of these high schools, and by 1973 and 1974, they were just
disastrous.  It started.  We started to talk this morning.  It was with political action.  There were
black militants in there who were using the kids as political foot solders.  There were also white
neo-nazi groups that were using kids as political foot solders.  The schools really became
battlegrounds in the whole desegregation Black Power struggle.  But eventually that dissipates.
It partly dissipates because of decentralization, and people start taking these things to the
political arena, but it does not dissipate in the schools.  Shootings continue.  Rapes continue.
Stabbings continue.  I just finished a piece where I was tracking what happened in Detroit from
1981 on, and this continues through the eighties.  There are the exact same kinds of things.  What
are they called?  They would sweep through the schools and get weapons from kids.  The ACLU
came in and tried to stop this, and Coleman Young was involved trying to get weapons out of the
schools, although he liked people having weapons every place else.  The chronology that you
presented that things might be okay from 1971 to 1988, but it doesn't fit what the experience --
Something else is happening.

MS. THERNSTROM:  Of course, by 1988 -- I mean, what you are seeing in 1988 can be the
result of things that kicked in much earlier, though you are saying by 1973.

MR. MIREL:  It started earlier.

MS. THERNSTROM:  Yes.

MR. MIREL:  Maybe Fred could talk about what was happening in Chicago, but in Detroit it
was awful.  Debbie could talk about this, too.

MS. McGRIFF:  I wasn't in Detroit in 1988, but I was in Milwaukee, and they had a security
department when I arrived, and you don't have a security department that I am responsible for if
you don't have problems in your schools.  It was there before I got there.

MS. THERNSTROM:  When do you think it was put in place?

MS. McGRIFF:  Do you have any idea when they started security in Milwaukee, Alan?
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MR. FULLER:  When they start hiring large numbers of -- it had to be after 1964 because there
no (inaudible) in Milwaukee until 1964.  I figure that if you look at it in Milwaukee, I think a lot
of this stuff -- and this may be; that is, Jeff and I have had discussions that correspond with the
increase in African/American students -- and that is something that we are, actually studying at
this point.

MS. RAVITCH:  The thing that is uncertain here is that are we discussing litigation or are we
discussing discipline problems.  What I was interested in is that if you look at schools
historically, schools are usually smaller communities.  There was assured value system between
parents and teachers and everybody, sort of, understood what the norms and the rules were.
Then schools began getting bigger and consolidating and throwing people together who didn't
share norms and values.  Then there was an immediate appeal to the courts to come in and set the
norms and values, such that now there are many schools that are very large where there are no
shared norms and values and they, sort of, wait for the courts to tell them what the norms and
values might be, and it creates a lot of uncertainty.  Howard?

MR. FULLER:  I just wanted to raise one issue for people to think about in this discussion.  I
mean, Shanker was talking about these students who can't read but can call lawyers.  Shanker's
teachers also call lawyers.  That is an important thing to understand.  We had a teacher who put a
child's head in the toilet.  When I read the transcripts, it was premeditated.  This is a five year old
kid.  When Debbie was deputy and Bob (inaudible) was superintendent, they tried to fire them
and ultimately went to arbitration where the teacher was allowed back in the school.  I had a
teacher put a kid on a stool and put a dunce cap on his head and had kids and teachers throw stuff
at him as a disciplinary measure.  He is still teaching in the Milwaukee public schools.  One of
the points I want to make here is that every day a lot of these kids' dignity and their humanity is
assaulted.  The contract protects these individuals.  And, I am not trying to say that that is what
led to these disciplinary problems, but I do not want to see a one-sided discussion like "all these
terrible kids who are unruly" without understanding some of the things that happen to kids in
these schools.  I guess it changes because every generation has its own rhythm, but it is like
when you are trying to teach a hip hop generation with a waltz mentality, and you are trying to
figure out why it doesn't work.  Well, it is because a lot of where kids are a lot of the people don't
understand it, and they create conditions that lead to some of this.  I am not arguing against the
things that you all are citing, you know, some of the things that kids are doing, and I think it is a
reflection of the larger things that are happening in the community.  But I do want to understand
what does happen to kids and the roles that teachers play and the protections that teachers have.
I mean, we even had a contractual provision where an incident would occur and a principal had
to call the police whether the principal really felt that it was an incident that required the police
in the teacher's union contract, it said that you had to call.  I don't know if Debbie had to do this.
And, Rod, I don't know but I had to sign every day when every day I would get this stack of
incidents reports that go into some of these statistics that people are using about the increase of
violence, some of this stuff was kindergarten kids.  So, we have got to tease through some of this
data that we are using, that gets into all of the increased violence because some of this stuff was
"verbal violence."  A kindergartner was on the floor and kicked my leg.  I am not exaggerating.  I
had to sit there as a superintendent and sign these, that I received these incidents of violence.  I
just want us to include some of that in our report.
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MS. THERNSTROM:  Howard, I am sorry.  I am missing your last point.  I am missing your last
point.  That is, it seems to me you started out, kind of, elaborating on Bud Spillane's nut balls and
that they are not all out in the street, and they don't always consist of kids.  We have got teachers
also.

MR. FULLER:  A second point was that in the data they were using to talk about this huge
increase in violence.  What I am trying to say to you is that when you get into some of that data,
what we are calling violence is not what you think it is.

MS. THERNSTROM:  Is this acceptable behavior?  You are saying there is an awful lot of
paperwork and a lot of stuff that is put down on paper that, perhaps, shouldn't be, but is it
acceptable behavior?

MR. FULLER:  No.  What I am saying is that there is a kindergarten child who is laying on the
floor in a tantrum and who kicks a teacher.  I am not saying it is acceptable behavior.  I am
saying that that is not a violent incident.  But what I am saying to you is that the teachers' unions
have negotiated a contract that creates an incident report that classifies that as violence.  That is
what I am saying.  It is unique so that when you look at some of this data that we are getting
from public school systems on violent incidents, you need to understand what some of that is.
That is what I am saying.

MS. THERNSTROM:  Okay.  But on your first point that there are teachers who put kids' heads
in toilets or whatever, I mean surely that is very rare.

MS. McGRIFF:  But his point is that the law protects those students to not only put them back to
work and give them back pay, they put them back in the same schools where every kid in the
school knows what they did, and knows that teachers can disrespect us and the adults can't
protect us.  That's the point.  So, the legal things have to be:  How does the legal society protect
children as well as how it protects teachers?

MS. THERNSTROM:  So, you are talking about the message to kids that ripples through the
classrooms and you think that --

MS. McGRIFF:  -- that wasn't my case.  We lost when we became superintendent.

MS. RAVITCH:  Bob Maranto?

MR. MARANTO:  I am curious.  Do we have good data on violence in the schools?  Secondly, if
we do, which school systems are doing the best at cutting the rates.  Thirdly -- and, I have
already asked these guys this in private -- I am curious how school reform in Chicago and
Houston (inaudible) rates of violence in the schools.

MS. RAVITCH:  Don McAdams?

MR. McADAMS:  We do have some data, but it is not very good.  We didn't collect standard
data until 1994, and we included a professional police department in 1993.  We started using
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uniform crime statistics defined the same way the police department defines them.  So, from that
time forward we have, I think, good data for Houston.  We also have a significant  decline in the
number of incidents that lead to arrest.  The number of incidents that are identified as violent
crimes, and their is a certain classification for that.  And, by the way I didn't have in my paper,
though I added it in a revised draft that I brought.  Paige had a press conference just a couple of
weeks ago, and it is down this year from last year 22 percent more.  We are doing all of your first
five, Jeffrey, in order to do six, seven, and eight; and we haven't gotten to that.  We are doing all
of your first five.

MS. RAVITCH:  Don, didn't open a special school in Houston?

MR. McADAMS:  Including the alternative school that we have a contract with Community
Education Partners, and they have 500 of our students directly, and then they have several
hundred more that have gone through the county judicial system.  That served all of Harris
County, and many of those students are ours.  Some of us would like one in each quadrant
because there is more demand for that than we have now presently to meet.  But I think our
statistics are pretty good for 1994, and I think we are dealing with the problem, and I could name
you a middle school that is not too far from where I live with 1600 kids, and you could walk in
and find exactly the same environment that you described in that charter school.  Everything is in
its place.  Nobody in the halls.  And, so on.

MS. RAVITCH:  Mike Casserly?

MR. CASSERLY:  I think this question has just been asked about good data is an important one
because in the absence of it we are left with people arguing perceptions and, essentially, arguing
their various positions about whether the schools are in chaos or they are not in chaos.  The truth
of the matter is that there is no good national trend data on disruption or crime in schools across
the country.  You see it in individual school systems, like Houston or New York or Detroit, if
you do trend lines within systems, but then that will also include all those things that Howard has
just talked about.  The most recent national report out of the Departments of Justice and
Education on crime and disruption in schools is only a snapshot.  It is a single year study, and if
you look at most of the evidence from this paper to bolster a claim for rampant increases in chaos
and disruption.  Most of the citations are citations from the press.  The only one that is not is a
set of perceptions and attitudes from papers that the American Federation of Teachers did.

MS. THERNSTROM:  Wait a minute.  What about the NCES?

MR. CASSERLY:  That is a single-shot piece of --

MR. PETERSON:  -- but that data does show very sharp distinctions between public and private
schools, just as Chester suggested in his stories --

MR. MacLAURY:  -- that is a different set of questions.  The question that has been asked is
about trend data, and there are no good trend data by which you can say --
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MR. PETERSON:  -- if you ask administrators and if you ask students, they all report less
interracial violence and less conflict in general and more across ethnic and across racial
friendships in private settings and in public settings, all of which suggests that what you need if
we are going to have this new legal system that we have put into place, we have to create private
sphere where education can be more important than, sort of, rights.  Any time you are going to
define this as a public sphere, then all the legal arrangements that are necessary for protecting
people in public settings get put into place.  On that point we do have good evidence.

MS. RAVITCH:  Joe?

MR. VITERITTI:  I knew what you were going to say, but a lot of your research that you are
doing and others shows that one of the major motivators behind people making a choice at public
education is to --

MR. PETERSON:  -- it is very interesting in our Cleveland data.  We asked these parents:  How
satisfied are you with academic quality in the private school and in the public school and the
safety in the private school and public school.  The differences are massive; just massive.

MR. VITERITTI:  The other point that I wanted to make is this.  In keeping with Chester's
response, he was writing a paper and what he is saying here is that it is not really a legal issue,
but what you really need to do is create good schools and have a disciplinary environment and
make them smaller and teach reading and do all those kinds of things that we associate with a
good school.  I think that if you listen to Howard tell the other side of the story, the legal
protections that have been put in to protect the teachers that should not be protected.  You realize
that while we point to Dallas, this is not really an issue that is going to be resolved by legal
remedy, and what it really is is an issue of creating schools that work and that have all the
essential ingredients of a good school.  What surprised me at the end, your last point that
mentioned Chester, and said that you were looking for a legal remedy.  You wanted it to be right
with a disciplined school.  Why don't you just create a right and a good school and a decent
education?  Why shouldn't every kid have a right to a good education?  Part of that, by the way,
would be going to a state school.

MS. THERNSTROM:  We have litigated that.

MS. RAVITCH:  We have here protections of teachers against kids and kids against teachers
and, yet, it would seem that in a school where there is good instruction and where there is a real
community where people care about each other, that these kinds of protections don't need to be
invoked because there would not be that antagonistic atmosphere.  I think, Paul, you have written
about that in terms of the integrated capital on schools that work.  I was talking to Paul Hill.

PARTICIPANT:  Paul Peterson thinks the same thing.

PARTICIPANT:  But you say it better.

MR. HILL:  I think I am just repeating an earlier point that when the school as a whole takes
responsibility for the kids as a whole and the school, therefore, takes responsibility for the
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behavior of adults, then the whole issue of the legal structure that surrounds the school becomes
pretty much irrelevant.  It doesn't become irrelevant to felonies, but in terms of the behavior in a
school where the people have joined together in a commitment to civility, it doesn't matter what
the legal status of putting a kid's head in the toilet is.  It is an intolerable violation of the purpose
of the school, and that is enough to say that that person should be separated.  Enough said.

MS. RAVITCH:  Rosemary?

MS. SALOMONE:  This extends Joe's point a bit.  You suggest in the paper that the problem is
caused by pork.  You go through a series of court decisions.

MS. THERNSTROM:  I don't suggest that there is a causal relationship there.  I do go through a
bunch of decisions, but as you see at the end, that is not what I said.  I say that we have met the
problem, and it is us.  Anyway the divisions on the Court reflect ambivalence in the larger
society.

MS. SALOMONE:  Maybe it is the lawyers.  I mean, what Bud was saying was how they have
over proceduralized education.  I think it is the way the lawyers have taken a very minimal
protection and it gets back to the whole issue of protecting students, as well, and the lawyers
have grown them out of proportion, and school districts are concerned about it and back off from
it.  Just to go through a couple of cases quickly that you discussed.  Tinker.  Tinker is,
essentially, political speech.  It is the context of Vietnam.  It is wearing black arm bands.  The
students were permitted to wear other symbols and engage in other forms of symbolic speech but
not wear black arm bands.  So, that is the facts that were taken to the court, and the court had to
deal with.  And, there is very broad dicta in Tinker, but the ruling is rather narrow.  That has to
be material and substantial disruption.  So, I don't think that is such a bad distinction the court
made between five kids and 500 kids wearing black arm bands and the whole context of it.  The
court has significantly whittled away at Tinker in subsequent cases from the 1980s.  So, I think,
if you discuss Tinker, you have to look at Frazier and Hazelwood, as well.  Even in Frazier the
court talks about schools teaching the lessons of civility.  You wouldn't get that out of Tinker
itself.  GOSS versus Lopez.  It gives such minimal protection to students.  It is an informal give
and take.  The kid does something.  The school wants to suspend him for ten days or less.  A
guidance counselor just talks to the student and says, "What happened?"  Very often the context
of these disciplinary issues arise where the staff hasn't observed the conduct, and they are getting
the information from some other student, so it really protects the student from erroneous facts.  It
assures that the facts are unraveled to the protection of the student.  I don't think GOSS gives
kids a heck of a lot.  Whatever lawyers have done with it, an informal give and take is not over
proceduralizing and not very burdensome to the school.  Abraham.  Abraham is such a bad
decision.  When you think about what the court gave in Tinker and GOSS, it took away Abraham
where your child could be paddled by a school official without any informal give and take.  He
cannot be suspended for ten days or less but can be whacked with a paddle, and there the court
talks about its concern for undermining the authority of school teachers, and this is why the court
doesn't believe its students have just a minimal opportunity to explain to somebody in the school
what really happened before getting paddled.  So, I think you can't reconcile GOSS and
Abraham, but somehow you have to deal with them.
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MS. THERNSTROM:  Look. My point was simply this.  If you want to hear the issues that
divide American society beautifully delineated, you don't look to debates in Congress.  I mean,
that is a hopeless sphere, but you do look to the Supreme Court and in these cases the arguments
that have gone on around the dinner table, as it were, are very nicely crystallized.  That's all.  I
disagree with you.  I mean, I think an 8th Amendment -- I mean, I disagree with you on your
reading of some of these cases.  That is not important.  I think the 8th Amendment is an absurd
hook for the assertion of protection from paddling and so forth, but whatever. That wasn't my
point.

MS. RAVITCH:  Jim Guthrie?

MR. GUTHRIE:  I have an observation that I would like to test with panel members.  Perhaps I
am the only person in the room -- I am not sure of that -- who has been a vice-principal in a high
school for discipline.  I was the paid son of a bitch in the school.  The thing, of course, that
frightened me most is that some youngster was going to learn the word "alleged" because I
would always bring them into my office and say, "Well, John, what did you do?"  And, they tell
you, and if John ever said, "It is alleged," frequently I had no evidence other than what the other
students' report.  But the thing that I noticed over the time that I was a vice-principal is that early
on if I phoned a parent and reported bad behavior, that was it.  The parent would often discipline
the child.  By the time I finished my tenure in this capacity, the parent was challenging me in the
school.  It was the school that was wronging my child, not the child wronging the school.

MS. RAVITCH:  Stan?

MR. LITOW:  Obviously, school discipline is a very complicated issue, and I think there is a
little bit of right on all of this.  Yes, the reporting and statistics are terrible, and teachers' unions
have had their way on reporting these statistics. Yes, it is also true that disciplinary policies and
court decisions do influence what goes on at the school level.  Nothing makes for a more
effective and orderly school better than a good principal and a good and a good program, and
that can even be done with a school of 1500 or 2500 kids.  When I saw how litigation has
undermined schools, I thought this was all going to be about special education.  If you look at
Newark, Boston, Chicago, systems that have 12 percent of their kids in special ed. and spend
between 22 and 25 percent on their budget for special ed., I thought nothing has undermined
school systems and robbed it of its resources and mandated certain service systems more than
litigation around special ed. that is prescribed.  I remember now this morning when Bruce talked
about 60-day timetables for placing kids in special ed.  We have 30 day timetables, and they
were court orders that enforced a particular number of kids:  30 days, 60 days that required you
to spend hundreds of millions of dollars.  So, you could finance Chester's charter schools or
somebody else's reduced class size.  If you are looking for advice on how to expand and how
litigation has undermined the schools --

MS. THERNSTROM:  -- do more with special ed.

MR. LITOW:  I would focus in on the things that have sucked the system dry.  This issue is not
unimportant, and I was listening to the conversation about how bad the school discipline
situation is.  It is not as bad as the teachers' unions want you to believe that it is, but it is bad
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enough.  I was in a school two weeks ago.  It was not a small school, but it was small because
most of the parents had pulled their kids out of it.  It is the elementary school in New York city
with the highest incident reports of any elementary school in the city.  There are only 135 kids
left on the register because the school is in such chaos and so out of control that people who
voted with their feet and pulled their kids out of the school.  You walk into the school, the school
is out of control.  The idea of a school for 135 K through six that would be out of control is mind
boggling, but if you went to the classrooms and saw the teachers, all of whom rated satisfactory,
you would know exactly why the school is out of control or spend any time with the principal.

PARTICIPANT:  Three kids.  Will it be still out of control?

MR. LITOW:  It had nothing to do, necessarily, with the court and legal issues, although I would
not say that a system-wide level that doesn't have an effect.

MS. THERNSTROM:  Let me just say this.  After I wrote the paper, Diane and I e-mailed back
and forth, I said loud and clear:  "I need to do more with the special ed."  I was having a hard
time getting my arms around that subject, having started from ground zero.

MS. RAVITCH:  Fred?

MR. Fred HESS:  Actually, I would like to back up a step from this piece back to the question
about the actual impediments posed by the legalistic and (inaudible).  The problem is not
whether or not it is possible that some or a lot of school administrators and principals and what
not can, actually, put together effective schools in the environment.  There is probably somebody
who could get an effective school, but how do you maximize the likelihood that 85,000 people
are going to all be able to operate relatively competent schools?  One piece in the urban
environment is the atmospheric piece of violent crime, the stuff that Jeff was talking about with
increased rates of stuff going on.  Schools are not total institutions, and there is not much that can
be done about that, you would have about the social phenomenon from the school-centered
perspective.  On the other hand, there is the piece in terms of maintaining discipline in the
school.  To the extent that it is more difficult for people in charge of schools to maintain
discipline, it soaks up time and energy.  They go to hearings.  They spend time, and they have to
worry about things, and at least they have less time to worry about issues which relate to what
goes on in classrooms.  Similarly, either under IDEA or under court decisions restrict policy in
terms of handling misbehavior, the question is not, "Well, regardless of the larger environment
out here, are there effective schools?"  Sure.  Because some people are going to be particularly
good at handling and keeping all the balls in the air.  That is not the question.  We are not going
to be able to clone these people.  One of the reasons that the charter schools and private schools
seem to be so much more effective than the public schools dealing with these questions even in
similar areas.  It is not that they have hired all of the best administrators away from the public
school systems.  It is because they have constructed institutional environments which make it
easier for regular people with regular skills who work hard to do an effective job.  Paul and I
disagree on this every now and then.  And, this, actually, gets back to the single-gender school
question from the previous panel.  It is how do you unpack this stuff.  The fact that charter
schools or other alternative institutional arrangements fare better in maintaining order and
whatnot is not, necessarily, due to the magic of the marketplace.  There are a whole bunch of
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potential forces of this, some of which can be due to avoiding these legalistic strictures.
Similarly, in the  question of single-gender schools, it may be that they simplify the
administrative tasks.  However that said, the fact is that if alternative institutional arrangements
start to offer so many institutional advantages, whether or not those are innate to the institutional
alternatives or whether because you happen to get six or eight different theoretically not
unbungleable but in practice generally bungled attributes of these organizations.  The fact that
you can replicate these things by doing X, Y, and Z within the traditional institutional
framework, after awhile starts to become irrelevant.  If it becomes much simpler and more
efficient to get all these various institutional goods simply by shifting the institutional
framework.  In this environment is it possible that somebody somewhere is running these schools
and how do we replicate that and, therefore, we abolish the problems inherent in school
misbehavior.  The question is:  What is there to make it easier for people to deal with school
misbehavior?

MS. RAVITCH:  Jeff?

MR. CARADONIO:  I think, as we look at these statistics and having worked in a suburban
school district some time should be spent on the violence perpetrated in suburban schools, as
well, which is not usually very well reported. I could tell you some tales that would turn your
hair, but they would never see the light of day.  But I think that the thing that is important to
many kids is not the Supreme Court -- at least to the kids I worked with -- but the Juvenile Court.
That's the one they know.  We lucked in.  Someone mentioned in Houston the Buck.  We started
an alternative program, and the only building we could get happened to be on the first floor and
guess what was on the second floor: the Juvenile Court.  There was a very active judge, and it is
so sad because the people who had the building sold it to build a hotel and were kind of crushed
because we had all these wonderful exchanges going on to the point where we had probation
officers in the school.  They joined the staff.  We have a gang task force.  I get a report every
month of every gang member -- a rather long list, as you see -- in the city of Worcester and what
they are doing and how they are doing it and what school they are in and what jail they are in.
Then, there is a list that says, "We don't know where so and so is."  And, sitting there is the
attorney general.  And sitting there is the court people.  Sitting there are the police officers.
Sitting there with kids is the Justice system.  And, it has been very hopeful to everybody, and the
teachers feel very good about it and the parents feel very good about it, and a lot of the kids feel
good about it.  Another great source is in the attorney general's office, who has funded mediation
projects across the State of Massachusetts for years; but in a very good way.  He will give you
the 20 grand if you put up 20 grand.  So, it has been a match.  I think that there are some
tremendous benefits in schools and (inaudible) of schools to see young people mediating their
own differences.  We have it in elementary schools, as well, but we have it in our high schools
where we have trained mediators.  Kids get their community service credits, and their leaders
look upon each other.  So, it is totally out of the realm of judges and justice, and I agree that they
don't mediate many, but in many instances, they stop things before they escalate.  So, you are
building the capacity of the young people to build a peaceful community and you are doing it
with the blessings and participation of the courts.  So, the courts, I think --  It has been, kind of,
beat-up-on-court day, but it ain't the Supreme Court that really has helped us out, it is the local
courts.
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MS. THERNSTROM:  Jim, I would be curious to know the dollars in Massachusetts committed
to violence prevention as opposed to smoking prevention.  I suspect that more goes to smoking
prevention.

MR. CARADONIO:  The same amount of dollars.

MS. RAVITCH:  Jim Comer?

MR. COMER:  Thanks.  I apologize for being late --

MS. RAVITCH:  You are welcome.
 
MR. COMER:  -- and late people should listen.  That is what I tried to do.  I picked up on a few
points.  First, I think that there are probably more successful public schools in difficult areas than
there are successful alternative schools, simply because of the sheer number --

MS. THERNSTROM:  -- I cannot quite hear you.  I am sorry.

MR. COMER:  -- simply because of the number, the sheer number, but I want to make the point
that there are many, many successful public schools in difficult communities.  Second, I want to
make the point that there are many suburban schools -- one where my children went -- where
there are very difficult children with very difficult problems, burning curtains, and the whole
thing, that does not get reported.  That is my second point.  Then, the point that Diane made that
schools were once the place where there were shared values, and parents and teachers together
because they knew each other, and the right established expectations that children lived by.  That
changed.  That changed somewhere in the 1950s, in the 1960s.  It had changed.  And, when we
look to where contracts and laws, because nothing moved in, think about creating.  How do you
create good schools in the absence of the sharing of values?  And contracts and laws, my own
feeling is that the law is the last way that you promote desirable human beings.  It is the last line
of defense.  The first line of defense is the relationships between meaningful adults and the
children.  And you created good schools by creating traditions that will allow adults and children
to interact well, and for children to take some responsibility for their own development.  But,
most of all, it seems to me is that what we have left out is what kids are like.  And, given what
kids are like and how they learn and what they are doing, you know, they are in school and they
learn while they are in school but, most of all, they are developing.  And we have not really
prepared teachers and administrators to manage their systems in ways that promote development
and, as much as we hate here that we are looking at what we call "just troublesome behavior,"
kindergartners on the floor, and the like, underdeveloped kids who have been not been prepared
for that setting and, on the other side, staff that has not been prepared to respond to that.  It
escalates and it continues because those children are never developed.  There is no response that
helps them make it in that system and, eventually, they end up in more serious kinds of crimes.
They do not learn.  They are not even there available to learn to read because they are not
receiving the support necessary to develop, to be motivated to learn to read.  It seems to me that
we ought to pay much more attention to looking at schools that work and why they work.  I
would argue they work because those people, for some reason, pay attention to development and
that we should pay much more attention to that than thinking that we are going to solve problems
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by any legal approaches or changes in the contract or, even, changes in the alternative schools
program.  I do happen to believe that there are a group of children who have had such difficult
circumstances and developmental experiences that you are not going to have an average school
that is going to be able to take care of their problems and that that group of children probably
needs a special setting where they can receive the kind of developmental experience that they
need.  When I talk to urban school superintendents -- and you ask them:  "How many children
are really impossible?", they will first say:  "Ten percent."  Then, when they think about it, they
will say:  "One percent."  And most of those kids, if you could get that one percent the kind of
support that they need and if you could get the schools to begin to think about development, I
think we could get at a number of the problems.

MS. RAVITCH:  Rod Paige, did you have a comment now?

MR. PAIGE:  Yes.  I was beginning to get really uncomfortable about the really sharp distinction
that has been drawn between the public schools and non-public schools as if all public schools
were the same and all private schools were the same.  The distinction might be between the
really good schools whether they are public schools or private schools; and especially since I
understood public schools remain, basically, the big inner city schools, but I am personally aware
that suburban schools are having many of these same difficulties and some even really strong
well-financed suburban schools.  In Texas at Highland Park -- I think it was Highland Park --
which is a affluent suburban school outside of Dallas where there was an inordinately high
suicide rate, which became public, and much of the other stuff that possibly was under the
influence of public opinion.  We were also aware of many private schools inside the area that
have many of these difficulties, too.  I think that we need to be careful (inaudible).  In Texas
since 1991 any student entering a Texas institution of higher education in the university has to
pass a state-mandated test in reading, writing, and math.  In 1993 or maybe 1994, somewhere in
that area, we asked the state to take all that data and pile it into two piles:  those students who
went to a Texas higher education institution that graduated from the non-public schools and
those who graduated from the pubic schools.  I invite you to check that out.  Public schools
outperformed.  See, when you think of private schools, you always think of the premier private
schools like Kincaid and St. John's and others like that.  But it is not the universal private
schools.  I think we need to be real careful about drawing these kinds of sharp distinctions.

MS. RAVITCH:  Yes.

PARTICIPANT:  Just a couple of points that I think need to be considered.  First of all, Chester
Finn, earlier today you talked about these new alternative forms of governance with regard to
schools.  I think we make a serious mistake if we don't recognize the power of the courts in
litigation in the area of school governance.  It is really a factor that more and more needs to be
recognized if we are talking about school governance and what ought to happen.  More and more
now there are court monitors and more and more there are administrators and the courts more
and more now with regard to consent degrees and with regard to address these problems, are
getting involved with the administration of making sure that there is compliance.  So, it is an
issue now that needs to be addressed.  That is one point.  The other is that I think we have
painted ourselves into a corner with regard to special education.  We try to deal with it on the
back end.  We talk about kids who have been identified as having learning disabilities and then
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do some act that is illegal, and how we can address those laws to make sure that there is a
fairness around that and that we aren't hurting ourselves more because this kid is in special
education.  I think what we have done is we have over identified kids who have special needs.  In
doing that, we have created this whole sea of laws around him, and there is no way that we can
comply with that.  So, in that sense we have painted ourselves into a corner.  And also with the
use of standardized tests as it pertains to the law.  I think I heard Tom Payzan say this when he
was in the U.S. Office of Education.  He said it well:  "Well, we have oversold the public on the
importance of standardized tests and what they really mean."  These are some areas, as we
address later on, Abby, these issues around the paper that you did, that I think need to be very
much a part of what we discuss as we look at issues around the court and litigation and the future
of education in the cities.

MR. FINN:  You know, when Congress was re-visiting the IDEA law over the last couple of
years, the most striking thing was the complete absence of all voices with very soft exceptions,
saying that there is anything wrong with the law.  None of the education groups with the partial
exception of the National School Board Association and the even more limited exception of the
AFT, even spoke to these shortcomings of the law.  Nobody wanted to touch it.  Nobody wanted
to go near it.  Far better to leave it be than to let the genie out of the bottle of disability politics.
So, there was an opportunity to change the law.  Nobody opened their mouth, including the
AASA and all the other AASA groups and all the other groups.

MR. CASSERLY:  Let me take exception to that because I was up there every single day arguing
and lobbying IDEA, and I can assure you that we said plenty of things because of exactly the
statistics that have been rattled off here about how much special education is eating our schools
alive, and we argued strongly on the cost issues, the IEP issues, the procedural issues, the
procedural issues, one issue after the other.  The record is quite clear about that, and I urge you to
read them.

MS. RAVITCH:  I think this is a very good time to say two things. One, America today is a very
hard place for kids growing up.  For those of us who are above a certain age, life today for kids is
much more difficult than it was certainly when I was a young person.  Life was a lot safer for
kids in my childhood than it is for my own children's children.
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Creating Successful Urban Schools
Author:  James P. Comer (pp. 327-54)
Comments:  Howard "Pete" Rawlings and Caroline Hoxby (pp. 354-68)

GENERAL DISCUSSION

MS. RAVITCH:  Paul Peterson?

MR. PETERSON:  Dr. Comer's presentation, I thought was excellent.

MS. RAVITCH:  Speak into the microphone.

MR. PETERSON:  Dr. Comer's presentation was excellent in that it focused our attention in a
way we did not yesterday on, exactly, what is it that we want from the school?  What is it that
children need, especially, children in urban settings?  How can we best achieve that?  The
presentation was especially good in identifying what it is that we want to achieve, what is our
goal because, if we do not really know what our goal is, then, we do not really know how to get
there.  Now, what I was struck by in the presentation is how close Dr. Comer's mission is to that
of many religious groups.  They are interested in creating a sense of community for the children.
So much of what churches do and think about is:  "How can we help the children in the
congregation?"  However, they are also interested in reparenting the parents, to use Caroline's
phrase.  And, you know, for the State to take upon itself the obligation of reparenting parents is
really not what we want in a free society.  We do not want government to have that kind of
power.  We want that power to be exercised, if it is to be exercised at all, by freely chosen
entities.  And that is what churches are.  They provide a context where people can confess their
limitations, seek support from one another and look for some kind of guidance.  Now, I know
this power can be abused as well, but I think what we have -- elites in our society have become
so secular and so divorced of the mainstream of American society and the diverse religious
traditions within that society, all of whom are trying to achieve the objectives that Dr. Comer has
set forth that we have lost our ability to see how religious groups can help us achieve the
educational goals that we want to achieve.

MS. RAVITCH:  Dr. Comer?

MR. COMER:  I agree that that is a problem.  I feel that the church -- particularly, the black
church, but other groups as well -- has a very important role to play, but I think that one of the
reasons that I advocated the coming together of all of the key players to think about how we do
and what we must do for children is that we figure out how the state and the legislators and
others make available the kinds of funds that will enable, churches, schools, groups around
schools, social service organizations, and all of those people to play the various roles that need to
be played to meet the needs of children in what has become a very complex age.  What I point
out is that, while science and technology have moved us very rapidly in a very short period of
time and created a very complex world, the needs of children have not changed at all.  They are
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absolutely the same as the needs of children in the antiquities, which means that we have to
reorganize the way the system works -- this complex system that has been created, works in
order to meet the needs of children.  And all of the key players are going to have to think about
how do you do that.  I do not think that government -- government cannot do the test, but
government can provide resources and, maybe, be a conveyor, maybe be a coordinator or
something.  However, the key players have to figure out how do you organize to deliver the
services.

MS. RAVITCH:  Yeah.  I just want to welcome Reverend Floyd Flake.  Stan Litow?

MR. LITOW:  I really thought that these were very interesting three sets of comments.  I want to
start with Delegate Rawlings.  I think that what the legislature in Maryland attempted to do is
exactly what people involved in schools would like legislatures to do, which is to tie their
dollars, or the promise of dollars, or new dollars, or withholding dollars, if need be, to a specific
set of programs and outcomes that are governance related or performance related.  Now, we
could quibble in going over this list of things that you asked for with whether or not that is the
right kind of list, but I think that what is important here is that that is absolutely the appropriate
role for the legislature to try to produce change, to tie your dollars to some kind of change.  I
think Dr. Comer is talking about a much fundamental change in how schools operate and he,
quite properly, puts the focus in on how teachers and principals are prepared.  Now, the problem
is that Dr. Comer goes around and talks to people.  They agree with him.  Everybody agrees with
him.  Everybody agrees that the kind of Child Centers, developmentally appropriate kind of an
environment is appropriate.  And, then, no change takes place.  And the reason that no change
takes place is that the changes -- he is talking to the wrong audience.  The mayors and the school
superintendents are not going to change the teacher training systems.  You are right.  They are
antiquated and they do not provide for the developmental needs of children nor do they prepare
teachers to teach reading or math or science or any of the other things.  Now, it is not a money
problem, as you indicated, because there is plenty of dollars that are being spend.  They are just
being spend in the wrong way.  Largely, school system in urban settings are hiring teachers from
public Universities that provide teacher training, and they are largely controlled by the same
legislatures and governors who are trying to get their arms around the (inaudible) system.  So,
what we have got to do is we have got to get the governors and the legislatures interested in
taking the same stiff approach to teachers' training institutions.  The second part of the problem
is not just teacher training, it is professional development and there, again, if you talk to people
in urban school districts, they say that they have not enough money for professional development
for continuing development of teachers and, yet, one of the largest sources of spending in urban
school districts are paying additional increments to teachers who take courses and classes at the
existing training institutions.  In New York City, the 70,000 teachers teaching in the New York
city public schools will earn about eighty-five million dollars more next year than they did this
year, purely as a consequence of taking additional courses or classes that are not part of their
professional development.  You want to know where the dollars are to take the developmental
courses or courses in reading or math or science or technology, there are in the dollars that are,
currently, at the disposal of school systems.  And the last point I want to make is about this issue
about the cost of education.  The rising cost of education comes as a consequence of increased
cost in special education which are not going for the regular education program nor are they
doing much for special education students.  They go largely for benefits and pensions and debt



54

service and, if you look at Rick Haneschek's work, you see that the escalating cost of education
has not gone into any of -- meeting any of the needs of children.  That is why, when you visit
some of these school systems that spend so much money, you see so little in support of children's
education.  To make that kind of change is going to require the kind of legislative leadership
exhibited by Representative Rawlings but, in other State Houses around the country, that is
where the control is.  The control is on the state level.  That is where most of the money is.  That
is where most of the regulations are.

MS. RAVITCH:  Oh, I think, Stan, that we both know that there are studies that are showing that
about fifty cents or less of every dollar in the New York city schools goes to instruction.  And the
other fifty cents gets eating up in a variety of ways.  I wonder how much -- whether you increase
the budget by another fifty percent or a hundred percent, whether you would ever see the kinds
of schools that Dr. Comer is talking about because my sense is that there are many teachers who
are child centered, but the system is not child centered.

MR. LITOW:  Right.

MS. RAVITCH:  And that is, sort of, what the conversation yesterday was about was:  "How do
you change the system?" and we talked about systemic reform, but we do not seem to get a
handle on how to do that.  Christine?

MS. JOHNSON:  Unarguably, the social and environmental factors impact learning.  My
question to Dr. Comer is:  "Your reaction to the teachers' studies from Tennessee that have been
replicated in Texas where, in fact, the biggest single determinant to student learning is teacher
quality and competence and that all the other variables that we generally say -- excuse us for not
learning: the single parent, the economics, all the social ills, if you will, they really --  I mean,
they matter, but what matters most is teacher competence and quality and, if you address that
because, while I agree with your notion that we need to be child oriented, my concern with your
proposition is that the problem is still big, and that, in fact, then, as we are talking about systemic
reform, that schools will then say:  'Well, you know, until we reparent and until we fix the
economics, and so forth,' that really gets the schools -- school systems -- off the hook?"  Would
you just respond to your read of that question?

MR. COMER:  I agree that it is teacher quality and competence.  I agree with that finding.  My
assumption, though, is that what we mean by "quality and competence" is the capacity to relate
to children well.  In most of the schools we go into where they are underachieving and they,
then, began to achieve, it is the same teachers.  It is simply that they are allowed, because of the
changes in the climate and the like, to work at the level of the capacity that they have.  I also
suspect that, if you could really create a climate -- desirable climates -- everywhere, even those
places where they are already doing better because of that, they would do still better.  So, I
believe very much -- and I, certainly, view the climate as something that facilitates the
competence.

MS. RAVITCH:  I am going to ask Jeff Mirel because Jeff is -- I guess, you are probably the
only person here who works in a NAPT school, other than me.  Isn't it the case that the one thing
that all the NAPT schools teach is developmental psychology and child development?  They do
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not teach math.  They do not teach science.  They do not teach teachers how to teach reading, but
they do teach child psychology and child development.  Isn't that true?

MR. MIREL:  Child psychology has been probably the mainstay of teacher training.  It is the one
constant course that you will find in every teacher training program that there is.  Whether it is
the kind of developmental psychology that Dr. Comer is talking about, I do not know.  I mean, it
seems to me that, as I remember, mine was a little bit of Skinner, a little bit of Maslow, a little bit
of this, you know.  And then, you went out, and went forward.

MR. COMER:  Yeah.  And know what does it mean when children have a fight on the
playground.  And that is the problem, see.  It is all Freud.  And who is Freud, I always say.  And
the problem is what does it mean when two children have a fight on the playground?  Is it
impulse control?  Is it lack of negotiation skills?  And what do you do with that?  And, as long as
you are teaching teachers in the school of education, and not on the battle ground, in helping
them learn how to respond to issues, then, you are not doing very much with that kind of focus.

MR. MIREL:  I think that this figures with one of the things that we were talking about yesterday
at the end about discipline and disorder in schools because that is one of the other things that
schools of education do not address.  I mean, it is probably --  And I know, when I was doing my
-- getting ready to do student teaching and getting ready to go into the classroom, nobody had
ever talked about this approach to me, and that was -- I hate to say it -- almost thirty years ago.
Alright?  We still do not talk about this.  When we do not talk about how to address these kinds
of issues --  How do you deal with kids who are fighting?  How do you deal with that kid who
sits there and turns his radio on and tells you:  "I am not turning it off?"  What are you going to
do?  So, none of these really practical things are dealt with in teacher training, as far as I can see.

MS. RAVITCH:  Fred Hess?

MR. FRED HESS:  Tony made a statement this morning that is quite different than the statement
that you made about five years ago when you came to Chicago and launched the Comer
Development Project there.  I would like you to amplify a little bit.  If I remember correctly, five
years ago, you were saying:  "Yes, we can do this school-by-school.  And we will set out to do it
and demonstrate it in some schools in Chicago and, hopefully, others will want to do the same
thing."  Today, you are saying:  "It has to be systemic."  And I can understand that change, I
think, but I would like to hear you amplify on it a little bit.

MR. COMER:  Yes.  We did realize it at some point because our plan -- and the Rockefeller
Foundation supported us -- and I had some feeling about that from the beginning, but the feeling
was that, if you can get enough schools out there changing, you can get people to pay attention
and, then, others will want to do the same.  We realized after a while that it just does not work
that way, that schools are just as separate -- every building is separate, and they do not look to
the other, and they do not try and figure out what happened.  In our most successful schools,
nobody in the same district goes to find out what happened in those schools.  It just does not
work that way.  The system really has to take the responsibility for creating the conditions that
will allow good practice to be transmitted throughout the system and, where you have good
things happening in one place, it could be transferred to other places.  And that is when we
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changed our approach -- when we were beginning to change our approach.  The other thing, we
had a strategy -- and the late Rod Edmonds and I had a discussion about this -- there was a time
when people were saying:  "Schools cannot make a difference.", that it really is all determined by
prior conditions at home.  Our feeling was that we had to have enough good schools out there,
however we could get them, and we did it opportunistically wherever we could get in to create a
good school so that we could demonstrate that good schools can make a difference and, then, it
becomes impossible to say that.  At that point, simultaneously, we began to realize that you have
to work systemically to sustain it.

MR. FRED HESS:  May I follow up?  I would like you to have you amplify on what do you
mean by "the system changing?"  You said several times, after you made the statement about
systemic change, "people have to change," but I never quite heard what needs to change?  What
needs to be different?  I mean, let me give you an example.  In the high school Redesign
Initiative that the Chicago board adopted a year ago in March, they said that, behind the efforts
to improve high schools, there has to be two things:  increased academic press to hold higher
expectations for the students and increased personalism in the school.  And they embodied that,
then, within a couple of specific programs within schools, to establish advisories for students
where social development and character education could be discussed on a regular basis with
kids and to find some small groupings of kids who would stay with the same group of teachers
their freshman and sophomore years so that they would develop, essentially, a learning
community.  Are those the kinds of systematic things that you are talking about or are you
talking about something else?

MR. COMER:  Now, those are the kinds of things, but I am also talking about how you make the
decision that that is the way to go.  Is there a small group of people making that decision, and
that does that not spread throughout the system or do they have the power to --  See, I believe
that the leadership of the system:  the board, the superintendent, the central office  administrators
and, at the building level, people, all have to be in agreement about what has to happen and what
we are trying to do and what we need to do for our children.  When you get that kind of buy-in
everywhere, you can make errors, but you can bring people back to what works for children.
And that question always gets asked:  "Is this program appropriate or not?"  And it depends on
whether it works for children.  Early in our program, teachers came up with an idea of having
children go from classroom -- different teachers in second grade for different subject areas.  The
discussion was:  "Is that good for children?  Does it work developmentally?"  Well, no.  And that
got eliminated.  So, you can think about whether the programs work or not if you have a child-
focused approach, and everybody is thinking about it.  And it is not happening in a small group
of people here and a small group of people there.  And that is what I mean by "systemic."
Somebody, centrally, is charged into the responsibility of having everybody think about it and
buy into it.

MS. RAVITCH:  Yes, Debbie?

MS. McGRIFF:  I want to follow up on a point.  You made the statement that -- I do believe that
people in a school have to have the same vision and they have to also buy into the same
strategies.  That is much easier to do at the start of the school when you are selecting new people
than it is when you have a community of people that you cannot fire and you cannot transfer, and
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they know it, and you are trying to get them to buy into a common vision.  Secondly, when
people make decisions about what works for children, those decisions are not always  research
based.  They make decisions about what it is easiest for them, what will require the least amount
of work.  And I wanted you to tell my why do you think -- and this is because this is counter to
what we do in Edison.  Our second graders do go to different -- music teachers, art teachers,
world language teachers -- because what we found is that the elementary second grade teacher is
not an expert in all of these things.  If you want a kid to begin instruction in Spanish, you need a
world language teacher because the classroom teacher cannot speak Spanish and, if you want a
quality music or art program, you need someone with training in music and art.  Why do you
think that that is not developmentally appropriate for second graders?

MR. COMER:  That is a good point.  The resistance, first.  We always went with that group of
teachers who bought into the idea, and they would inevitably have success and, then, other
teachers came along and those who could not left.  That is the way we have to work.  You never
sell it to them all, in the first place.  Second, I do not know the exact structure of your different --
but, you know, as I mentioned in Denmark, they keep the same teacher all the way through for
continuity reasons.  On the other hand, what they also do is bring a set of teachers with content
areas around that central teacher who has major responsibility so that there are ways to structure
in; so that you get both.  You have continuity and you also have content.

MS. McGRIFF:  I am glad you said that because we do that, too.  They have a homeroom teacher
who stays with them for three years, and the team of teachers that they work with, but the
specialist teachers would be part of that team, but they do go out for specialty.
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GENERAL DISCUSSION

MS. RAVITCH:  Paul, I want to throw this open to the audience for questions, but I want to,
first, make one comment which is that, if this were a room filled with people who are opposed to
your position, the two leading objections they would have would likely be the danger of religious
proselytizing and the danger in the rise of profit-making schools, both of which you have offered
as a positive developments.  So, I find the story mind boggling.

MR. PETERSON:  I figured this was an academic conference.  We should really look at things
the way they are instead of trying to come up with a political stance on this.  I actually think that
there are many elites in this society that want to deny that religious motivation is a very powerful
motivation and remains so in our society, almost unique of modern industrial societies, and for
us not to take advantage of that in constructing our educational system, I think, is really silly.
The best case for all of this is in John Brandel's book which is being advertised outside here.
Brookings has just released a book by John Brandel, which talks about community and
competition as the only mechanisms available to the public sector to improve the quality of their
services.  So, if the critics of profit making and missionaries -- and if those critics can come up
with an alternative motivation for the delivery of this kind of public good, I am willing to listen.

MS. RAVITCH:  Jeff Mirel?

MR. MIREL:  Paul, let's go right at this discussion.  When I read your paper this morning, nine
out of the ten questions that you raised either I found convincing or, at least, compelling.  One
that threw me, as I read through this, is the one on Balkanization and the questions that you
raised about -- the answer that you give on the Balkanization issue.  I had two objectives.  The
first was historical.  It was based on the fact that, when you talked about the existing situation
where you will have more diversity and more prosecutorial strength, et cetera, et cetera, that is
fine, but -- when you think about it historically -- Catholic schools, Lutheran schools, and the
kinds of parochial schools that would fit into this and were created in a very different historical
context, one in which, yes, they wanted to preserve their traditions, but they also wanted the kids
to become Americans.  It is a very different situation now.  We talked about fragmentation in the
culture a lot yesterday and today.  We now have got religious organizations -- I can rattle off a
number of them:  the Christian Identity movement, the Nation of Islam, Hamas, Hezbolah, all of
which would fit very nicely into a religious framework in one sense or another -- that not only
would they be unwilling to Americanize their kids, but they hate the United States and they hate
aspects of the United States.  So, if we open this up to a voucher type, how can you assure
somebody like me, who is skeptical about it, that this wouldn't happen?  What you say is that it is
a political question and you use those words:  "No one reasonable person or no reasonable
person could believe that we would have an unregulated market."  Well, I would have said that a
few years ago about standards.  No reasonable person could have objected to standards.  Well,
the religious Right comes out and is against standards.  It is highly unlikely that we would allow
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students to run the schools.  As soon as the religious organizations are open to this, then, I think
you are right.  You cannot have a good choice program without this.  How do you keep the
radical extremists and divisive religious groups from having access to the vouchers?  I don't
know.

MR. PETERSON:  First of all, I think that, if the bigotry and intolerance is taught in school, that
is -- it would be a matter for the government to think about, and we may need to set up some
kind of an inspectorate that would -- like the English do.  The English, actually, have religious
schools that are publicly funded, and the government does inspect them to see if they are good
schools.  I want to take exception to the idea that there are good religions and bad religions.  I,
actually feel that -- I don't like to elevate my own religious tradition above that of others though I
believe in the authenticity of my own tradition and I don't expect to be converted to some other.
I, nonetheless, have a great deal of respect for all of the religious traditions present in our society,
and they are in greater numbers than in the past.  I will point out to you that it was the motivation
for the establishment of the public school in Massachusetts, beginning in Boston and spreading
throughout the State of Massachusetts.  It was the fact that you had children who were being
taught by their parents to place the pope above the president of the United States.  It was better to
take these kids out of the darkness in which they were presently living and bring them to the light
of the public schools.  That is the language of Horace Mann, who was a Unitarian who was
deeply convinced that his religious tradition was superior to that of the immigrant populations
coming in in the 19th century.  I think that our attitudes towards immigrants today are very
similar to those that we, as a nation, have had in the past, and we are very suspicious of new
groups with new religious traditions.  I just had a conversation with a taxicab driver yesterday
coming in, who is himself Islamic and who confessed to me that he was sending his children to
an Islamic school once he found out that I was not opposed to private schools.  He said that it
was wonderful because the boys and girls rode on separate buses, and they never saw one
another at all during the school day, and they were getting a wonderful education.  Then, I found
out -- and he said that, of course, the most important thing is that they learn English.  They were
teaching both in English and in Arabic but the English language comes first.  I thought about that
and what the Missouri Lutherans wanted in the latter part of the 19th century.  They wanted their
German language preserved, but they were also committed to bilingual instruction in the English
language, as well.  Their experiment came to an end with World War I for reasons you might
imagine.  So, I think we should be much more tolerant of other religious traditions when we
think about this issue.

MR. BOSER:  I just wanted to follow up on your point.  You go on in the part where you talk
about Balkanization and you are making a comparison to the meat industry.  But this should not
mean that regulated schools are the same as government-operated schools and make the
argument, as you claim, that government inspection of their meat processing industry constitutes
the establishment of a nationwide system of collective farms.  Thinking through that, I, kind of,
had this image of kids going to the schools getting, sort of, Grade A stamped on their head.
Now, I was wondering how you saw -- I mean, you certainly have an argument here and, then,
seem to think through what education would look like in 25 or 50 years.  How do you see, sort
of, a government role in deciding, you know, the issue of these extreme religious groups?  That
you bring up a, sort of, moral relativism seems, sort, of odd because the conservatives have
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(inaudible) brought the vouchers have so vehemently argued against them -- moral relativism --
and people have, sort of, espoused that.  So, I mean, could you, sort of, go on more about this?

MR. PETERSON:  It is a very important issue:  the whole question of religious freedom and
what the First Amendment means and the free exercise of religion and the establishment of
religion.  I mean, it is certainly undesirable for the government to establish a religion.  Yet, it is
desirable for our country to sustain its religious traditions.  How can the government foster that
without establishing a religion?  And the only mechanism available within the tradition -- and we
are the only country in the world that does not fund religious schools, as far as I know -- at least,
of all the major industrial countries:  the Italians, the French, the English, the Australians, the
Canadians, they all give money directly to religious schools.  It is impossible to imagine that,
given the traditions in this country, unless you use a choice mechanism where you give the
money to the family and let the family make the decision to choose among schools.  So, then,
how do you inspect the school and decide whether or not this school would be eligible for
participating into that -- You could have a choice.  Now, probably, the right thing to do, you
know, as Belle -- among her many good comments, was her passing comment about the Pell
grant where something like this does exist -- and we would have to think more about how you
could create a better -- built on what we do with the Pell program -- and have a more adequate
inspection of schools to make sure that this is, indeed, a school.  Now, what we would mean by
that, I cannot elaborate here and I have not thought it through sufficiently but, certainly, we
would want to learn from other countries that have encountered this kind of an issue and from
our own experiences in higher education as to how do you ascertain whether or not, in particular,
an agency that claims to be a school is, in fact, eligible to be designated as such.

MR. HILL: I just want to comment about an empirical question about which we do not have an
answer which is fundamental, which is:  "How much does a religious education or an education
that is biased in some way affect the students' ability to cope as a democratic citizen?"
Yesterday, we heard there was some suspicion that going to a women's school made one unable
to cope with the broader society the same as men.  That could hardly be a canard.  We also know
that people would go to Yeshivas and other extremely unusual schools and come out with liberal
attitudes and participate in society and do rather well.  That doesn't prove that going to a Hamas
school or a Christian school, or what, is necessarily bad; but we have a lot of images about what
the Christian Right is doing in their schools, which are proudly unfounded.  My point here is
that, if it is so important to the flow of policy to understand the connection between the focus and
commitments of the school and the students' outcome in terms of their ability to be American, we
ought to ask that question.

MR. PETERSON:  Actually, this is what we are doing.  Jay Green is taking the lead on this.  He
has quite a number of studies going and is trying to find out what attitudes do kids acquire in
private schools, as compared to public schools.  What he is finding is that you do have lower
levels of patriotism or, as I call it, "chauvinism; flag-waiving kind of stuff."  The public schools
do a better job of that.  The private schools do a better job of teaching tolerance for other
traditions.  Maybe private schools feel that this is especially incumbent upon themselves to point
out that, even though they are a special place and that this is a special tradition -- and they are
very proud of it -- that they should be tolerant of other traditions, as well.  I don't know what the
mechanisms are, but a number of studies -- and, we don't have a definitive study on that -- but
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this idea out there that, somehow, public schools are the place where tolerance is taught is just
something that is assumed.  It is not something that has been demonstrated empirically.  And, in
fact, the little bit of evidence we have is on the other side.

MS. RAVITCH:  Paul, it was some years ago that Andrew Greeley did a study in which he
gathered data from the National Opinion Research Center.  He concluded that graduates of
catholic schools were more tolerant and more likely to vote and more likely to register for the
armed forces and more likely to engage in all the kinds of civic activities that one would
associate with having tolerance and good citizenship.  So, he was rebutting the usual suspicion
that catholic schools were narrowing students' perspective and arguing that it was quite the
reverse.  Was there someone in the back who had a comment?

MR. KEMIT:  Yes.

MS. RAVITCH:  Go to a microphone and identify yourself: name, rank, and serial number.

MR. KEMIT:  With regard to the issue of profit and religion in schools, I think that, first of all,
we deceive ourselves and believe that there aren't people already who are making plenty of
money on the public schools.  So, the profit motive, I don't think, in and of itself is dispositive of
the school-choice question.  In addition, there are one million black men under the supervision
system.  I would rather for them to be in pews than in prisons.  Incidentally, I am a Muslim.  I
look around the room and I see the composition of the audience.  I don't think that, if this issue
impacted your children in the same way, that we would be cogitating about the incarceration of
your children, that you would be working actively to move forward on this issue and that, in 50
years, we don't want to be sitting around this table having done nothing because what we might
do might be bad or might turn out -- I suspect that the way schools are now, they can't really get
any worse for certain populations and that the kind of experimentation is something that needs to
be acted upon, and that we need to move forward because what is going on now just is not
adequate.  With regard to issue of choice, there is a choice between Harvard and Morehouse.  It
is not a choice between bullets and books.  I think we should look at that when we sit around this
table to discuss these types of issues.

MS. RAVITCH:  Sir, could I just ask you to identify yourself for the Transcriber?

MR. KEMIT:  My name is Anu Kemit.  I am an intern at the Department of Education.

MS. RAVITCH:  Thank you.  Did you ever get a raise?

MR. VITERITTI:  There is a tendency, when you have these discussions about choice and what
it will bring, and that is to compare it with this idealized image of what we would like education
to be.  What you really need to compare it to is what exists now, and that ain't too good.  We are
concerned about social stratification and racial segregation and lack of access to good schools by
poor people.  Well, that exists right now.  So, that is the starting point, and that should be the
point of comparison.  When you get involved in these discussions, you realize many of the
concerns that people have about our middle-class hang-ups and, when you go out and talk to
people, you find this out.  I was invited to speak to a group in Harlem a couple of weeks ago on
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125th Street and talked to them going to schools run by a religious institution.  They are not
really concerned about church/state issues the way that middle-class folks are.  They see that as a
way of building their community.  By the way, I don't really believe there is any constitutional
prohibition against school choice.  He talks to them making a profit in education.  They are not
concerned about that because they think they are being exploited by the current system.  These
are, kind of, middle-class hang-ups and, in the middle of the discussion we were having on 125th
Street, there was a gentleman in the audience, a very distinguished educator.  He raised his hand
and he said: "You have got to be careful with this stuff because you could have organizations
like the Ku Klux Klan opening up schools.  You always hear about the Ku Klux Klan schools."
Somebody raised their hand and said:  "Well, if someone opens one of those on 125th Street,
leave me go."  Then, somebody else said: "Do you know what?  We are not concerned about the
Ku Klux Klan school on 125th Street.  We are worried about the school that is already there
which educates 30 percent of our kids at grade level.  That is what we are worried about.  We are
not worried about these other fantasies that folks are coming up with.  It is a very real problem
for them now, and that is what we have to deal with."

MS. RAVITCH:  Howard Fuller?

MR. FULLER:  I promised my wife I wasn't going to say anything this morning.

PARTICIPANT:  Another broken promise.

MR. FULLER:  Paul said that there was a danger to -- I think he said this -- having these
programs for low-income parents.  I think there is the other danger, and that is the one that would
open it up to everybody which means that poor parents won't make any gains because they will
be in the same place they were when this started.  I want to be clear.  I hear all these people talk
about Milwaukee and pontificating about it since I was there in the beginning.  We came to this
out of what this young brother is talking about:  out of fighting. For us the voucher was a way to
fight.  These are legitimate questions but, when you are down there in a situation where your
children are not learning and the system refuses to respond, we cannot wait for ten more years of
new plans of which I have one as a superintendent.  So, what I am trying to get across to people,
except for us, the voucher program is a way to fight for our children.  We have no doubts that
there are downsides to it.  I have never seen a public policy that doesn't have a downside.  So,
what people say, almost, is:  "Until you can prove that no Klan schools and no witches schools,
and so on, will ever be formed, I can't be for this."  With all due respect to all of you, you all
have the resources to take care of your children, and you do it every day.  To tell poor parents:
"We have got to wait until we can resolve the question of whether or not there is going to be any
right wing schools." is an unacceptable answer to us because our response to that is that, when a
right wing school develops, close it down, but don't stop us from being able to make choices for
children because you think that a right wing school is going to be developed.  I have to make that
point strongly because our children are dying, literally and figuratively.  We have heard all kinds
of ideas from people -- and that I have proposed and that other people in this room have
proposed.  The only thing that got the attention of the "educational establishment" is the
possibility that the money will lead.  I am saying to you all -- and, I respect Rod and I know what
he is going through -- that, when McAdams and several people are out tomorrow, everything that
he has talked about will be out tomorrow with them.  The one thing I am totally convinced about
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is that we don't give parents who care about their children some way to fight.  This thinking that
some superintendent is going to float in on this white force and make everything better, we have
too many examples of how that does not occur.  If you do not empower the base, no matter how
progressive the top is, you will be destroyed by the middle.  So, I am just urging you all that, as
you talk about these things -- and, I think he raises some important issues, Jeff, and I am not
belittling these issues because I think these are important issues, but what I am trying to do is to
look at the flip side of that in terms of what have we had in all these years to fight with?  What
have we had year after year after year when our children come out of these schools unable to
read, write, analyze, compute, and think?  What we have is that we are going to jail them and
what we are saying to you all is that we may lose this fight, but we are going to fight, and we are
going to use vouchers and we are going to use everything that we can fight with because the
current establishment has not responded to the needs of our children, and the current
establishment includes a whole lot of researchers and stuff who are tied into this as deeply as the
existing system is.  We may end up losing.  I think people may be better organized than we are,
but we are not going to lose without a fight, and that is what this is to us:  an instrument to fight.
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BPEP 1999
Supplying Effective Public Schools in Big Cities
Author:  Paul T. Hill (pp. 419-48)
Comments:  Kati Haycock and Robert Maranto (pp. 448-58)

GENERAL DISCUSSION

MS. RAVITCH:  Let me just ask you how you deal with Bob's question about, if it is only a
single contracting agency, as in the case of charter schools, no charter schools get approved.  I
mean, we have the example of the State of Illinois where there is a charter school out of Chicago.
Chicago is willing to create charter schools for kids that they want to get rid of.

MR. HILL:  At least for the moment, I can imagine a situation that I wrote about, and the
situation that I wrote about is one in which public school boards are not authorized to run their
own school.  So, therefore, they have choices among contractors, but they don't have choices to
run their own schools.  To get there is another question and, clearly, what we see in situations
where public school boards authorize some schools and run a whole bunch more, is that there are
all kinds of conflicts of interest and, even though I have a pretty high opinion of what Chicago is
trying to do, the system is really that grossly achieved in terms of what you get.  I would favor,
rather than handing one authority, these two powers and, actually, creating new contract school
boards that have the same jurisdictions and the same geography as the current one, having a
period of transition where the number of schools overseen by the contract school board increases
over time steadily and vice versa.

MR. MARANTO:  The equity point you raise, I think, can be answered just by, I think, most of
these schemes that people have to accept people by lottery.

MR. HILL:  Right.

MR. MARANTO:  I know that, in some cases in Arizona, schools assumed they would get an
upper-income population and didn't and had to adjust.

MR. HILL:  I don't think there is any magic to prevent aggregations of certain kinds of people
and certain kinds of schools.  There are just not.  Whether the Arizona charter schools that are
full of Mormons have something to do with the Mormon Plot or a common taste among
Mormons, I don't know.  In fact, I put very different valances on the situation depending on
what.  Mormons are a conservative people who have certain views about education.  So, it
doesn't surprise me that they would seek charter schools first.  That doesn't mean it is a Mormon
school.  But I think those things are going to happen.

MS. RAVITCH:  Debbie?

MS. McGRIFF:  I would like to comment, one, on the multiple chartering authorities.  If
Michigan did not have multiple chartering authority, there would be no charter schools in the city
of Detroit.  There are 18 charter schools in Detroit, and the Detroit school board authorized only
two of them.  Edison would not be in Minneapolis or Boston if there weren't multiple chartering
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authorities.  Sometimes, just the threat of being able to get a charter from someone else will have
the school district say:  "We would rather partner with you."  If they never get around to saying:
"We want to partner with you," you can still go to the state or an independent board, and a group
of parents or community groups can have the schools that they want.  The fact that you have to
select children by a random selection process does not mean that the student body of your school
cannot reflect the diversity of the community where you are in.  If you set that as a goal and if
you market to have a diverse student population before you conduct your lottery, your schools
will be diverse, and all of our charter schools are.  The last two points I want to make are these.  I
don't want to put down Central Michigan University at all.  I have two charters in Central
Michigan, but Central Michigan is not the only university in Michigan authorizing charter
schools.  I have a charter from Oakland.  Eastern Michigan is chartering, Saganaw Valley, and
Ferris State.  In terms of private investors, Chris Little, the founder of our company, is the major
investor and was the major investor -- and was the major investor from the beginning -- and
remains the major investor to this day.  So, there are some business people who care enough
about this and think that you can transform education for children and who will put their money
behind that idea, as well as raise other private capital to make it happen.

MS. RAVITCH:  Rod Paige, did you want to make a comment?

MR. PAIGE:  It is probably more courage than wisdom.  I like his ideas of contracting.
However, I am troubled by our discussions which are not really getting at the real crux of the
matter, which is the governance system.  Because we can take the contracting idea and embed it
into this corrupt governance system, and it still has the same negative impact.  The same thing is
true about vouchers.  There was this discussion that we had earlier when he talked about moving
vouchers to scale, then, of course, how is that going to be governed?  It is going to be governed
in the same manner that we have a public school system governing now, and we have the same
kind of issue.  You have got to get to the problem of correcting the governance structure.  You
have got a system where people came to live in as a superintendent and Walt Amprey can't live
in as a superintendent.  We have got a problem here at the governance level.  As Fuller
mentioned:  "If this man leaves the Houston independent school district, I am out of there."  How
are the rest of us to make any sense of this?  How can you get people at the top who can govern
these corporations so the CEOs can live better?  The Chicago model that we discussed yesterday
has a prayer because they shot the governance system and plugged in a new one that makes
sense.  Maybe there is some help from Boston because they passed a law to get the board out of
personnel.  Those are the things that would have to be done in order for contracting schools and
other strategies like that beneath the governance structure to work effectively.

MS. RAVITCH:  Caroline?

MS. HOXBY:  I want to pick up on two points that some other people have raised.  One is on the
question of:  "If the board is the supervising agency for the contracting schools, then, who is
supervising the board?"  They are supervised by local politics and, as you know, local politics
can be problematic.  It can be that local politics support a board that doesn't support a diverse
group of contracts, or it could be that they support a board that, actually, does not force contracts
or aggregate contracts. We have seen that happen when some for-profit schools' contracts have
been abrogated.  I would like to suggest that adding another level of contracting or marketing, or
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adding a different body that can also contract with schools, might be a solution to some of the
problems that people have talked about.  If you imagine a state authority that also has the right to
contract with schools, then, if that state authority has contracted a school, and the school district
had much higher demands than any of the schools that the school board was contracting with,
that would be a good way for the state to know that that school board ought to be penalized
because it wasn't doing a good job.  If you don't have something like that -- an alternative
organization that can also contract with schools in an alternative, sort of, market that allows you
to supervise what the school boards are doing -- it is hard to know that they will be completely
controlled by politics but, perhaps, they could be.  The second comment is on teachers, and I
really think that, that is, I wish to, sort of, reiterate the point of view that, if we want that, then,
we need to recognize the fact that the type of person who becomes a teacher and the type of
incentives and rewards that a school board and a union, that is, just on the school board, are
going to agree to offer teachers are really going to be a function of the competitiveness of the
environment.  I  mean, if we look at the investment bankers taking the extreme case, these people
work in an extraordinarily aggressive and competitive environment where it is very obvious if
you are not doing a good job.  It becomes very easy to measure performance, and it is very easy
to get fired if you don't do a good job.  People do get fired all the time, and other people get
rewarded very highly.  So, they are in the high performance/high reward for performance
structure, and you see that the people who become investment bankers are very high-powered
people, and the United States usually has very able people.  That may be an extreme case, but it
is true, in general, of the type of person who enters the profession as a function of the
competitiveness of the market that controls that labor market.  So, I really think those two things
are not separable.  As you say, don't think about improving the quality of teachers in the United
States without thinking about the market, and who governs their labor market.

MR. HILL:  I do want to comment back about Caroline's comment about teachers.  On the
comment about teachers, I agree with you about the importance of competition and of personal
performance determining success and so on.  We have to be realistic about the limitation of pay.
That is another thing that factors into a lot of other competitive professions.  It is very unlikely
that the teachers are anywhere near investment bankers.  One thing that we have got about
contracting is the idea that the school is a fiscal agent.  It has all the money, and it determines
how to compose itself.  What proportion of what kind of people do we want to have working,
and it is also competitive with respect to how to attract parents.  So, schools have every incentive
to want to produce as much in terms of what the students' experience is possible.  That does put
them in a position where they are going to value highly successful teachers very well.  My guess
is that, under contracting, a lot of schools would look more like independent schools that have
relatively small numbers of extraordinary senior teachers who were paid extremely well, even to
the point of having the spouses maximize their income, than other teachers who are generally
less experienced, but there are all kinds of other models that are possible.

MR. MARANTO:  If I can jump in, too, we shouldn't underestimate non-monetary
compensation.  The people who start charter schools tend to want autonomy to pursue a
particular mission.  They also tend to have pretty big egos and, oftentimes, name the schools
after themselves, and that, too, is a form of compensation.  Just to throw in an anecdote.  Twenty
some years back, I was an undergraduate planning to become a teacher, and, when I met the
Education Advisor, he explained that I would take 36 or 39 credits in education and only nine
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credits on the subject I would teach.  I asked him:  "How could I teach something if I didn't
understand it?"  He said:  "Understand that the curriculum people will tell you what to teach."  I
said:  "This is not really the profession for me."  I think that improving the quality of teachers
goes hand in hand with contract and market-based systems.

MS. RAVITCH:  Mike Casserly?

MR. CASSERLY:  Just a question.  Paul, I very much liked your paper.  I thought it really very
compelling.  And, this is not a question on the contracting issue but, kind of, broader on
governance.  I can't figure out where else to ask the question.  We have heard, from time to time,
proposals made about switching the design or the engineering of schools boards in cities such
that individuals do not run as school board members but run against slates, and they run on a
platform with superintendent contracts, essentially, running coterminous with the slate, and
people electing a platform more efficient for their community.  Just a question.  What do you
think of that general notion?

MR. HILL:  My immediate reaction to that is that it is a serial capture, that you are getting from
one whole theory to another whole theory.  I think that the lunch speech is about this question
and I am glad that you raised it, and you now have all my thinking about that.

MS. RAVITCH:  Ted Kolderie?

MR. KOLDERIE:  I guess I am anxious to have us understand that, while contracting may be
associated with schools, it also applies to more than schools.  I am sure Paul would agree that,
although there was a little discussion like this earlier, it doesn't apply just to new schools.  I think
your concept of contracts certainly doesn't apply just to newly created schools so that, whatever
the problems are with newly created schools, they are problems for the contract concept.  You
can convert existing arrangements.  You were, kind of, saying that site management was, sort of,
implied.  The existing arrangement with existing schools is, of course, the concept of conversion
within the charter laws.  Existing schools could convert from "administered" to "autonomous"
status.  I am, kind of, anxious not to have us feel that contracting is only with schools
individually.  Again, either with new or with existing schools, you could do it with whole groups.
You could take the district administration, I think, and in any substantial urban district count off
by threes, create, kind of, three groups and have each group, then, offer its program, and let them
differentiate as they will and offer their programs citywide.  Each of the groups might have 100
schools but, from the standpoint of the overall policy board, it would be working then with three
contracts rather than with 300.  There is a problem in the managing.  There is a big problem in
managing contracts.  I suspect that public school boards and administrations are not really good
at managing contracts of a performance sort.  So, it might make a lot of sense to think in terms of
groups.  There is nothing, then, to prohibit any one of the groups from having as decentralized or
further, kind of, a contract arrangement with its own member schools  as it wished.  I just want to
try to make clear that, from the standpoint of the overall policy board, the idea of contract doesn't
have to be a concept of contracting separately with each individual school, new or existing.
Okay?  Then, there is the question of:  "What kind of entities are going to be on the other end of
the contract?"  It could be an individual school, new or existing.  It could be a group of existing
schools.  It could be a for-profit.  But it doesn't, again, have to be in a corporate forum.  I think
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we are coming into a period in which, as the teacher unions get ready to emerge, we are going to
hear quite a bit about teacher professionalism.  One of the interesting questions is whether
teachers want to pick up an option to be on the other end of the contract.  Again, either in terms
of running individual schools or owning the school or owning the learning program that goes
into it or, possibly, even broader than that.  I mean, if you begin to think in terms of capitating
groups of teachers at existing levels of expenditure and giving them the kinds of freedom that
you would under that arrangement, and holding them accountable for student performance, and
letting them keep for the use of their program or for personal income the benefits of whatever
gains in productivity they can introduce, we might be astonished at what would happen.  In other
words, there is, in the process of the contracting and depending on with whom you contract with,
the opportunity to break out of the teacher-as-employee model, so that there are lots of -- once
you move into the notion of contract, all kinds of things open up, and there are lots of precedents
around that we need to look at, pulling together people in education with people from county
child day care.  We have a large and growing program of publicly paid child day care.  If you
talk to the county officials -- elected or appointed -- who are involved in running that program,
their concept of running that program has nothing whatever to do with owning the Center.  They
do not -- and they would not -- want to hire the people and own the program.  It is a free choice-
of-vendor program.  It is a contract program, mutually, between the State's certifying agency and
the County that puts yellow triple vendors on for the parents to choose among.  It is a very
interesting precedent in these discussions.  We do not have to debate just "What if, what if --" in
theory.  There are real models within the public sector to look at.

MS. RAVITCH:  Walter Amprey?

MR. AMPREY:  A couple of points.  First, on a personal level, I am very sorry that you chose
that to implement education plans (inaudible)

MS. RAVITCH:  -- and I still call him "Mr. Amprey."

MR. AMPREY:  Just a couple of points on what was just said.

THE COURT REPORTER:  Would you please speak to the mike?

MR. AMPREY:  I think that one of our real big concerns is that, Kati, when you talked about
evaluating these reforms, whatever they are -- whether it is contracts, profits, or non-profits -- at
the outset, I think what happens to us is that we do not (inaudible) real clear understandings
about what kinds of snapshots we take and how far shall we take them and what the expectations
are.  It has been my experience that, when we do, the rules change anyway with those things that
I did in Baltimore that were considered innovative.  It seems like, when we got near the end to
measure -- whether it was Right to Read, or VAR, or any of that -- what we said at the beginning
seemed to have gotten blurred or forgotten.  So, I think that is an issue.  My last point is that it
seems like we are, kind of, schizophrenic in this issue of how we want our schools run with the
sense of a business concept, our rush towards CEOs.  Then, at the same time, we have a deep
fear about profit making and CEOs and people who have a tendency to cater solely to the needs
of stockholders.  And that just seems to be a bit of a contradiction to me.  I mean, if you are
really concerned about having a school run in a business-like fashion, then, we need to adopt, I
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think, a greater understanding and appraisal of what that all means in our capitalistic society.  I
would see no problem with the profits as long as the product is doing -- what the contracting and
interacting began is what we expected to get from the outset.

MS. RAVITCH:  The other Fred Hess.  I do not know how else to put it.  We have two Fred
Hesses.  Frederick -- Rick Hess.

MR. RICK HESS:  There we go.  Paul, I just have a question, actually, which first struck me
when I read the book on the contract.  Given what we know about entranced constituencies in
schools, right?  You try to fire the principal.  You try to change a program.  Whatever.
Regardless of the board's assessment of the adequacy of this program, people at the site in
question tend to have some affinity for it, particularly if they had been given an option.  So, what
I am curious about in how you say this is that, in your schema, I fail to see how much contracting
adds in terms of monitoring output because, since people will pretty much be choosing --
assuming that it is more than a single school district -- assuming that people have the choice
amongst schools, those folks who are attending the school, whether or not the vendor has
actually met the contract provisions at the end of five years, are -- presumably -- more or less
satisfied.  I have a hard time seeing any school board who is going to have the political courage
to, actually, terminate this vendor on the grounds that they failed to meet the criteria in the
contract and knowing that all the parents whose students are currently being mentored by these
teachers -- the students who are vested in this curricular approach -- parents who have chosen
this school are going to be at the next school board meeting raising holly heck.  I have trouble
seeing any counter-constituency who is going to say:  "Well, gee, you are right.  They have
failed to meet the technical criteria.  Therefore, we should terminate them."  It does not actually
discredit the contractor, but it does suggest that the contractor does not have much protection
beyond the choice mechanism.

MR. HILL:  Well, on the assumption that there is absolutely nothing you can do about closing
down a school that is popular -- and, I recognize that that is a problem -- two answers to this that
are not full answers.  You know, my ultimate refuge here is to say:  "This is an arrangement in
human affairs, and that has certain problems," but Caroline's earlier comment about the need to
make even the school board rule contingent on performance is a very good one.  In fact, I have
been thinking about that ever since.  We do have in the book the idea that the school board that
does not terminate contracts that do not fulfill could, actually, have its current contract to the
State board terminated.  There is an additional pressure about that.  However, there is another
possibility which is much more mealy-mouthed, but a school board that felt a contractor was not
performing and found the politics of terminating very, very difficult could, at least, set up a
competitive school nearby, which is not the same thing as terminating the contract.  However, I
do recognize that, and the last hope I have is that, if the competitive environment creates a lot of
very high performance schools, the lower performing schools will be much more evident,
especially if you are talking about schools whose performance, in terms of being able to get their
kids in the next level and have them succeed, will become much more evident.  But, none of that
takes away the fact that contractors will organize politically to keep their jobs, that is true.
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Panel of School Superintendents (full text).  Not included in BPEP 1999
Chair:  Howard Fuller
Panelists: Rod Paige, Deborah McGriff, and Walter Amprey

CHAIR:  Howard Fuller

MR. FULLER:  Thanks.  When Diane asked me to -- deviously asked me if I could put together
a panel of superintendents to just explain, sort of, what they have gone through and, particularly,
try to focus on what happened to them when they tried to "reform" a school system, when we
started out, there were really going to be five of us.  Gerry Haus, from Memphis, was going to be
here, but she had a new board president who said that she had to be in Memphis on Tuesday.  So,
that took Gerry out as we talk about reform.  James Ray had an illness in his family.  We just
found out yesterday that he would not be able to be with us.  Because, what we were trying to do
was to put together a panel of city superintendents and ex-superintendents and, you know, talk
about this issue.  We wanted to have people from large urban districts and, also, from a smaller
district, like Flint.  So, that was, you know, our intent.  So, what we have is the -- I am very
happy to have the three of them here with us.  And so, we have Rod Paige, Deborah McGriff and
Walter Amprey.  What we have decided to do is to deal with three questions:  "What strategies
and tactics did you pursue in your quest to improve academic achievement for all students?" or,
in Rod's case:  "What strategies and tactics are you pursuing?"  "And, then, when you did pursue
this strategies, what happened?"  "Where was your support and where was your major -- or who
were your major detractors?"  And the third question is:  "What were some of the results of your
actions?"  And, then, based on what has happened for the last two days, some people insisted that
there be a fourth one which was the ability to respond to some of the stuff that we heard over the
last two days.  So, each one is going to take about fifteen minutes or so to lay this out and, then,
after the three presentations, we want to open the floor to questions.  We appreciate those of you
who stayed.  You know, it is very difficult when you are the last item.  I found that out when I
was the last presentation on the last day of AERA.

PARTICIPANT:  Do not go to AERA.

MR. FULLER:  Right.  So, with that, we drew straws, and Debbie is going to start.

PANELIST:  Deborah McGRIFF

MS. McGRIFF:  You believe we drew straws, right?  I want first, because I had the shortest
superintendency .  I am afraid I did not take more than thirty months, so -- but, I wanted to start
first with a little of my background since we had a lot of discussion about the traditional and non-
traditional roles to the  superintendency.

I started my career in Community School District XIII as a teacher, and I taught for nine
years.  If you check the history of most superintendents, most men who enter education teach for
the minimum number of years -- and Rod may be different -- but they teach for a minimum
number of years, and then they go on to administrative positions.  I was a reading coordinator in
our school.  I worked in a community school district with a school superintendent who did not
believe in talking to the press.  But we outperformed District IV, and we had more choice
schools than District IV.
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When I left the classroom, I never had a position in the District Office that was not a
school improvement position.  So I guess I had my whole administrative career in school
improvement programs -- effective school programs -- and teacher course programs.  And so,
change is a part of who I am and what I thought schools should be about.  When I was appointed
to improve the middle schools in District XIII, I had never been a principal.  So the
superintendent gave me the worst performing junior high school in the district to transform.  We
transformed that school.  We renamed it:  "The Ronald Edmonds Learning Center," and to this
day, the school continues to be a positively high performing school.

When I left Community School District XIII, I had a chance to have an experience in a
non-profit organization and ran a city-wide dropout prevention program in New York with the
Urban Coalition.  I then came back to public education as an assistant superintendent for
Curriculum and Instruction in Cambridge, went to Milwaukee as a deputy superintendent with
Bob Peterkin, who now heads the Harvard Superintendents' Program.

When Bob left, I went to Detroit as superintendent.  That is when Howard became
superintendent in Milwaukee.  Now, it is extremely important, I believe, that there be a match
between what you believe and what your board believes.  Our board, actually, did a search, based
on looking for a superintendent who had experience with choice programs, a superintendent who
had experience with side-based management.  They ran on that slate.  There were four board
members elected in Detroit called the "Hope Team."  They had an educational agenda.  Prior to
my arrival in Detroit, they hired John Porter who is a former State Commissioner of Education.  I
tell John Porter to this day that, if he had not been acting superintendent in Detroit, I would have
never taken the position.  Because John Porter figured out how many teachers they had, how
many students they had; John Porter got rid of the two hundred and fifty million dollar deficit;
John Porter established the beginnings of a strategic plan for Detroit.  So when I came, a lot of
the organizational and administrative things had been put in place.  A focus had been put in place
for academic achievement.  What the principals and the community told me was that John was
trying to do too many things, and nobody could really understand what the focus and the
priorities were.  So, my first task was to reduce the strategic plan that John had developed to four
major goals.  We decided to focus on creating schools for the future, continuing organizational
and management effectiveness, guaranteeing student success, and building community
confidence.  

In terms of creating schools for the future, we opened new choice schools.  Detroit had a
history of city-wide magnet schools.  We opened, as you learned yesterday, male academies.  We
opened female academies.  We opened the second (inaudible) public school in the country; the
first one, Bob and I did in Milwaukee.  We also made it possible for poor children in Detroit to
have access to the excellent schools.  While we talk a lot about separation of people and lack of
access, in large urban districts, many of the magnet schools are public private schools for the
middle class.  There is no process in the random selection process to ensure that the 80% of poor
children who live in the city have access to the very best schools.

The school board was very committed to empowered schools.  That was the school
board's term for site-based management.  We worked with site-based management to
decentralize the budget, to give not only the empowered schools but all schools control over the
selection of staff.  We looked at all schools and insisted that they begin to improve their reading
and math programs, not in any way that they wanted to, but by having curriculum peers that gave
them access to research-based exemplary programs and asking schools that were not doing well
to select from those -- not as individual teachers, but selecting math programs and reading
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programs school-wide.  I did not do it system-wide.  I just did not think that there was one thing
that would work for 300 schools.  But I insisted that a group of teachers and principals with
ability get together and decide what your reading program is going to be -- or your math program
-- from a list of exemplary programs.

The Kellogg foundation funded through a non-profit organization a Detroit Report Card
which, to me, kept people focused, because New Detroit took the four goals, took the objectives
under those goals, and did a report to the community every four months.  I also did my own
report in terms of the progress that we were making.  I had to submit that report to the board,
because I had a paper performance contract.  What I did was that my goals became the goals of
the area superintendents.  They translated it into the goals of the principals, because people told
me:  "I can be rated 'satisfactory' and not work on anything that the board is judging you on."
And so, if you do not change the evaluation system, and if you do not get the people in the
organization to pay attention to what the board and the superintendent had indicated are the
priorities of the system, you cannot move forward.

At the end of each year, we also evaluated schools on, sort of, the same classifications
that lots of states use -- whether you are an improving school, whether you are a school in need
of improvement -- and then, in response to those three classifications, the schools that were
doing quite well really got to continue to do what they would do, and with little or no
interference from central office.  We attempted to create -- to close failing schools, but we had
no authority to do that.  If we closed a failing school, we could not replace the teachers in the
school.  So it did not seem to me that that was a political strategy that would work.

Through foundation funding, we were able to initiate the Comer School Model in a
number of schools.  But we gave priority to schools which had high concentrations of low-
income children but had in place a reasonable reading and math program to support the health
and social services and community activities that the Comer Model (inaudible).  During my last
year, we began the plans for eliminating low-level high school courses.  The one thing that I did
not do -- and that Baltimore did -- I did not hire DAI when they came to talk to me about
establishing a partnership with their company.

What support did I have?  I had extremely strong support from the governor of the state,
because what we were doing and what I wanted to do were parts of Governor Ingle's educational
initiative.  The mayor of the city, Coleman Young, -- I did not have any of the stuff that you had.
When I first went to Detroit, Coleman Young and I had a meeting.  And Coleman said:  "I am
the mayor.  I run the city.  You are the superintendent.  You run the schools.  You do not get in
my business.  I will not get in yours.  And if you need me, I am here to help."  And Coleman was
very helpful on a number of issues, but it was always behind the scenes.  He said:  "The kiss of
death for you is for me to say that I support you."

When we opened the Malcolm X Academy, I did not know that we were opening the
Malcolm X Academy in one of the few white communities left in the city of Detroit.  And you
can imagine the uproar that resulted.  It was the only school that I could open within the budget I
had, but I later learned where it was located.  But even after a number of community meetings
around the opening of that school, on the day that those youngsters came to school, you would
have thought it was the 1950s in the most southern city in America given the amount of police
protection that Coleman Young sent to make sure that those youngsters were safe.  And there
were a number of other times when I needed his help on getting some buildings open or some
city services, and he was always there, but never in a public way and never having a public
opinion about what was happening in education.
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I mentioned the support from the Kellogg Foundation on the Public Report Card which,
to me -- without it, you could not get the attention of the people in the -- because even on my
first report card, I was rated low on an issue, and when I asked Paul Hubbard why, he told me it
was because he could not get the information from the people in my research department.  That
never happened again.  We also had the strong support from the NAACP, the very strong support
from the business community.  At the end of my first year, the business community gives this
award for newsmaker of the year, and they gave it to the superintendent for the very first time.

While the board and I shared a vision, we did not always share the same strategy in terms
of how to accomplish that vision.  Like most people, I use the term "micro-management."  It was
my understanding that if we have a set of goals, and we have a set of objectives, and we have a
set of accountability results, then give me the opportunity to accomplish those, and at the end of
the quarter and at the end of the year, evaluate me.  If I am not doing the job, fire me, but it is
very difficult to be held accountable when you control the goals and you want to control the
process by which the goals are accomplished, and then say:  "You have an accountability system
for the superintendent."  And although they did approve almost everything that I wanted to do,
sometimes, getting to the strategy of accomplishing the goals took more time than I thought it
should take.

Who was a little less supportive?  I guess I want to go back to this race issue.  If race was
the dominant issue of success, then Detroit should not be a district in trouble.  There was a
predominantly African American board.  There was a predominantly African American staff.
The union leadership was African American.  Over 90% of the children are African American.
There may be an important factor in getting some things done, but I do not see it as that major a
critical factor in helping to move urban school districts forward.

All of you know I had a strike at the beginning of my second year.  There is another
example.  I read all the history on all the past strikes.  The board does it all the time.  It will not
give the teachers the money.  The teachers go out.  You can just substitute the name of the
superintendent or the union president.  After a couple of weeks, they give the teachers the
money.  Everybody is mad.  It takes now five years to rebuild the relationship.  The same thing
happened.  The board was not going to pay them.  So the teachers were out for a few weeks.
They give in, and they give them the money, which I do not have control over that, because the
board decides who closes the union contract negotiations.

We did keep a balanced budget because a part of -- let me move now to results -- a part of
being determined "effective" was to have a balanced budget.  We not only had a balanced
budget, but, when I left, we also left the system with a surplus.  Scores are up.  The dropout rate
was down.  We provided more choice for parents.

But, let me close with a couple of thoughts.  Howard and I like this phrase:  "Being in
charge, but not in control."  If you have 20,000 employees and you cannot hire a single one
unless your board approves them, if you have no control over the people who work with you,
you are really not in control.  And if less than ten of those people are not in the union, it was
clear that it was going to be very, very difficult in terms of the substantial change that you could
make.  You could make change, but maybe not at the rate that you wanted to.  I do not think that
you can ever remove education from politics.  So I decided to relocate to a new political arena.
And that is how I got to the Edison Project, because I was more interested in partnerships with
people who shared the same vision that I share:  a mission of providing world class education for
all children; not allowing "parallel play" -- to use Jim Comer's term -- among teachers, business,
and educational experts; to be able to work in a place where the principal is the CEO, and the
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principal selects his or her own team; where parents have choice and where they are not forced to
attend certain schools; where safe and orderly schools are expected; where mobility is not
something that we could disregard but something that we reduce because we think, if we only
know that in Wichita, where we provide an excellent school, mobility declined from 35% to
10%; and finally, where student performance and budgets are linked.  We do not believe that we
can be successful unless we both improve student performance and operate schools with the
current per pupil allocation in public school districts we see.

PANELIST:  Rod PAIGE

MR. PAIGE:  I feel like applauding because that last part is exactly what we are trying to
accomplish in Houston.  Now, I think we might be approaching it from a little bit different point
of view.  My approach might be a little disquieting for some.  I do not make these comments
saying that these solutions about urban education make America safe for democracy.  It is the
way that we have approached our job in Houston.  I think that it works well for me.  We are
beginning to see some results.

The first question:  "What strategies and tactics are you pursuing would you feel would
make a difference in improving all academic achievement for all students?"  I had the advantage
of watching the system work five years as a member of the Board of Education. I had the
advantage of being the president of the board one year and executive vice president of the board
another year.  I was a very active board member.  I was in far.  I did my homework.  I was not in
a strange environment because I have been ten years dean of the College of Education at Texas
Southern University.  I had attended board meetings.  I knew what was going on there.  So I
think that I was a reasonably effective board member.  But, when I became superintendent, I
realized that the views are so different and the details are completely (inaudible) to you, as board
members.  So, you have to have board members who are willing to set goals and deal with it
from a macro- point of view.  The situation that you described about personnel management, and
that type of thing, would be completely intolerable.  School systems cannot operate under that
kind of a micro- management, and if it happens like that in Detroit or in any other city, we can
just kiss it off.  It will not work.

So how do we approach this?  This may be a little bit different, but what we decided that
we needed to do is to create an organization that fostered a positive relationship between the
teacher and the student and promoted student and teacher engagement, so that the results we
were seeking would be accomplished.  I did not think that systemic improvement could occur by
forcing it in parts.  So in that regard, I agree with what Dr. Comer said this morning.  "Holistic"
reform -- I hear that word a lot.  "Systemic" reform -- we hear that word a lot.  But everywhere I
see, I see these parts being worked on.  I just did not believe that you can optimize the whole by
optimizing the various parts -- that something holistic here, the relationships between all these
other issues, really has a life.

So then, we were enforced in the Houston School District with the strategy that we
wanted to create an organization that fosters the kind of climate and environment that we feel
would promote the kind of activity that we want, in order to get the results that we want.  Now
that is something analogous to individual personality.  We call that "school district culture."  We
want the school district culture to be it.  Now those parts that are necessary in order to have a
school district culture would be a clear impelling mission -- clear purpose.  Now this is a little
hard, and it takes a, kind of, really strategic force to get to this.  But the whole system has to be
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clear about why we are here.  We say why the system exists.  The system exists to support the
relationship between the student and the teacher.  So we do not just use that as words.  We
connect action to it.  We drive it all the way down the system, so that it strikes the ground at the
operational level.  We try to be true to it so that people not only hear it but see it.  So we have to
develop a culture.  The important part of a culture is a clear important mission and a clear
purpose.  Secondly, it has to have co-advisers -- something that is embedded in the character of
the organization.  This is the hardest one to get at.  You know, we hear of a system where people
thought that personnel policy was made based on who is lax and who has rates and what board,
and minority, and things like that.  So that was a culture that -- we had to redefine the culture to
say that personnel policies are determined based on contribution -- potential contribution -- to the
goal, so much so, until it becomes a part of the system that the expectation of the people and the
organization is that it works this way.

Okay?  This is really hard.  I am not claiming that we are there with this, but this is the
clearest strategy.  We are using one that we are moving really hard at.  We also believe, like Jim
Collins in his book, that you have to have, you know, audacious goals, not just a goal.  He calls it
"BHAGs," big, hairy, audacious goals.  And this is to let people know what is going to happen.
What is required here is extraordinary effort, you know -- not moderate effort.  Success is not
associated with moderation.  Success is associated with extremism.  So then, it has to be an
audacious goal.  So, we say:  "We will outperform in two years the inner city school districts."
Okay?  Those school districts that are around that are more homogeneous grouping, and that type
of thing -- our people inside are offended that we are not performing at that level yet, but are
working in that direction.  So I mean, absent an enduring purpose, audacious goals, we do not
see that we have got this fuel to make the activity go.  So then, my job as superintendent is not to
deal with the various pedagogical systems that make students learn and teachers do right, but it is
to articulate a goal, make sure the business is clear, interact with people, deal with the
relationships, create an organization that fosters the thing that we want to have happen.  In
Houston, we call it "defining the north-bound train."  We believe that it is required to do that,
because we believe that, once you create the culture and you define the north-bound train, people
can self-select whether they want to be on it or not.  But we do not yield; we do not move the
train in this different direction, because this group of people wanted to go this way.  It is going
both ways, and they have an option to select.  At some point, you began to see, and at some
point, they began to realize, too.  Because the first couple of years it is a challenge about who
defines the direction.  So we make a great big issue out of this, and so, you might hear that is part
of the lexicon in the system.  People talk about the northbound train.  You understand you are
getting through when teachers send you a gift of a little train.  So you know I have got little
trains sitting on my desk -- and I did not buy any of this.  They sent to me indicating that they are
on the northbound train, that Houston is going in the right direction, and they are proud to be
there because you create an environment that has a sense of pride.  And a sense of pride
emanates a little bit from a sense of suffering, you know.  We are working against something that
is hard.  We need to sacrifice and work harder in order to make this, because ordinary effort is
not going to get this done.  The other job, I think, that -- other techniques I am using I call "ID."
This means, I believe that the most important responsibility is the identification of goals, and can
we all get the job done given the prevailing circumstances.  When you select people, you are
selecting victory over defeat.  So we do not do that willie nillie.  We select our district
superintendents very carefully.  We train our district superintendents to select principals that
way.
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I will skip now to results.  When I became superintendent, we had principals being jerked
out of schools rather rapidly.  I told somebody in a school:  "They fail, you jerk them out."  We
put in a very tough way of deciding who was going to be a principal.  Put the principal in and
then supported the principal, and let the principal work through the argument at the school about
who is a charter school and what the northbound train is like at the school.  You got a year and a
half of this, but after that, the school kind of settles down, because it is clear now about the
direction of the school, who is in charge of the school.  You are unyielding about this; the goals
are clear.

Do not misunderstand any of this to mean that it is autocratic, because all of it involves
wide collaboration with teachers, and bus drivers, and janitorial people, and everybody.  Because
they have got to feel that they are part of this too.  Because you are not going to make all of this
work without them.  It is very important that this continues, and so every opportunity that I get to
speak before large groups -- bus drivers, janitors, counselors, whoever -- we go and talk.  We
know what that victory is on.  We remind of that victory.  We remind them where they are apt to
improve themselves, and we congratulate them.  And the whole goal is, when you walk out of
there, you want them ready to go, to dig in and really go to support the organization.  Who are
some of these supports?  What has happened when you pursue these strategies?  We think the
organization is beginning to have a personality, and it is a personality of accomplishments.  It is
not finished, but it is clear.  Because you can hear the repeatability when you go around in the
system, and the pride that people have in the system.

I forgot to make this one point.  We wanted to make sure that the clear focus of the
organization was on teaching and learning.  And we use it that way.  We say:  "Teaching and
learning," and then we scratch "teaching," because we really mean "learning."  Because we kind
of define "no learning, no teaching."  And we had a little argument with that, but we finally got
that accomplished.

So the organization began to take on a personality.  I believe it is poised right now to
begin to really make a substantial difference in becoming an effective organization.  Now as I
pointed out earlier, this all hangs on a very thin thread and hangs on creative governance.  Walter
and I were talking earlier at lunch.  I probably could not create without the Board of Education,
because I have pretty clear thoughts about things and take really tough positions, and many
boards would not put up with that at all.  That is why it is clear in my mind that if we are going
to really seriously reform public education -- and, by the way, I believe public education can be
reformed; I am not nearly as pessimistic as a lot of people are -- I believe we target our efforts in
the right place that it can be reformed.  I think that is in the governance structure -- how these
systems are governed; who makes those decisions.  I do not mean by that that we should be
exempt from the political process.  We are very proud of the fact that we are reforming this
system under an elected board.  This is different, you know.  We admire our colleagues in
Chicago and in other cities, but it is very important that we still have local elected board
members who govern, but that has got to be managed too.  Now I do not think -- as a
superintendent, this might be a little different -- but I get involved in the political process.  I go
find people who run for the board's seats.  McAdams is not going to run for a board seat.  I kept
him out.  It is Dolsch.  It was important that he run -- that he run again.  And the same thing for
N.  Two years from now, I will have four more people running for seats, and I am not going to
allow that to happen by default.  It is too important.  So we will be talking to the leadership in the
city, the Chamber of Commerce, the NAACP, the Mexican (inaudible), and all the organizations,
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to talk about what is important and the kind of person that we want to be here, and to try to get a
consensus around some core ideas that we are going to push for.  That is very, very important.

Let me wind down.  What results are you seeing?  Who are your detractors?  I will sum it
up in one word:  basically, "unions."  The big supporters?  The mayor was a big supporter.  The
city council was a big supporter.  The leadership in the community.  The religious community is
a very big supporter.  All of these people are here.  The detractors are unions.  Back to the
governance part, finally.  If we got a governance system for people like this lady and like this
gentleman who came to work, you know, they would get a --  We turn people over like this
often.  This, I think, is a problem where we really need to look at and see what can be done.

I will sum this up now by saying that we are seeing some reasonably positive results.  I
am looking eagerly towards the end of this month when we get our elementary and middle
school scores.  We just got our secondary scores.  Yesterday or the day before yesterday, The
Houston Chronicle, the largest newspaper in Texas, ran an editorial piece.  And the cartoon that
they put there everyday -- this cartoon is a cartoon of the district moving ahead and shipping, and
this is about the third positive cartoon that we have gotten like that in, say, the last four or five
months.  So even the press now, who were very, very hostile, now is beginning to come on board
and becoming a part of the positive.  I think that sums it up.  Thanks.

PANELIST:  Walter AMPREY

MR. AMPREY:  Well, you know, the problem with Rod Paige is that it is hard to pin him down
on what he really believes or what --  I wish you would be clearer about how you feel about
stuff.  I am really honored to be here and I will not take as long as my two partners, simply
because I would simply just be, kind of, echoing some of the things that they had to say.  But I
do have some feelings.  Some of them are personal, first.  So, I have to lay some groundwork.

At fifty-three years old, I have come to learn and to realize that I do not have nearly the
control that we talk about -- being in charge or control of much in my life, as I always thought I
did.  That, in a sense, causes me to recognize that a lot of things kind of solve themselves and
straighten themselves out naturally, one of which happens to have happened here with this
conference.

First of all, I would not have been here except that Howard invited me to come.  I
probably would not have come unless someone like Howard or Rod or Debbie had asked me to
come.  Because, simply, I have in my years of education now -- that being thirty-one, six of
which as a superintendent -- recognized that there are just people who are just not here for the
beer and are really willing to do whatever it takes to make a difference.  I am truly in admiration
of Howard's passion and his ruthless concern for kids and children.  I felt that way ever since I
met him.  Sometimes when I hear him speak -- and I have heard him speak a lot -- it is really
hard for me to hold back the tears.  When I am saying that to you, I am saying to you that it is in
that sense that I am here.  And that it is in that sense that I want to share with you the thoughts
that I have around Baltimore and around the superintendency, which I think will be helpful and
instructive to some of what you have heard over the past two days, and what, if anything,
anybody is going to do about making a difference for these children.

I have heard Howard say that so many times:  "You do not need to convince me about
vouchers for poor children."  And let me tell you, as much as I admire him, I have always said
that I disagree with him about that.  But I have listened, and I have thought, and I have heard him
speak with that passion, and I understand very clearly about that.
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I wanted to share with you the other part of this that seems to be so pathetic, which has to
do with the fact that I was born in Baltimore, and I am a product of the Baltimore School
System, where I had an opportunity to lead.  And over the past two days, you have heard from
the mayor of Baltimore, and then you heard from the head of the Appropriations Committee in
the Maryland State legislature -- at least, the House of Delegates, on the House side -- and I get
to go last.  So sometimes it just works out right.  It is like that beer commercial where the guy is
in a boat drinking Budweiser or something, and he says:  "That just does not get any better than
this."  I am from Baltimore, and in that sense, I have always had this deep passion for the kids of
Baltimore -- and for all kids, but particularly kids who kind of look like me and are not the more
privileged and are not considered "mainstream" children.  That is probably all I have done all my
life.  But I recognize, of course, that passion alone is not enough, because if it were, then we
would be much further along than we are.

But in that sense, I recognize that Baltimore is different.  And every place is different.
Let us face it; we have these same problems around the country, but they display themselves
differently wherever we are.  I recognize the new -- the lay of the land in Baltimore.  I did not
ask to be superintendent.  I was called by the mayor, as he described to you last night, and ended
up scared to death to take on this responsibility.  I wish I could have agreed with him and said
that I really had a vision, but I did not come in with a vision.  I came in with a clear
understanding of what I just told you, and that is, while I knew an awful lot about education,
about urban education -- that had been all of my training -- I needed to understand how these
problems displayed themselves right in my home town.  Because eighteen years prior to that, I
had been in Baltimore County.  And Baltimore County, if you do not know, is a political
subdivision that surrounds Baltimore City on three sides and has its own school system and its
own local government.  I had left Baltimore at the end of seven years as administrator, taught for
five, Debbie; then I became administrator, and then left and went to Baltimore County and
moved up.

I went back in June -- really, in August -- of 1991.  In that sense, I developed a
relationship with the mayor.  I understood the role that he played, and while I was interviewed by
the board -- he always maintained a good relationship within the board -- I was very, very much
aware of the fact that it was the mayor of Baltimore who called the shots.  But Baltimore has a
history of having strong mayors.  Even if the individual does not have the propensity to be
strong, that is the role in Baltimore -- a strong man, a strong woman.  But we have not had any
woman, but a strong man.  So in that sense, I began to work closely with this mayor who, as he
explained to you for those of you who heard him last night, was very involved with the schools.
And our very first conversations when he called me and asked me to come to work with him
were very difficult conversations, because I knew he had met with the principals.  I knew a lot of
them.  I was from Baltimore.  I knew their families.  I knew how upset they were by that.  I was
aware of the fact that he had already released two superintendents, people whom I liked very
much -- Alice Primpton and Richard Hunter.  So we had to have an understanding about that.  He
explained to me some of the things that he explained to you.  I did not accept that totally, but I
understood that I had this Messianic requirement to do something with the kids and to play the
hand I was dealt.  So I began to work very closely with the mayor and was criticized very much
for doing that.  But there were very few days that went by in the six years that I was
superintendent there that we did not talk.  And I accepted the responsibility and the challenge of
convincing him and working with him, because he was very, very involved -- much more than he
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described to you last night.  I do not think that he was holding anything back.  He just is much
more involved than he described.

So I decided that there needed to be a vision and a plan.  In developing that plan, I
realized that I had a wealth of background and knowledge as anybody who has been close to
schools.  All of us, as Americans, understand schools.  And we are all experts, not just those of
us who are educators or researchers.  We are all experts about schooling in this country.  So, to
me, the key was to develop a plan around the process.  What would the process be to decide what
would happen for our youngsters?  So I was fortunate enough to establish a Strategic Planning
Advisory Conference.  It took place on Palm Sunday weekend 1992.  I was able to get the
facilities of the Community College in Baltimore.  We invited everybody that we even dreamed
might be a stakeholder for the city of Baltimore's public schools who would come in, and began
using facilitators and consultants for that weekend to try and develop what we wanted for our
children in the way of skills and knowledge from that point into the future.

I was also either wise enough or stupid enough to think that this was going to be a
process that would have to take place over the long haul, which is why I asked you that question,
Mr. Hess.  I knew that, in my opinion, it would take at least a school generation -- which I
consider to be thirteen years -- to really bring about a culture, a true culture, that was moving in a
direction which we could generally feel was positive and where it did not matter so much who
the superintendent happened to be -- that, theoretically, some time during that time, if we were
all kind of moving in the right direction, I could slip out the back door, and nobody would even
know I was gone.  That was my dream at the very beginning.  It also centered around
establishing about what we believe about children and establishing what we must do, based on
those beliefs.

So, as a result of that, we did have the Strategic Planning Conference, and that led to a
Strategic Planning Advisory Coordinating Council, which became a committee.  So by the spring
of the next year, we had in place a Strategic Plan, a document of which I was extremely proud,
called "Baltimore City Public Schools Strategic Plan - 1994 to 2000."  That was affirmed by the
fact that many others in many other school districts -- I just was in Atlanta in the business I do
now -- and they were looking and using this plan.  I got a call from General Becton, who had
seen it and at this time was trying to look at it.  So I felt pretty good about what we have done in
Baltimore.  And we were, kind of, off to the races.

At the same time, we began to establish what I call "concurrent visions":  a philosophical
vision and a kinetic vision, borrowing from the science term that means "energy that is being
dissipated."  The philosophical vision was one that I felt was very, very important.  That vision,
for the most part, was the vision of the Advocacy Institute in Massachusetts.  There were some
things that I changed about that, and I was very insistent about that for the entire time that I was
superintendent.  One was that we have this tendency to say that all children can learn, or the
reason why children do not learn at all, or these children can learn if whatever.  I felt that there
was a very important distinction between that and a statement that says:  "All people do learn."  I
began to talk about that, because I think that somewhere hidden in what appears to be a small
distinction.  There is an imperative for what we do with children.  If we believe that we have a
responsibility to make them learn or cause learning to take place, that is different from
responsibility to take that ability to learn, to take that genius that is already resident with them,
and to have that learning be positive, and rewarding, and developmental in positive ways that
lead to a contribution to the society as opposed to the tremendous amount of brilliance they
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display in negative, untoward, selfish, self-destructive, and destructive ways.  That is an
important distinction that was the bias or the bedrock of that philosophical vision.

The kinetic vision, which was another story, was one that would operationalize that
philosophy.  It was based on several points.  One, the whole effort of schooling was moved from
the central office to the schools.  We spend too much time concerned about the enterprise and not
about the mission of the enterprise.  So the effort was to begin to move all of our resources and
efforts to the front line -- to the point of the mission, which is where the schooling takes place.
That is of real importance from the philosophical and operational points, folks, that sometimes I
think we even loose consciousness with.  Because, everyone seems to be trying to move away
from the schools, the very point of the mission, to some place away from kids.  There were many
times I talked with people who wanted to up and mobile who talk about:  "I have done my time
in the schools."  After a while, they found out that that would infuriate me.  So they would not
say anything to me or talk to me about promotions to get away from the schools.  We also
focused on professional development -- creating an adult population that could naturally give to
children what they need.  I believe that all people learn.  I believe that our society is judged
based on how it treats them.  I believe that people learn based on what they see.  The first time I
ever heard Debbie McGriff give a speech, I heard her say something that I will never forget, and
that was that children find more ways to learn than we can ever develop to teach them.  That
time, Debbie was speaking here in Washington at a conference --

MS. McGRIFF:  -- Rod Edmonds -- it is his quote.

MR. AMPREY:  Okay.  I heard it from you; I will simply say this.  That if we can develop and
create an adult population that naturally give to children what they need in a positive way, then
we are really off to the races.  And that is the point that I think is apparent in that and
professional development, which is what I do now.  We also decided in our kinetic vision that
decisionmaking would exist at every level.  I used to say something that I thought was both
pejorative and prejudicial, and that was that decisionmaking would move to its lowest possible
form, but you can see that that was a tremendous problem.  So we tried as much as we could to
move schooling to the schools and to also move decisionmaking to the schools, which was very,
very important.

So we tried to move schooling back to the schools.  We used that same process that I
talked to you about for a strategic plan for our goal setting, and we established four goals.  Along
with those goals were twenty-one sub-goals and objectives which, to this very day, I think, still
pretty much are the basis for the movement in the Baltimore City public schools -- until, I guess,
some time that the permanent CEO is identified.  But through that process, I did bring in a group
of retired administrators for whom I have had a lot of respect over the years, who did a very
unsophisticated study of the school system and made some organizational recommendations to
me.  I came in, not announcing my presence by firing people and hiring people.  As a matter of
fact, I agreed to accept, as the mayor pointed out, two of the finalists who became my deputies.
About the time the first study was done, they were gone.  Nice people.  Wonderful folks.  But we
were not on the same page as far as some of the things that I have just shared with you.  They
also did not live in Baltimore.  And that was very important to me.  I thought that people should
live in the city where the kids were, and I thought that all of our teachers should have youngsters
in the schools in the city.  I think that is a buy-in that is of great importance there.  We were
never able to pull that off.  But that is what we did around the goal setting process.
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Those four goals were:  to improve student achievement; to manage the system in an
effective and in an efficient way; to maximize human resources -- to put the right people in the
right jobs regardless of the political fallout involved, and we took that challenge on; and, to
establish an environment of shared responsibility.  Raising children is everybody's job.  It takes
an entire village to raise a child.  And as we began to do that, we were off to the races, and we
began to put in place those programs -- academically and operationally -- which we felt together
would execute or bring out those points that were in our goals and in our Strategic Plan.  And
some of them got national attention.

We engaged in a one hundred thirty-three million dollar contract with Educational
Alternatives of Minneapolis.  I, to this day, disagree with the mayor.  I feel that they did
demonstrate the difference that could be made.  I would be happy to share that with you during
the Q&A.  The reason why I felt that? -- I felt that it was the lack of political will that kept us
from moving them forward.  We ended a five-year contract with them after three years.  I saw
those, eventually, twelve schools that were operated by them -- I would be happy to share the
history with that -- become very different places, very positive places, and how they looked, how
they were operated, and how students were performing, and how teachers saw youngsters
focusing on learning modalities as opposed to, I think, were very, very inappropriate
achievement tests which they had gotten from somewhere else, which already biased how they
saw children learning.  I saw that, and I was very happy with that, and I still believe today that
that whole issue around privatization which includes Edison -- I think that the genie is out of the
bottle.  And I think that there is much more that we can do with regard to educational leadership,
taking advantage of how the private sector now can do things better than we can do them
ourselves.

So, yes, I did engage in a contract with Silber.  General Becton now, who owns the whole
world, started in Baltimore with that concept, and did what I thought was a great job.  I
understand he is running into some troubles now, but I am not very close to that.  We hired
Marriott for food services, because we did not need to be in the business of cooking and
preparing food for youngsters.  It can be done now much more economically and just as
nutritional outside, folks, if you ink the appropriate contracts and begin with that in mind.
Another point where I disagree with the mayor -- I do not think our problem with EAID at the
outset had to do with the contract that was signed in May, which was true, and began in
September.  I think our contract was one that he pointed out in a cursory-type way had to deal
with the unions.  In Baltimore, as he pointed out, the unions are very powerful with regard to the
AFT, and the power professionals knew that the president was just as powerful if not more so
than the teachers' union.  And they, as part of the EAI contract, could not be that second person
in the classroom.

I have not talked to you about what the EAI contract meant for schools, but one of the
things that it meant was that there would be two adults in every classroom.  Actually, when we
have thirty youngsters, we would have fifteen to one by having one certified teacher and one
college graduate who was prepared to go into teaching as that second person.  They would not
compromise on that.  As the contract was about to go into place, there was a strike on the part of
our teachers' group, because they did not realize this with the proper perspective and they
realized their people would not be a part of this.  From that day to this day, the AFT was there
waiting for EAI wherever they went around the country to deliver this concept in other school
districts.  We were aware of that.  We were able to overcome it.  We were running along
swimmingly, as they say, and it was that point that, I think, some political pressures that hit the
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mayor were such that, after his next election, it was decided by the mayor that we would not
continue the contract with them.  We did not agree.  We went in the closet, arguing back and
forth.  But he is the mayor.  So that is how that one ended.

Some other things that we did of which I am very, very proud is we did establish --  I
believe that in order to bring about this multitudinous change over this thirteen year period, we
ought to start following in that order of things.  So we began by focusing on elementary
education, which was the least of our problems, the least of our concerns.  We established what I
thought was a really good curriculum.  We established early childhood demonstration centers.  I
divided the school system administratively into six areas, and I placed an early childhood
demonstration center in each of these areas.  And we began to do professional development with
our teachers there.  And that went along pretty well.  Our middle schools were literally on fire.
They were a problem.  There is no question about that.  As a matter of fact, the mayor, very early
in my tenure -- because of a shooting of one of our school police officers, and our school police
were sworn police force, and one of them was shot at one of our flags (flagship schools) -- and
he insisted that an alternative school be established.  We did establish that alternative school.
But at the same time, I established using some help from the Edmond Clark O'Connell
Foundation of the Institute for Middle School Reform, which I thought did a really good job, one
by one, with our twenty-seven middle schools, beginning to -- at least begin to bring them in
some kind of climatic control, and then beginning to move away toward the academic
achievement.

The next phase of that, the job began to work.  Just as the end of my tenure came, I was
trying to focus on high schools.  I have learned from Richard Wallace, back at Pittsburgh years
ago, some professional development programs which I thought would work.  We began the
Academy concepts, spilling that over from the cryotechnology concept which was, of course, an
offshoot from vocational education.  We began to do the schools within a school.  You might
recall that Paterson High School is one that has gotten some attention as I left as one that seems
to be doing extremely well.

The bottom line -- and let me finish up so that you can have some time to ask questions
of all of us who made some points -- is, in Baltimore, I think, clearly, the politics of several
issues came together to cause what now is a partnership that I hope and pray will be successful.
But if you ask me to bet the ranch on it, I would have to say:  "No.", simply because of the very
issues that you have talked about here.  And I think Rod has championed the most, and that is
about governance.  We did have this long consent decree around special education.  The
administrative judge changed.  None of us had paid attention -- I would be the first to admit -- to
the issues around that consent decree that started in 1984 until Judge Garvis -- a federal judge --
began to say:  "Enough is enough.", and very quickly, I was held in contempt.  Very quickly the
mayor was named as a defendant.  And he had our attention, but it was too late.

Not long after his first term with me as a superintendent and his second term as mayor,
the mayor filed suit against the state -- irritated people -- Rawlings and others.  They were
extremely upset.  I was very proud of him.  I urged him to do it.  I asked him not even to consider
running for governor.  You might have followed the politics, and he was considering running for
governor when Glendening went in.  And so we got word to him:  "Mr. Mayor, let us finish this
job."  And as soon as he won the election, three days later, he filed suit.  We were very happy
with that except that the state, of course, reacted.  The management issues were then amplified
(inaudible) in press reports, and we were in real jeopardy.  Judge Garvis cranked up the screws;
that was another part of the problem.  And then there was pressure on the mayor to settle.  There



83

was the threat of receivership that was constantly thrown at the mayor, who was a defendant.  If
the city that reads would have a school system placed in receivership, I think, was much too
much for him to take.  My arguments did not prevail.  He said:  "Walter, I am going to settle."
And that was the end of that.  I knew clearly that when he settled, that Garvis would say:  "It is
part of that settlement, a consent decree.  We want a whole new shop."  So there were folks --
talk about detractors -- who decided right away that Amprey should not be part of that equation.
So as a result of that, the legislature came up with 254 million dollars over five years.  The
consent decree, I think, goes until the year 2002.  I think it is peanuts.  I think you can drop thirty
million into the budget in Baltimore, and you will not even see a ripple.  I will say
(parenthetically) that we had an awful lot of help from the council related to the schools.  Mike
bombarded us with statistics; the board.  He bombarded the mayor and others.  Legal teams
would work with him to show that we could have prevailed, and we have been placed in
receivership and taken it up to the Court Circuit in Richmond.  But that is not the way it went
down.

I think, as a result of my tenure there, some things have happened.  One, we raised test
scores every year.  I have come to know that even though we talk about test scores -- and, as I
mentioned, Tom, for example, overselling the committee contest --  I do not know of too many
superintendents, if any, have ever gotten fired because of the test scores.  But we were able to
show that there were positive gains.  And we did a study that, although the unions approved the
experts around the country, I thought that there were many people who could tell me better what
happened in Baltimore than I could, and I have always lived there.  We were able to my
satisfaction and to the satisfaction of folks I think really looked at it clearly and could see that
this was an approach --  I am not saying that we want you to use the AEI, and I am not saying
that everyone should use Edison, even if they should be prepared.  But I am saying that there are
ways now, and that the genie is out of the bottle -- that we can use the private sector to do many,
many things to help us get out from this very difficult, and sometimes intractable, problem with
regard to our children and the fact that they seem to be the victims as a result of this constant
squabbling that goes on and the debate that goes on among us.  We will be fine.  I stop with just
a quote that was on the cover of their strategic plan that I used.  And I can be bold enough to
quote myself, but I believe it.  "If we don't give more people control over their destiny, we are
going to continue -- we are going to continue -- to lose control of our own."  Thank you very
much.
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GENERAL DISCUSSION

MR FULLER:  The floor is now open.

MS. RAVITCH:  Howard, are you not going to speak a bit about Milwaukee?

MR. FULLER: No.  I was just the coordinator of the panel.

PARTICIPANT:  I just have this narrow question, first.  We have got this hands-on mayor in
Baltimore, and we have got this hands-off mayor in Detroit.  What do we have in Houston?

MR. PAIGE:  We have a very helpful mayor.  We just had an election.  We just got a new mayor
in January, and he is continuing the tradition of the former mayor, and that is to talk, but he is
helpful when we need him, but he is not their mayor yet.

PARTICIPANT:  It is more of Detroit.

MR. PAIGE:  No, no.  I think hands off.  I would not say "hands off," because I see him as a part
of it but he doesn't interfere, and he doesn't micromanage at all. He helps.

MR. CASSERLY:  The current mayor of Detroit is, probably, much more involved in helping
out.

MS. McGRIFF:  I want to be clear.  I wouldn't say that Coleman was hands-off.  Coleman was
there when you needed him.  Coleman was just -- he would not play into a "What do you think
about this, Mr. Mayor?"  He said that he just never commented on it and, if he has a comment, he
calls you and has a personal conversation with you about what is this and that.  There are many
mayors who consider themselves "education mayors," and they feel the need to express their
opinion about where the system should go and they put their opinions in the paper before they
have a meeting with you about what they think of what the direction of the system might be.

MR. MIREL:  The structural arrangement in Baltimore, obviously, puts the mayor ultimately in
charge via the school board that he appointed, at least at the time when you were superintendent.

MR. PAIGE:  He picked the superintendents, too.

MR. MIREL:  -- he did?

MR. PAIGE:  He did.  There is no question about that.  The structure now, I should tell you, is a
bit different.

MR. MIREL:  The governor needs sharing; right?

MR. PAIGE:  Right, exactly.
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MS. McGRIFF:  Could I just comment on the Baltimore piece?  I was in a school improvement
project that had districts from around the country -- Baltimore was one of them -- and the people
in Baltimore couldn't come to the meetings unless someone in city government signed their
travel vouchers.  So, I knew that the connection between city government and the school system
was very deep when you can't travel without city government's approval.

MR. AMPREY:  There is a Board of Estimates in Baltimore.  It is run by the city comptroller.  It
is composed of five people.  It is the mayor, the city comptroller and, then, the mayor has two
appointees.  So, he always wins.  The other person is the director of public works.  Anything --
up to a few years ago -- over $500 that had to be spent by the school system had to be done by
the board of estimates at its Wednesday meeting.  Truly a bottle neck without a doubt, and it was
raised up to $5,000 before I left.  But, that is part of what, I think, has changed with this new
arrangement.  There are many people in Maryland who -- including Delegate Rawlings -- felt
that it was time to do something about the mayor's involvement with the schools.  And they
wanted to do that, not just, with this mayor but in a fiduciary kind of way.

MS. RAVITCH:  Debbie, why did you leave the superintendency?

MS. McGRIFF:  I don't have the personality for the micro-management.  I had the votes on the
board, but I didn't really enjoy talking about an issue for three hours and, then, voting on them.
When I first came on the board, we had a very professional approach to our board meetings
because the Holt team controlled the board and, when the Holt Team was not reelected and when
they refused to give the teachers a raise, the teachers ran candidates against the Holt Team, and
only one of them came back on the board.  While they still had the five votes to pass things, they
didn't have the control of the conversation at a public board meeting or the way we were
presented.  The other reason I left was because I have some basic beliefs about what makes for a
successful school, and I saw those things in Edison.  We were not going to try to convert schools
with people who didn't belief in a common vision.  We weren't going to force kids to go to
schools they didn't want to go to, and I couldn't imagine that, if I stayed in Detroit for ever, I
would be able to get those types of freedoms that I knew were needed for successful schools in
the 300 schools that I was responsible for.  The other reason is that I had a mission of creating an
effective school system, not islands of success, and I saw Edison as the place where we could
create a national system of excellent schools.  The other reason is that this notion of just having
school improvement -- when Howard and I were superintendents, we really spent time thinking
about how we define success, and it wasn't two or three percentage points on tests.  We had four
things that we said.  If kids can do these things, then, we would be successful.  "One, that every
kid who graduated from the school system would go to college without the need for remedial
courses.  Secondly, that no kid would be tracked to a vocational course but, if they decided not to
go to post-secondary experiences immediately after graduating and were  entering the world of
work, they would have the skills that would allow them to pursue some career track, and not just
a dead-end entry level job.  Third, given the communities where we work and the lack of
economic activities for kids, we wanted to create some kids who would become entrepreneurs
and jumpstart their local economy.  And then, for all kids, we wanted them to have some sense
of social justice."  So, until we could do that for kids, there just wasn't enough change taking
place to make it a meaningful educational experience for them.
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MR. McADAMS:  Number one, I don't think that, when we talked about his non-traditional
background last time, I emphasized enough his years as a football coach.  I don't think it was just
his years in the School of Education at TSU that prepared him.  I think it was also the experience
as a football coach.  People make jokes in Texas about how we pick the football coach to be the
high school principal but, when you think about it, running a major college football program,
which he did as head coach and athletic director.  You have to pick talent.  You have to train
people.  You have got to get them to work together as a team, and you have to be results
oriented.  As Rod has told me many times, when the game is over there is a score up there.
Everybody sees it. Everybody second-guesses it.  No one cares how many fumbles you made and
how many passes you dropped if you win.  If you lose, they care about all those things but, if you
win, that is what is important.  And I think being very focused on results is a very important
point.  I also think that the governance issue that Rod has emphasized is very important because,
even though since I wrote my paper, we have really turned around a key new board member, and
I think regained control of the board, and maybe you are going to be able to run things for
another two years.  There are elections again.  So, it is an ongoing issue that we have to confront.
Is it Bob over there?

PARTICIPANT: Bob, yes.

MR. McADAMS:  Yes.

PARTICIPANT:  Yes.

MR. McADAMS:  Bob, you said something earlier this morning that I think is really important
when you talked about culture and ideology being even more important than structure.  I don't
think that we can solve this problem just by figuring out new structures somehow because, since
this is a democracy -- and we are all glad for that -- the people, ultimately, should rule, and will
rule, any kind of structure we set up.  If the people don't have the commitment and if the culture
is not supported, then, they can subvert that structure.  So, at large boards -- appointed boards --
and remote democratic control, all of these are, in a way, tinkering around that more fundamental
issue about what people really believe and what their values are as a culture.  I think that school
reformers need to spend more time thinking about how we change the ideology and the culture
than about what we are currently spending.  I think it is important that we spend time on
structure, too, and programs and those types of things.  But that is why I really appreciate what
Rod said.  I don't think he emphasized it.  He is a man of a lot of passion, but he tends to
underplay his own role in this, and that is his insistence that HISD is a place where people care
about other people.  It is the values of the organizations, and building an effective organization.
Programs may come and go.  When he was a board member, he wrote a letter that was, sort of,
famous in the history of Houston, the history of HISD.  He read it to the board one day.  It was
about how people needed to be treated right because the previous superintendent had a couple of
officers who were abusing people, and the message was:  "We don't abuse our employees."  I
have heard him say many, many times, up front, to large groups of HISD employees:  "Any one
in this organization that has power and talks down to and humiliates or in any way embarrasses
someone who reports to them is not acceptable.  That will not be tolerated."  We can disagree,
but we don't recognize and we have responsibilities as leaders to make clear and to follow
through and hold people accountable, but we do it professionally, and it is not done in any way
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that demeans people.  The emphasis upon values -- in a sense, what I am saying is that he is
trying to change the culture of HISD,  which is the real way for long-term reform, and not just
putting new structures and new programs in place.  I think, nationally, that is the same thing we
have to do to really reform schools.

MR. PAIGE:  Something you just said, though, is relative to -- again, there is something, I think,
a bit hidden in what we talked about these past two days.  Maybe not.  It is the power of people
who are the ultimate users of the service -- and not only their power but their brightness, and
their ability -- if, given the opportunity, to make some real clear decisions.  I heard it when we
talked about single-sex education.  It was amazing that, when I heard Debbie talking about a lot
of these schools now, that even though the law is clear that they should be co-educational, folks
have found a way to make sure that they stay the way they want it to be.  It was part of this kind
of thinking from before that convinced me that vouchers for low-income families would give
them an opportunity to make some really clear decisions about things that we offered.  I will put
myself between our ivory towers and our ability to control and make decisions for people
overlook that there is a lot of brightness that didn't go to college but really had the strength and
the hopes and dreams to make the decisions, and I am not so sure we listen to them.

MR. FULLER:  We will go around the table.

MR. WONG:  First of all, I spent some time in Birmingham, England, and I followed the chief
education officer around.  Speak of culture.  When I walked into his office, he was handwriting
praises and sending them to teachers on an individual basis.  He said he was writing, like, 30
letters a week.  He is taking a lot of time doing that, linking directly to the teachers.  So, the
culture is really school site classroom oriented.  But, from a larger perspective and now that I
mentioned the culture, there is a shift in the paradigm on how we govern schools, and I think this
relationship between the mayor and the school system now is at a crossroads.  I think there are a
lot of new opportunities.  Chester was talking about this involuntary restructuring in terms of the
constitutional responsibility.  The mayor takes over.  The state takes over, and so on.  I think it
creates a new opportunity.  Let me explain that a little bit because we just conducted a big survey
on the mayors in American cities. A lot of these mayors do not have control over schools, but
they rank schools twice as high as the second item on the policy agenda.  So, every mayor now --
at least 54 percent of the survey showed that they see school as the key leading indicators in
measuring quality of life in the cities.  So, they really want to invest in human capital.  The
second thing is that they are not afraid to confront trade unions.  A lot of these mayors, actually,
are contracting out a lot of the municipal services, ranging from city tree cutting and park and
recreational services all the way to the airport and towing companies, and so on.  So, schools are,
actually, a little bit behind in terms of all these other municipal services.  So, if the mayor is
getting more interested in education and if they have some way -- formally or informally -- as
Walter was just mentioning, I think there is a new wave of, sort of, a paradigm moving into the
school system that would allow for contracting, as well as choice and charter schools.

MR. PAIGE:  I would like to comment.  It really doesn't make any difference if the mayor is
running it or Moses.  The question is:  "Is the governance structure clear and is it complex?"
You just saw an example where the mayor's involvement adds complexity.  It doesn't work.  In
Chicago, the mayor's involvement reduced a lot of complexity.  That will add some deficiencies
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to the system.  So, it is whether or not the government -- the government system -- is coherent
and not complex.  Complexity is the enemy. Bureaucracies are complex to the extent that politics
creates bureaucracy.  So, the goal is to have a governance system that is sharp, clean, lean, and
mean -- and not complex.  It is not important whether it is the governor or the mayor.

MS. McGRIFF:  I think the issue is also to take advantage of at least any perceived power you
have.  Because we were divided into six areas, I had teachers from each area volunteer to be on
the superintendent's cabinet.  I met with teachers once a month.  I also did the same for building
principals.  Not that they did not report to somebody else, but I wanted to have conversations
with real people and not filtered through someone else.  I got a letter from the union saying that I
didn't have the right to meet with classroom teachers.  I simply said:  "I meet with you, the
leadership of the union, every month.  Why can't I meet with classroom teachers and building
principals?"  I never heard another word but, if I had said:  "Oh, because you are objecting to
this, I won't have these meetings." --  It is a different story when you talk to people who are,
actually, in the schools than when you get your information only through an area superintendent
or someone that they report to.

MR. HOLDERIE:  Most of the governance, I think, is set for you by the state legislature.  The
changes in governance were made in 1988 and, again, in 1995 by the legislature.  The way things
worked out in Baltimore was the result of legislation.  You can't do much about that internally,
except for administrative reorganization.  You haven't talked much about the legislative
dimension of your life as superintendent.

MR. PAIGE:  Oh, yes. That is where the problem is, and that is where you work.  So, if the
legislators promulgate complexity into the system, you work to undo complexity.  In Texas,
there was a very complex governance system.  It was unclear who controlled the budget: the
president of the board or the superintendent.  This resulted in the HISD having big troubles and
getting into court, and all things like that.  The next year, the legislature cleared that up and
wrote a new education code.

PARTICIPANT:  Was it your initiative?

MR. PAIGE:  No, it was not mine.  It was initiated by the TASB.  We were very involved in it,
but we have no compunction to take on the legislature.  We have a very effective lobbying
apparatus.  It works.  Wherever they make laws that control schools and school operations, we
have to play in that arena.  We cannot forfeit that.  As a matter of fact, the legislature is the
ultimate school board.  Let me make one more point.  Tactically, look at the power we have got.
I have schools all over Houston, Texas.  Each one of these schools has a PTO or PTA.  These
PTOs and PTAs are headed by people who are grassroots politicians.  School board politicians
are different from the other kind.  They are those real in-your-face politics.  So, that is another
reason why you have to have the PTOs and PTAs and other organizations like that effective and
lined up straight and pay attention to them.  They can have enormous influence on the
legislature.  So, all of that, I think, is part of what we have to do.  Our problem in Baltimore is
really clear. Baltimore is seen as a very big, poor, black city in a state that is pretty wealthy, and
there are not a lot of friends in the legislature for Baltimore and, as redistricting has taken place,
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the city delegation does not have the clout or the power.  They brought this from Baltimore.  It is
a whole different ball game as Chairman of the Appropriations Committee.

MR. AMPREY:  There is a real struggle in Baltimore.  This is where politicians use education to
bring about political ends and where I, quite frankly, and others use the politics -- and I am not
lamenting politics -- to bring about educational ends, but that is where the rubber meets the road,
and it is a real struggle.  Part of the bottom line with that is that Baltimore still has enough
population that it can sway state elections -- state-wide elections.  There is a very powerful
machine that works with Mayor Schmoke that calls those shots that delivered Maryland to
Clinton and continues to deliver -- and did deliver -- Baltimore to Glendening.  If you read the
papers, you know that that whole thing is in the air again.  I am not there as much but, from what
I understand, it is still the voting machine that makes the difference.  That is part of what has to
happen around that educational piece with regard to the legislature and the educational efforts in
the school system.  A lot of the arguments around this have to do with what happened the last
year when I left, believe me.  And a lot of it has to do with the desire to have casino gambling in
Baltimore to address education.  There is a very strong feeling on the part of the state that that
should be the case.  That all ties into this whole educational fabric.  We would be fooling
ourselves if we did not look at it.

MS. McGRIFF:  In Michigan, the Republican party controls the educational agenda.  Period.
And the Detroit legislature cannot control what happens at the state.  It just happened that I had a
number of Republican board members and a governor.  We were, kind of, on the same page,
even though many members in the city may not have been on the same page that we were on.

MS. JOHNSON:  This panel and this conference have been important.  I hope we make some
progress on this whole topic of improving urban education and its governance.  EC has just
conducted a voice poll of governors.  High on their list, of course, is the concern around urban
education and also -- not surprisingly -- opinions about their impatience with the progress, given
the situation that we have.  Their proposal, really, is to just create an entirely alternative strategy
and go directly to communities because there is this impatience and, kind of, lack of belief that
the system would be able to turn itself around.  So, I just -- Diane, as I head out, I want to thank
you for convening this.  I thank all of you and, particularly, those of you who have been in the
hot seat.  And, Rod, you still are there.  However, time is short, and I think we will have to come
up with some radically different solutions.

MR. FULLER:  I think yours will be the last comment.

MR. MARANTO:  May I?  I have a few comments and just one question.  (inaudible) the right
page, talk about a (inaudible) to last and reinventing government in the facility where I am trying
-- which tries to teach federal managers how to reinvent government.  We talk a lot about that
book, and big hairy audacious goals, and all that.  I think the one thing that, these last couple of
days, has been demonstrated to me again is that ideas really matter.  I wonder if we would be
here at this table now if fifteen years ago the Department of Education had not issued the Nation
at Risk report.  I think a key part of public management is politics.  It is informing the politicians
and informing the leagues of what is going on and, with that, a, sort of, long segue.  I want to ask
all of you:  "Can you come up with some cases where you went over the heads of your system, of
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the union, of whomever, to try to inform the public of what you were doing?  And, if you were
getting good results, what did you do to bring the public in to tell them what was going on?"

MR. PAIGE:  I will make it quickly.  In the first place, when we decided that the media -- the
main vehicle for the public in their information -- about 25% of the public in Houston has
children eighteen years or younger.  There are 25 school districts in and around the Houston area.
We think that we have gotten about 12 to 13% of the kids in our schools.  So, let us say, 15%.
That means 85% of the parents have no interest in being in our building.  They do not get first
hand information.  Where do they get their information from?  Two sources.  Our employees are
the big source.  We have got to make sure we have communication with them so that they are
sending out the right messages.  The second one is the media.  A very big, big important group.
We do not allow this to lose that default.  So, we went out and hired a media specialist.  And I
took about three months of real hammering from the press, you know, about hiring somebody.
However, now, it has settled down because he enjoys it, because he manages it well.  He was the
press secretary for the governor of Alabama before he took the job with me.  And I am naming
that.  He is "the press secretary."  So, he handles the press.  We need a professional operation
managing the press.  These people matter.

MR. MARANTO:  The John F. Kennedy School of Government says that that is exactly the right
thing to do.  So, that helps.

MS. McGRIFF:  In addition to the media -- and I think that that is extremely important and, once
again, we went outside of the system, too, for every business function that we had to build. There
was not a high school teacher who was the chief financial officer.  It was not a teacher who
became a media specialist.  But, in addition to the media, we did two other things -- and, when I
say "we," Howard and I, kind of, consulted on this.  We also did churches.  The Council of
Baptist Ministers passes every bond issue in Detroit.  And, so, if you get to speak in the church,
you not only are speaking to your employees, but you are also speaking to the parents of your
kids and to the citizens who pay taxes.  The other place -- at least three nights a week, I was at
some community group.  Not everybody needs to pay for a newspaper, or watches the evening
news.  So, you have to carry your message out.  And I never traveled with anyone else.  And
people were amazed that "this little woman could come and talk to us without an entourage"
because no superintendent had ever done that before.  They needed lots of staff to answer
questions or protect them -- I do not know why.  But it works to be out in the community, face to
face.

MR. AMPREY:  Mine, for the most part, had to do with the -- hiring outside businesses was not
very satisfactory for the school system.  Just as I was leaving, one of the last things I said to the
mayor was that he could not take another political hit the likes of which caused a seven year old
child to be scalded two years ago in the spring because of our boilers were just in terrible shape.
I knew that we did not have the skill or the money to solve that problem.  I felt that we needed to
contract that out.  The state was coming down on us, sending inspectors.  Of course, the union
was very upset and called for my termination.  They always called for it on a regular basis,
anyway.  That is a Baltimore kind of thing.  But I felt that we needed to recognize that we could
not control that situation.  Internally, it was very unpopular, too, because the people thought that
they were doing a good job.  It never happened that way, not one that comes to mind.

*****


