
Accountability in Education: An Evolving Concept
Accountability for public schools is a concept most educators support, but 
many educators are also tired with the way the concept has been played 
out in political circles and in the media. One does not have to look far 
to fi nd newspaper headlines, news program stories, or political “talking 
heads” taking yet another shot at the ineff ective public schools and their 
teachers. A quick search of the Internet and publications such as the New 
York Times reveals hundreds of pages and stories devoted to the discussion 
of underperforming and ineff ective schools in America. Clearly the quality 
of education in American schools is a priority in the minds of American 
citizens.

With all of the continued talk and debate about accountability in schools, 
it might appear that the concept is somewhat new. However, educators 
have been dealing with issues of accountability for a long time. Pearson 
et al. (2001) indicate in their study on assessment and accountability that 
the “issue of accountability has come . . . and gone . . . and come again. . . . 
Each time it returns it is propelled by the reform rhetoric of the era” (p. 175). 
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As the authors state, during the 1840s in Massachuse� s, the secretary of 
the state board of education, Horace Mann, used standardized wri� en 
examinations to externally monitor the performance of the schools in his 
state. Over time, various other accountability initiatives have vacillated 
between internal and external accountability measures. 

In the 1920s the scientifi c movement in education helped propel the use of 
standardized assessments in mainstream schools. Conceptual developments 
such as the multiple-choice format and technological advances such as 
automatic scoring made large-scale testing convenient and cost-eff ective. 
As the technology became available to more schools, large-scale testing 
became a popular tool for accountability (see Asp, 2000).

Over time the testing industry blossomed and large-scale testing enterprises 
were born. However, it was not until the 1960s that the federal government 
became involved in utilizing standardized testing for the purpose of broad 
accountability. The reauthorization of the Elementary and Secondary 
Education Act (ESEA) in 1967 expanded eff orts in external accountability, 
as the law required schools to demonstrate and report student achievement 
improvements in order to receive federal Title I funding. A second major 
initiative during the 1960s was the creation of the National Assessment 
of Educational Progress (NAEP). The NAEP publishes semiannual reports 
on the performance of students in grades 4, 8, and 12, which soon were 
labeled the “Nation’s Report Card” (see Linn, 2000).

A surge of reform activity that eventually would alter what schools would 
teach (by defi ning their curriculum) and how a school’s performance would 
be judged (by defi ning what is acceptable performance) began again in 
earnest in the early 1980s with the release in 1983 of the report from the 
National Commission on Excellence in Education entitled A Nation at Risk 
(see Tirozzi & Uro, 1997). The report began with a proclamation affi  rming 
the commission’s commitment to all children in the country and declaring 
that all students should have the opportunity to be well served by the 
American public schools.
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The substance of the report, however, contained the commission’s 
discouraging fi ndings, leading to its conclusion that the American public 
schools were failing the students they were set up to serve. As Tirozzi and 
Uro point out, “the report cited poor student performance on international 
tests, declining Scholastic Aptitude Test scores, a steady decline in 17-
year-olds’ science achievement as measured by national assessments, 
watered-down curricula, inadequate time devoted to classroom study and 
homework, . . . courses weighted too heavily with ‘educational methods’ 
at the expense of course subject ma� er, and other problems” (1997, p. 2). 
According to Billings (1966, p. 1), this report “provoked citizens from 
across the country to embark on a mission to improve schools, teaching, 
and learning. We reacted because we were told that our public schools . . . 
were failing to educate our children” (Billings, 1996, p. 1). 

From the time the report was published and well into the 1990s, many 
states initiated their own versions of education reform. These state reforms 
aimed at “increasing high school graduation requirements, particularly in 
math and science; instituting statewide testing programs; off ering more 
Advanced Placement courses; promoting the use of technology in the 
classroom; and instituting new teacher evaluation programs” (Tirozzi 
& Uro, 1997, p. 2). But the public reaction of concern and outrage that 
followed the release of this report meant that the future of education in the 
United States would remain on the political radar screen from that point 
until the present day. Everything from curriculum to pedagogy, teacher 
qualifi cations to teacher pay, and school budgets to school facilities have 
been placed under the microscope for public scrutiny. As Chaddock points 
out, “education in the United States has long been a local function.” But 
since the advent of the education reform movement, not only the states 
but also the federal government “are taking an ever-stronger hand in 
se� ing standards for what is to be taught and for what counts as success” 
(Chaddock, 1999, p. 2).

Presidents Ronald Reagan, George H. W. Bush, Bill Clinton, and George 
W. Bush all have made education an issue, and in some cases a priority, in 
their administrations. In 1988 President Reagan, in his State of the Union 
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address, described what he considered the top three issues in education: 
“merit pay for teachers, a stronger curriculum, and opening the teaching 
profession to all qualifi ed individuals.” He also spoke of providing for more 
local control of schools and more prudent spending of education funds. 
In 1989 President George H. W. Bush, along with the nation’s governors, 
established goals for education in the new millennium, which led directly 
to the fi rst Bush administration’s America 2000 plan (Pearson et al., 2001).

The ideas from the America 2000 plan, which were incorporated into 
President Clinton’s Goals 2000 Act, included three types of standards: 
“content standards (what teachers are supposed to teach and students are 
expected to learn), performance standards (what students need to master 
or a� ain), and opportunity-to-learn standards (what programs, staff , and 
other resources schools, districts, and states need to provide so that students 
are able to meet challenging content and performance standards” (Ravitch, 
1995, in Pearson et al., 2001, p. 178). President Clinton’s focus on education 
was also evident in January 1999 in his fi nal State of the Union speech, 
in which he proposed an Education Accountability Act. The proposed act 
would have required every school district receiving federal dollars to take 
fi ve steps: “end[ing] social promotion (the practice of allowing unqualifi ed 
students to pass from a lower to a higher grade), turn[ing] around or 
shut[ting] down the district’s worst performing schools, requir[ing] new 
teachers to pass performance exams, giv[ing] parents reports on the quality 
of schools, and implement[ing] sensible discipline policies” (America, 
1999, p. 3).

In hindsight, it seems clear that the Education Accountability Act was 
a precursor to the No Child Le�  Behind Act of 2001 (NCLB), the latest 
piece of education reform legislation to a� empt to address the perceived 
failings of the American public schools. “It is not too much,” said President 
George W. Bush in his 2004 State of the Union address, “to ask that schools 
produce third-graders who can read at third-grade levels, and testing is 
the way to make sure that they do so. This nation will not go back to the 
days of simply shuffl  ing children along from grade to grade without [their] 
learning the basics.” According to the U.S. Department of Education, “this 
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new law [, which] represents a sweeping overhaul of federal eff orts to 
support elementary and secondary education in the United States, . . . is 
built on four common-sense pillars:  accountability for results; an emphasis 
on doing what works based on scientifi c research; expanded parental 
options; and expanded local control and fl exibility” (U.S. Department of 
Education, 2001, p. 1). The No Child Le�  Behind Act requires improved 
student achievement and holds schools accountable for their performance. 
“At the heart of the improved achievement,” says Davila-Medrano (2003, 
p. 1) is the curriculum—the road map guaranteeing that every student is 
given instruction rooted in national standards and based on outcomes.” 
According to Swain and Pearson (2002), “standards-based curriculum and 
assessment will level the playing fi eld for all students by expecting all to 
perform at high levels” (p. 326). 

It is this part of the law that I have found most educators generally agree 
with—the philosophy that all students need to have equal educational 
opportunities. As educators, it is incumbent upon us to work to establish 
school-based accountability programs that help us ensure that equal 
opportunity exists and is preserved. Educators have not always agreed, 
however, on the value of assessment. In the early 1990s a number 
of researchers began to study and write about the negative eff ects 
standardized assessments were having on curriculum and instruction 
(Heibert, Valencia, & Affl  erbach, 1994; Wiggins, 1993); on teacher discretion 
and professional decision-making (Pearson & Valencia, 1987); and on 
student development (Paris et al., 1992). These research fi ndings prompted 
educators to reexamine the issue of accountability. And this reexamination, 
in turn, helped change the thinking of many of them. The overall result 
has been that many educators now do view accountability as an internal, 
school-based function, one that is as important as equal opportunity and 
that is not only a legal responsibility under NCLB but also a professional 
responsibility in general. 
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Our School
Quabbin Regional High School is a rural regional high school that serves 
the fi ve central Massachuse� s towns of Barre, Hardwick, Hubbardston, 
New Braintree, and Oakham. The school also accepts about 151 school-
choice students from neighboring communities. The school opened in 1967 
and was expanded and completely renovated in the early 1990s. The high 
school serves 1,145 students in grades 9 through 12. The demographic 
information in Table 1 describes the student population.

Table 1
Student Demographic Data

(Quabbin Regional School District, 2003)

Category Number Percent

Male 563 49.2%

Female 582 50.8%

Special Education 128 11.2%

African-American 15 1.3%

Hispanic 18 1.6%

White 1,098 95.8%

Asian 8 .7%

Other 6 .5%

ESL 3 .3%

Free & Reduced Lunch 119 10.4%

Because Quabbin Regional High School is a public school in Massachuse� s, 
each year our tenth-grade students, in order to receive a diploma, must 
earn a competency determination on the Massachuse� s Comprehensive 
Assessment System (MCAS) tests as well as meeting all local graduation 
requirements. During the past seven years of the administration of the 
tests, the results for our students have steadily improved. We a� ribute 
a signifi cant portion of this improvement to decisions and changes we 
have made and implemented as part of developing our school-based 
accountability system.

Audette



105

Massachusetts Education Reform
In 1993 the Massachuse� s state legislature passed the Education Reform 
Act, which a� empted to address a number of perceived problematic 
areas in Massachuse� s public education. Among other provisions, the act 
provided for the development of a state accountability system of curriculum 
standards—which are now called our curriculum frameworks—as well as 
state accountability measures (assessments), all of which have come to be 
called the Massachuse� s Comprehensive Assessment System (MCAS). As 
soon as the curriculum frameworks were developed for each content area, 
it became the responsibility of local schools to ensure that the curriculum 
for each course was aligned to the state standards, thus enabling teachers to 
prepare their students well for the MCAS tests. The schools in our district 
took this task quite seriously, and with the support of our school board and 
superintendent, they got down to work right away.

For individuals who view this issue from outside of public education, 
curriculum alignment seems simple. The state provides schools with 
“what” should be taught. All the schools have to do is fi gure out “how” 
to teach it and prepare the students to take the state test. However, those 
of us who work in education know that the reality of our situation is a bit 
more complicated.

Research on the importance of curriculum alignment is clear; if we desire 
to have our students perform well on the high-stakes state-mandated tests 
like the MCAS, we must make sure our curriculum is aligned to the material 
being tested. Anderson (2002), Burstein and Winters (1994), Schmidt and 
McKnight (1995), Elia (1994), Gamoran et al. (1997), and Baratz-Snowden 
(1993) all have wri� en about the importance of curriculum alignment. As 
Anderson says, 

We [educators] need to be more concerned with what students have 
learned as a result of their schooling experience than with what they know 
and can do regardless of the source of that knowledge or those skills. . . . 
Proper curriculum alignment enables us to understand the diff erences in 
the eff ects of schooling on student achievement, [whereas] poorly aligned 
curriculum results in our underestimating the eff ect of instruction on 
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learning. . . .  Teachers may be “teaching up a storm,” but if what they are 
teaching is neither aligned with the state standards or state assessments, 
their teaching is in vain. (Anderson, 2002, p. 258) 

Baratz-Snowden (1993) summed up the issue by stating that “if students 
are to be held accountable for their learning, then schools must be held 
accountable as well by demonstrating that they provide students with 
the opportunities to learn and to meet the standards that have been set” 
(p. 317).

At Quabbin Regional, therefore, as soon as the curriculum frameworks 
were solidifi ed, we began the process of alignment. We worked with our 
faculty, we shared some of the research, and we utilized the following two 
illustrations of what we thought existed now and where we wished to be 
a� er our alignment.

Figure 1
Prealignment Curriculum, Instruction, and Assessment Reality

Written
Curriculum

Taught
Curriculum

Assessed
Curriculum

Audette



107

Figure 2
Postalignment Curriculum, Instruction, and Assessment Reality

Written, Taught 
and Assessed

Curriculum

The Early Years of the Test:  1998–2000
Following our curriculum alignment work and during the early years of the 
MCAS—but before the tests were used as a requirement for graduation—
we, like many schools, experienced results that were not at a level we 
considered acceptable. In particular, our results in mathematics were 
terrible. During the 1998, 1999, and 2000 test years our failure rates in math 
were 46 percent, 51 percent, and 41 percent respectively. On the other side 
of the achievement scale, we only had 7 percent, 9 percent, and 15 percent, 
respectively, of our students scoring in the Advanced category. These results 
were not what we expected and certainly not what we could accept. At that 
point, a group of administrators and teachers met to discuss the problem 
we had in our mathematics program. What came out of that discussion 
was a proposal to increase our ninth-grade algebra program from a one-
semester block-scheduled (85-minute) class (127.5 hours of instruction) to 
a full-year block-scheduled class that would include 255 hours of math 
instruction. The teachers in our mathematics department felt that this 
additional time would allow them to alter the pace of the class so that they 
could personalize the instruction and be� er prepare their students to take 
the MCAS. This plan was enthusiastically supported by our school board, 
superintendent, and our total school community, and with that support we 
made this curriculum change for the 2001–2002 school year.
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Around that same time period, we also stressed to the teachers in the 
high school that we needed to be doing more in terms of gathering 
student assessment data and using that data to drive future curriculum 
and instruction decisions. To that end, we introduced what we called 
the “Student Assessment Summary” report, which we now require all 
teachers to complete with regard to the fi nal exams they give at the end of 
each course. We then require department heads to review the assessment 
summaries for each course and provide the administrative team with data 
that summarize each course as well as the “action items” that have emerged 
from the student assessment data they have gathered.

Figure 3
Quabbin Regional School District

Sample Student Assessment Summary Form 

QUABBIN REGIONAL SCHOOL DISTRICT
STUDENT ASSESSMENT SUMMARY

Course(s)/Educational Program(s):

Individual(s) Completing Form:

Date:

Demographics:
a. Number students tested:                                        
b. Number special needs students:                            
c. Grade Level:                                        
d. Phase Level:                                         

Other pertinent data of test group:

School Performance/Distribution of Scores:  (double click on table to edit table)

Grades A B C D E Total
Distribution (# of students) 5 8 5 2 1 21
Percentage Distribution 24% 38% 24% 10% 5% 100%

Final Exam Distributation

Description of Assessment Instrument (summary)
(*Please attach a copy of assessment)

Weighted Value of
Item Type

# Multiple Choice (MC) items:
# Open Response (OR) items:
# Long Composition (LC) items:
Other (Explain:)
Total Assessment items: 100%

  

INTERPRETATION OF STUDENT RESULTS

Group Strengths:
Describe specific student group strengths including areas where students demonstrated a sound grasp of
skills/knowledge/concepts (Frameworks, etc.).

Group Weaknesses:
Describe specific student group strengths including areas where students failed to meet curricular
expectations.  (Note specific skill/knowledge areas.)

Other:

Conclusions

Discussion of Assessment Validity:

General Discussion of Program Effectiveness (Are students meeting expectations?):

Recommendations (e.g., program revisions/modifications; scheduling; student remediation; other):
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The Next Phase—NCLB
Following the alignment of all of the courses with the curriculum frameworks 
and the implementation of the “Student Assessment Summary” report, we 
embarked on the next phase of the accountability plan to comply more 
fully with the provisions of NCLB. As we began this part of the process, we 
discussed with our faculty what we understood the focus of NCLB to be 
and how that focus infl uenced what our objectives ought to be. We decided 
that we needed to communicate the following statement of how we saw 
our roles as professional educators under the umbrella of NCLB: 

It is our professional responsibility to provide all students with equal 
opportunity to access all of our educational programs, to base our 
curriculum on the frameworks promulgated by the state of Massachuse� s, 
and to utilize pedagogical methods and programs that are supported 
by empirically based research and student assessment data to drive our 
decision-making process, all with a focus on improving student academic 
achievement.

We then discussed with our faculty how we could best meet our professional 
responsibilities. What followed was a series of professional development 
initiatives whereby administrators worked with the academic departments 
to develop each department’s plan to meet this new responsibility. During 
this process, the individual departments, with subcommi� ees made up 
of the teachers of each course, made sure that all of their curricula were 
aligned, by course, to the state frameworks. In addition, they examined 
how they could be� er gather and utilize student assessment data to help 
ensure that all sections of each course, regardless of the instructor, would 
provide each student with equal access to the curriculum. Out of that 
discussion came the creation of pretests, common in-course assessments, 
and work on creating common fi nal exam items that will be given to all 
students within a specifi c course.
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Figure 4
Sample Quabbin Regional High School NCLB Development and 
Implementation Status Report—Math Department—Page 1

Quabbin Regional High School
No Child Left Behind Act Development and Implementation Status Report

Department:  Math Department Head: Date Report Updated:  Fall 04

Course
Number Course Name Phase

Alignment
with

Frameworks

Pre-Test or
Other

Diagnostic
Instruments

Common In-Course
Assessment

Final
Exams

Student
Assessment

Summaries Reflect
NCLB Changes

108 Algebra I un-phased � � �

118 Algebra I 3 � � �

119 Algebra I 4 � � �

121 Algebra II 4 � � � � �

123 Algebra II 3 � � �

124 Algebra II 4 � � � �

103 Informal Geometry un-phased � � �

133 Modern Geometry 3 � � �

134 Modern Geometry 4 � � � �

126 Intermediate Algebra 3

A� er completing the initial phase of our school-based accountability 
program, we embarked on a second phase in which we stressed to our 
faculty the need to embrace and institutionalize the practice of using data to 
drive our decision making. We acknowledged that “traditionally, decisions 
have been made based on informed intuition” (Ezarik, 2002, p. 32). But 
we pointed out that research now shows that “high-performing schools 
are analyzing data from assessments and student information systems to 
adjust curriculum, instruction, [and] classroom management, as well as 
other factors in the teaching and learning process” (Technological Horizons 
in Education, 2004, p. 32).  Clearly process and practice must evolve so that 
we begin to utilize real data to drive what we do.

As we worked with our faculty members to complete phase one, we 
certainly came to understand that many of them regularly utilized student 
assessment data to inform their teaching practice. However, they all agreed 
that they were not in the habit of documenting what they did and were not 
very successful at being able to describe their specifi c practices over any 
particular period of time. As a way to encourage faculty to document their 
work, as well as to institutionalize the practice of using student assessment 
data to drive decision making, we asked our faculty members to use 
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a “Curriculum, Assessment, and Accountability Control Report” (see 
Figure 5) to record information about their classroom practices, to provide 
some structure to this data-driven decision-making model, and to build 
upn the work they did in phase one. This control report format a� empts to 
show, by standard for each course, what pretest or diagnostic instruments 
are used, what learning activities o� en are utilized for this standard, what 
common assessments and fi nal exam items address this standard, what the 
MCAS results are as they relate to this standard, and how data has been 
used to drive decisions that address these standards.

Figure 5
Sample Curriculum, Assessment, and 

Accountability Control Report—Biology
Quabbin Regional High School

Science Department Curriculum, Assessment, and Accountability Control Report
Course:  Biology     Standards:  1—The Chemistry of Life

Content
Standard

Standard Number &
Description

Pre-test/
Diagnostic Instrument

Learning
Activities

Common
Assessments/
Final Exams

MCAS
Results—
Biology
Tryout

Data-Driven
Decisions

Biology
Grades 9 & 10
Standard 1:  The
Chemistry of Life

1.1 Explain the significance of
carbon in organic molecules.

Teacher asks the students
open-ended questions to
ascertain their beginning
knowledge regarding
carbon.

Students work in
cooperative teams and
brainstorm things they
know about carbon.

Question 5 -
83% correct

Biology
Grades 9 & 10
Standard 1:  The
Chemistry of Life

1.2 Recognize the six most
common elements in organic
molecules (C, H, N, O, P, S).

Following student
reading of the material,
students are asked to
recreate a drawing of a
glucose molecule.

Students work in
cooperative teams to
construct 3-dimensional
"ball and stick" models
of organic molecules.

All students in Biology
participate in this model-
building activity and
teachers share their
observations following
the activity.

Question 21 -
87% correct

Using the data gained from
student observation during the
model activity, one teacher
identified a misconception
regarding "bonding."  The
teacher discussed what he
observed with colleagues and
they collaborated on revised
presentation for the next class.

Biology
Grades 9 & 10
Standard 1:  The
Chemistry of Life

1.3 Describe the composition
and functions of the four
major categories of organic
molecules (carbohydrates,
lipids, proteins, and nucleic
acids).

Students construct
paper models and visual
representations of a
variety of organic
molecules.

Students must recreate
the models and visuals
as part of the unit
assessment.

Question 2 -
88% correct

Question 17 -
73% correct

Question 17 was a question
about waxes (a minor class of
lipids).  This was not stressed in
the curriculum or in the frame-
works to any real extent.  We
will mention this question to our
students and monitor future
administrations of the test.

Biology
Grades 9 & 10
Standard 1:  The
Chemistry of Life

1.4 Describe how dehydration
synthesis and hydrolysis relate
to organic molecules.

Following student
reading of the material,
students work in
cooperative groups
to develop a way to
present the concept of
dehydration synthesis.

Following a review
of the student
presentations, students
then work with the
"ball and stick" models
to demonstrate this
concept.

While observing the students
working with the "ball and
stick" models, the teachers
decided that students needed a
bit more preparation prior to the
activity.  The teachers have
decided to incorporate more
presentation time for the next
time they introduce this
material.

Biology
Grades 9 & 10
Standard 1:  The
Chemistry of Life

1.5 Explain the role of
enzymes in biochemical
reactions.

Prior to the lab, students
must write out a pre-lab
report which the teacher
uses to assess student
preparedness for the lab
activity.

Lab:  Extracting
catalase from potatoes.

Formal lab report to
include:
* Abstract of experiment
* "Survey of literature"
* Procedural summaries
* Discussion of results
* Conclusions

Question 11 -
84% correct

Using data gained from the pre-
lab report, the teacher finds that
more instruction is needed on
the procedure for this lab prior
to beginning the activity.
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We have found that our faculty members have become more comfortable 
with this model of data-driven decision making as they have started to 
work on this phase of the accountability plan. Over time, as we complete 
the development of these reports for all the courses we off er, we hope to 
see even greater improvements in our student academic achievement as 
well as faculty agreement that the data-driven decision-making model 
helps them become more eff ective educators.

Where We Are Now
At this point we have made excellent progress toward our goal, but we 
are not there yet. We continue to work in our school to develop tools to 
help ensure that we are off ering equal educational opportunities to all 
students. For some of our elective courses, our faculty continues to work on 
developing pretests and other diagnostic instruments, designing common 
in-course assessments, and relating all of these to the data they gather on 
the Student Assessment Summary reports. Faculty members also continue 
to work on constructing the Curriculum, Assessment, and Accountability 
Control Reports for the core courses.

The Bottom Line—Student Achievement Data
Although we do not yet have a tremendous warehouse of student 
achievement data from our in-house assessments, we do have seven years 
of MCAS data that we have examined to judge the eff ectiveness of the 
programs we have implemented. The bo� om line is that our students’ 
MCAS scores continue to rise. Our school has met the NCLB Adequate 
Yearly Progress (AYP) requirement for the second year in a row, and we 
are greatly encouraged by these results. A look at our mathematics MCAS 
scores (Figure 6) reveals that starting with the 2001 test administration 
(which was the fi rst year the test was required for graduation), our pass rate 
(students earning scores of Needs Improvement, Profi cient, and Advanced) 
jumped to 88 percent. Starting with the 2003 test administration, which 
was the fi rst cohort to receive our full year of math instruction in grade 9, 
our pass rate jumped to an incredible 95 percent, with 74 percent of those 
students scoring in the Profi cient and Advanced ranges.
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Figure 6
Quabbin Regional High School Math MCAS Scores 

by Performance Band
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Although our results for English language arts (ELA) have always been be� er 
than our scores in mathematics, we have shown continued improvement 
in this area as well. Our curriculum alignment eff orts, coupled with our 
teachers’ collaborative work in implementing a standards-based approach 
that emphasizes the reading and writing skills necessary to perform well 
on this test, have proven to be quite eff ective.  A review of Figure 7 will 
show that we are averaging around a 96 percent pass rate, with around 73 
percent of the students scoring in the Profi cient and Advanced ranges. The 
fi gure below shows our MCAS ELA scores over the same seven years.
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Figure 7
Quabbin Regional High School MCAS ELA Scores 

by Performance Band
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Conclusion
Although we have realized some very positive results in terms of student 
academic achievement, our work is not complete. As a faculty we will 
continue to work to embody the philosophy and fulfi ll the requirements 
of NCLB, that is, to educate all of our students in the most eff ective ways 
possible. As educators we hope that as the public begins to learn more about 
the eff orts today’s teachers are pu� ing forth on behalf of their children, they 
will recognize that although our system may have become a li� le tired and 
out of date, our teachers have all of the excellence and expertise necessary 
to ensure that our schools do not leave any children behind.
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