
15   Issues in Curriculum Development

AFTER STUDYING THIS CHAPTER YOU SHOULD BE ABLE TO:

1. Identify current and continuing curriculum issues that are brought about by social and political forces and explain their significance.

CURRENT CURRICULUM ISSUES

Curriculum planners are buffeted by strong educational, social, and political forces affecting the curriculum decisions they must make. Movements have emanated from networks of like-minded professional educators, from the public in general, and from individuals and pressure groups from outside of the teacher education profession. In this chapter we explore the effects of some of these pressures in shaping the school curriculum.

Some of the desires of both pressure groups and the public generally and, even on occasion, of professional educators have been enacted into law, for example, the formulation and testing of state standards. No state or federal law, however, has mandated the strong movement of cooperative learning and the rise and fall of open-space education. Those nonmandated movements that have become practices in the schools have done so by gathering enough voluntary support among the teacher education and public school professionals to translate them into action. Conversely, when a nonmandated practice no longer maintains support, like open-space education, for example, it becomes diminished or disappears.

Borrowing the rubric of Chapter 9 where we examined a number of curriculum innovations and programs by periods of history, ending with Curriculum Future, this chapter returns to Curriculum Present. In the following pages we will explore some of the significant contemporary curriculum developments set forth as responses to some of the problems plaguing schools. Some of the issues and their related developments are not new but remain highly controversial, for example, the place of religion in public education.

Others are relatively new attempts at solving perennial problems.

For purposes of discussion the issues and related developments are divided into twelve categories, as follows:

1. Academic area initiatives

2. Alternative schooling arrangements

3. Bilingual/bicultural education

4. Censorship

5. Gender

6. Health education

7. Multiculturalism/diversity

8. Privatization

9. Provision for exceptionalities

10. Religion in public education

11. Scheduling arrangements

12. Standards/assessment

It can easily be recognized that discrete separation of these twelve categories, or rubrics, which I’ll refer to as issues, cannot be made. In one sense, they are all interrelated. Some bear close relationship with each other. For example, you cannot divorce academic initiatives (i.e., programs) from standards and testing. You cannot discuss bilingual/ bicultural education without relating to multiculturalism and diversity. You cannot separate problems of censorship from religion. As curriculum and instruction cannot be truly separated except for purposes of discussion so the twelve categories cannot be completely separated except for purposes of clarification.

In the following pages of this chapter we discuss differences of opinion, controversies, and developments emanating from these issues.

1. Academic Area Initiatives

By academic area initiatives we mean curriculum developments that have been undertaken to correct perceived lacks in the schools’ course offerings. Initiatives may apply to changes in programmatic responses to satisfy current curriculum goals or may be dramatic revisions of those goals, changing the academic programs radically. In this section we will look generally at forces effecting academic changes. Many modifications of traditional school curricula can be readily identified. Throughout the discussion of the remaining eleven categories we will identify and explore specific academic areas other than those presented in this first category.

Reform—constant reform—remains a central theme of American education. All agree that our public schools are not doing as well as we’d like but all do not agree on what to do about perceived problems. Some, espousing essentialist thought, recommend focusing narrowly on reading and mathematics, with perhaps science thrown in, while others, following progressive doctrine, maintain that attention must be paid to the whole child, not just the child’s intellect. Among the goals of current proposals for reform are increasing the number of students graduating from high school with the regular diploma, preparation of students for success in college and the workforce, and the preservation (some would say resurrection) of America’s standing as an economic power and world leader.

Necessary Skills. Representative of contemporary thinking about the status of American education and recommendations for correcting its deficiencies is the 2006 report of the National Center on Education and the Economy’s New Commission on the Skills of the American Workforce funded by the Annie E. Casey Foundation, Bill and Melinda Gates Foundation, William and Flora Hewlett Foundation, and Lumina Foundation for Education.
 The Commission in its report, Tough Choices, Tough Times, admitted about America that “we never dreamed that we would end up competing with countries that could offer large numbers of highly educated workers willing to work for low wages,”
 namely, China, India, and elsewhere.

Affirming that America can no longer claim to have the best educated workforce in the world, the Commission called attention to the fact that the percentage of the world’s population of college students has declined in America from thirty percent to fourteen percent over the past thirty years.
 Like Thomas L. Friedman, who addressed the movements of globalization and outsourcing,
 the Commission noted that the global economy has gone digital. To cope, America must adapt to the new economic era restructuring its educational system so its students will graduate with skills that will permit them to compete in the global marketplace. Specifically, the Commission report recommended a broad-based education that goes beyond mastery of the traditional content areas and into the development of personal traits like creativity, self-discipline, flexibility, and adaptability.

Strengthening the Academic Programs. In addition to following mandates of NCLB for specification of state standards and subsequent testing, discussed later in this chapter, school systems are adding subject requirements and credits for graduation. Kentucky, for example, will increase the number of mathematics credits from three to four, effective with the class of 2012.
 Within its requirement of twenty-one credits, Maryland will call for tests in English, algebra/data analysis, biology, and government for graduation in 2009.
 Interestingly, in spite of current movements to increase offerings in math and science, a recent survey by Public Agenda found that neither parents nor students were overly concerned about the amount of math and science in their schools’ curricula.

Core Knowledge. Concentrating on overcoming American students’ deficiencies in cultural literacy (i.e., basic knowledge), the core knowledge schools, conceptualized in the 1980s by E. D. Hirsch, Jr., professor (now emeritus) of English, University of Virginia, offer a core of academic subjects in grades K–8 comprising fifty percent of their school curriculum. The Core Knowledge Foundation conducts research, publishes materials, conducts workshops for teachers, and promotes core knowledge schools.

Hirsch perceived core knowledge (initially called cultural literacy) as broad general knowledge that ideally should be possessed by all members of our democratic society. This knowledge, in Hirsch’s view, should be the major goal of schooling in America.1

A core knowledge curriculum starts in the elementary school and imparts that knowledge deemed by scholars, educators, and laypeople to be important information about American culture. A culturally literate person is one who possesses a store of knowledge about the culture—people, places, facts, vocabulary, and historic and current events. Although elements of this knowledge may change from time to time, most items remain the same or change slowly. Advocates of core knowledge see cultural literacy as enabling citizens of our society to read with understanding, to communicate thoughts to others within our society, to contribute to the development of our society, and to open doors that lead to success in our nation. Some people would view core knowledge as basically traditional education.

Hirsch called for knowledgeable people to join him in developing a list of cultural items sufficiently important for incorporating in the curriculum, especially at the elementary school level.
 Cultural literacy would not require in-depth knowledge of all items; in many cases an imprecise—even superficial knowledge—enough for a reader or listener to comprehend what a writer or speaker means—would suffice. For example, one does not need to understand the concepts of Mendel’s laws or nuclear fission to understand references to those terms in a book, magazine, newspaper article written for the general reader, or, we might add, in a conversation or speech to a general audience.

Cultural literacy gives precedence to an overriding American culture and the English language, rejecting the concept of pluralism espoused by some in which aspects of all subcultures in the nation are studied with equal concentration. Supporters of cultural literacy view the fragmentation of the culture and the populace’s lack of commonly shared information as serious problems that schools face in their attempts to develop literate citizens.

Opponents of cultural literacy view lists of cultural items as superficial learning, considering them memorized trivia that can be looked up rather than stored in the brain. They also hold it presumptuous for any individual or group to deign to draw up a list of items that all pupils in America must know. However, Hirsch and his colleagues began with a tentative list, urged study and review of the list by others, and made clear that their list was descriptive—not prescriptive—of information possessed by culturally literate Americans.

That Hirsch’s proposals have proved appealing to many curriculum planners is evidenced by the rapid growth of Core Knowledge Schools since their conception in the 1980s. Starting with Three Oaks Elementary School in Fort Myers, Florida, and P.S. 67 in South Bronx, New York, credited as the first and second schools of this type,
 schools—public, charter, parochial, and private—following core knowledge curricula to varying degrees in 2006 numbered close to 1,000.

Diversification of Programs. Many of the students who drop out do so because the curriculum is of little interest to them. With the overall national graduation rate around sixty-eight percent (but lower for disadvantaged minorities),
 school districts are resorting to a variety of plans to encourage students to remain in school and earn the regular diploma. Whereas some school districts are intensifying emphasis on the traditional subjects, other school systems are experimenting with adding content to the academic program that may be more appealing to some students.

With Congress’s 2006 reauthorization of the Carl D. Perkins Act initialldy passed

in 1990, Vocational Education, now called Career and Technical Education (CTE), has become a desired alternative to the college preparatory program, leading to growing enrollments. No longer is CTE limited to the former concepts of “industrial arts,” “shop,” and “ag” (agriculture). Kenneth Gray noted that most CTE students are now enrolled in business, healthcare, trade/industry, and information technology.
A search through the activities and course lists of high schools and to some degree middle schools throughout the country will reveal engineering-oriented activities like robotics and agriculturally oriented courses like aquaculture and biotechnology.

Aiming at offering academic programs that would encourage students to stay in school and graduate, Florida made national news in late 2006 by designating 440 high school major areas of interest. In addition to earning sixteen credits in a common academic core students would choose within the remaining eight elective courses a sequential major of four credits. Majors range from College Studies to Digital Arts to Music-Orchestra to Sports Medicine to Television Production. School districts would select from the 440 approved majors those which would be most feasible and applicable to their schools, student body, and community.

Other Personalizing of the Curriculum. As we noted in Chapter 9, James B. Conant as long ago as 1959 was urging special attention to the needs of the academically talented (top fifteen percent) and the highly gifted (top three percent).
 Along with efforts of schools to meet the needs of low achievers and minority populations through special classes and tutoring, for example, increased attention is now returning to the needs of the academically talented and gifted students. The National Center for Education Statistics, for example, reported that about thirty percent of American high school students in 2003–2004 completed courses in the Advanced Placement or the International Baccalaureat programs.
 Nevada, in cooperation with the University of Nevada-Reno (UNR), has opened Davidson Academy, a public school for exceptionally gifted middle and high school students.
 At Davidson Academy students follow individualized learning plans, are taught by both Davidson teachers and professors from UNR, and have the opportunity to take college-level courses. Dual enrollment wherein high school students earn credit in college courses are relatively common offerings for the college bound.

In recounting examples of current curricular and instructional initiative across the nation we cannot but note the diversity of efforts schools are making to enable students to succeed in college and the global workplace.

2. Alternative Schooling Arrangements

In the 1960s and 1970s school districts were engaged in efforts to accommodate students who could not fare well in the established public schools by offering options either within or outside the school. Among the more common alternatives outside the established schools were the so-called free schools, storefront schools, and schools without walls in which individuals, organizations, and businesses in the community participated in the education of youth. School systems took advantage of the human and material resources available in the community and offered students practical instruction in a setting less structured than the established school. A common plan was the assignment of students to these learning stations for a portion of the day with the remainder of the day spent at the established school. This type of alternative, posing numerous problems of quality of instruction, administration, and accountability, has diminished in popularity to the point where we rarely hear of this kind of experimental offering.

Still popular, however, are alternatives within the school systems themselves, particularly magnet schools with their special foci. Among well-known magnet schools seeking to meet current needs are Alexandria, Virginia’s, Thomas Jefferson High School of Science and Technology; Indianapolis’s Crispus Attucks Medical Magnet School emphasizing health care; Maryland’s Joppatowne High School with its unique emphasis on homeland security; and high school residential magnets Natchitoches, Louisiana’s School for Math, Science, and the Arts, and Durham, North Carolina’s School of Science and Mathematics.

On the scene are schools not meant to serve as magnets but rather as models to be emulated such as Philadelphia’s School of the Future, a high-tech, state-of-the-art public school designed by the Microsoft Corporation in cooperation with the school district.

In calling these structures options we should mention that, although parents and students may opt to attend a magnet or model school, admission depends on availability and students’ meeting entrance requirements, often in the form of a test or, as in the case of Philadelphia’s School of the Future, by lottery.

In passing we should mention that some school systems maintain alternative schools where students posing behavior problems are assigned for varying periods of time. Assignment to the alternative school for students with behavior problems is at the option of school personnel.

Most of the foregoing types of alternative schools have been perceived as strengthening the public school system.

Parental Choice. In recent years, pressure has been building for the state to support parental choice of schools whether public or private. Wrapped up in the concept of school choice are movements toward school vouchers, tax credits, charter schools, and homeschooling, all strong and growing. These movements represent efforts at privatization, that is, the management of public school systems by private corporations, a topic to be discussed later in this chapter.

Historically, parents who had children in a school district with more than one school at the same level were required to send their children to schools within the assigned subdistrict of their local school district. Parents could send their children to schools outside their assigned subdistricts only in special cases, such as to attend a magnet school or another school that offered programs that were not available within the child’s assigned subdistrict. Also parents have encountered difficulty when they wished to send their children to public schools across school-district lines; this type of move, if permitted, could result in parents paying tuition to the school district of choice. Since 1985, however, Minnesota’s School District Enrollment Options Program (Open Enrollment) has allowed parents to choose for their children to attend a public school or program outside the district in which they live. State funding follows the students.

Choice within school districts has become increasingly more common. In 1995 Berkeley, California, for example, divided its district into three zones and permitted choice of elementary schools within a resident’s zone. In the fall of 1998, Seattle ceased arbitrary assignment of students to schools and permitted parents to select the public school they would like their children to attend. Plans cannot, of course, guarantee that parents and students will receive their first choice. Factors such as demand, facilities, and racial balance affect whether choices can be honored. Choice of school within the public system, although resisted by some school administrators and school boards, is a less contentious issue than the larger issue of provision of public funds for parental choice of school from among private and parochial schools. Working with schools to help parents become informed, the GreatSchools Network engages parents in evaluating and improving schools and shares information about understanding standards, learning activities, state tests and scores, understanding report cards, and best practices.

School Vouchers/Tax Credits. Growing since the early 1900s is the practice of issuing taxpayer- funded vouchers to enable public school students to attend private and parochial schools.
 Milton Friedman, Nobel Prize–winning economist, is credited with proposing in 1955 the use of vouchers to enable parents to send their children to schools of their choice. The requirements for participation in voucher programs vary from state to state and community to community. Some states provide vouchers only to low-income families. Some state or community plans permit use of vouchers in religious schools, as in Milwaukee and Cleveland, whereas others do not, as is the case in Maine and Vermont.

Funding of vouchers varies. Arizona and Pennsylvania have opted for income tax credits—in Arizona, to taxpayers, and in Pennsylvania, to corporations that support vouchers. Voucher/tuition plans of one type or another have been on the scene many years. Maine’s and Vermont’s plans date back to the late 1800s. In these two states tuition is issued to “tuition towns” where no public school exists. Maine and Vermont towns share the funding with the state.

Ever since the U.S. Supreme Court rendered its decision in the case of Pierce v. Society of Sisters in 1925, parents have had the choice of sending their children to private schools, at their own expense, of course.
 Litigation over vouchers has erupted, however, particularly over allowing use of the vouchers in religious schools, which opponents of voucher plans hold as an unconstitutional infringement on the First Amendment.

Wisconsin in 1990 became the first state to offer parents in low-income brackets payments up to $2,500 per pupil so that their children might attend Milwaukee’s private/ nonsectarian schools. Targeted at low-income families, the Milwaukee Parental Choice Program offered vouchers in 2006–2007 at a maximum of $6,351 per student to families with income at 1.75 times the established poverty level. Legislation passed in 2006 considerably expanded the Milwaukee program.

In 1995 the Wisconsin legislature permitted use of the vouchers in religious schools. Overturning a 1997 decision by the state appeals court, the Wisconsin Supreme Court in June 1998 ruled the Milwaukee voucher program constitutional. The U.S. Supreme Court, by an 8–1 vote in December 1998, refused to hear an appeal from Wisconsin, thereby affirming the action of the Wisconsin Supreme Court.

Initiated in 1996–1997, Cleveland’s voucher program allows use of the vouchers in religious schools. Challenges to the plan took the case to the Sixth U.S. Circuit Court of Appeals, which in December 2001 held the Cleveland plan unconstitutional. The following June, by a 5–4 decision, the U.S. Supreme Court reversed the decision and declared that the Cleveland plan, which allowed the use of vouchers in religious schools, was not an infringement on the First Amendment, thus allowing Cleveland’s program to continue.

In 1999 Florida became the first state to offer statewide vouchers, known as Opportunity Scholarships, to students in schools that were graded as failing two years in a row. Additionally, McKay Scholarships provided for children with special needs. Florida’s plan, like those in Milwaukee and Cleveland, permits use of the vouchers in religious schools. In August 2002 a circuit judge ruled Florida’s Opportunity Scholarships plan unconstitutional but allowed it to continue while the state appealed the decision to the First District Court of Appeals. The Florida Supreme Court in January 2006 declared the Opportunity Scholarship Program unconstitutional on the grounds that it violated a 1998 constitutional amendment that required a statewide uniform system of public schools. In the spring of 2007 the Florida legislature had under consideration granting tax credits to businesses that donated money for scholarships. Georgia that same spring enacted legislation providing state funds for parents of public school children in special education to attend private school.

The sides in this controversy are sharply drawn. Supporters of voucher systems include private and parochial schools, the religious right, parents who are dissatisfied with public schools for one reason or another, parents and politicians who do not subscribe philosophically to a public education system, and organizations such as the Alliance for School Choice, Center for Education Reform, Children’s Scholarship Fund, and the Milton and Rose D. Friedman Foundation. Numbered among opponents of voucher systems are the National Education Association, teachers’ unions, parents who are satisfied with their public schools, parents and politicians who believe in a unifying public school system, the American Civil Liberties Union, Americans United for Separation of Church and State, and People for the American Way.

Advocates of voucher programs argue that provision of choice will, in the long run, strengthen the public schools by forcing them, for economic reasons, to overcome those problems that have provoked parental dissention. Opponents view vouchers as breaking the Jeffersonian wall of separation of church and state. Brian Gill and colleagues noted the predominance of religious schools in voucher programs.

An analysis of the Cleveland voucher program by Amy Hanauser reported in January 2002 that 99.4 percent of the students in the program were enrolled in religious

schools.

Advocating a federally funded voucher program, President George W. Bush in 2005 proposed federal funding of vouchers for students who had been attending private schools when displaced by Hurricane Katrina to enable them to attend private schools in other parts of the nation. Then again, in 2006, President Bush proposed a national voucher plan for low-income families whose children are in low-performing schools.

Ambivalence regarding voucher programs exists throughout the country. Whereas Wisconsin, Ohio, and Florida embraced vouchers, California and Michigan have rejected such measures.

Public opinion on vouchers fluctuated during the 1990s.
 The public’s uncertainty clearly continues as revealed by Phi Delta Kappa/Gallup polls. A large majority supported improving public schools in place of awarding vouchers in 1999,
 favored vouchers in 2002,
 and again approved choice of private school at public expense in 2006.
 Georgia furnished an example of support for school choice through its law in 2007 providing state funds for parents to send special-education students to private schools.

Even though private schools possess advantages over public schools in that they can select their students and have smaller classes, the jury is out as to whether shifting funds from public schools to private and parochial schools actually improves student achievement.
 Critics of vouchers argue that parental choice of school is not the answer to the social ills that impede learning.

What is remarkable is the small percentage of students who take advantage of the school choice option. Speaking at a school choice forum in 2006, U.S. Secretary of Education Margaret Spellings remarked that out of 4 million students eligible for school choice only 38,000—less than 1 percent—actually transferred to a higher-performing school.

Charter Schools. Rapidly developing in the late 1990s and continuing into the 2000s, charter schools have added another dimension to the element of school choice.

Based on a free-market, neoliberal concept derived from the economic theory of Adam Smith,
 charter schools, supported by tax moneys, are freed of some of the regulations of their local school district and state. These schools may be housed within a school system or operated outside of the school system, they may or may not use public school personnel, and they may be run for or without profit.

Minnesota is credited with establishing the first American charter school in 1991. Charter schools have grown exponentially since that date, with Arizona, California, and Michigan leading the nation in the development of charter schools. Figures on the growth of charter schools between 1999 and 2006 reveal a rapid growth of the charter school movement. Whereas 1999 statistics showed close to 1,500 charter schools operating in thirty-one states and the District of Columbia and serving over 250,000 students,
 in 2006 the Center for Education Reform reported 4,000 charter schools serving over 1 million students in forty states and the District of Columbia.

Charter schools gain their status through the issuing of a charter by the local school board or the state department of education. Teachers, laypeople, and organizations may apply for charters, which will grant them, as Donna Harrington-Lueker explained, “waivers exempting them from the state education code, local school board policies, and provisions of the union contract,”
 leaving in place provisions pertaining to disclosure of finances, health, safety, and civil rights.

States vary in their procedures for granting a charter. Michigan, for example, has allowed local school boards, boards of intermediate service districts, and boards of community and senior colleges and universities to grant charters. Whereas charters in Massachusetts are issued by its state department of education, charters in Georgia must be approved by both the local school board and the state department of education.

In Arizona a state charter board, local school boards, and the Arizona Board of Education have the power to grant school charters. New York State has empowered the State University of New York (SUNY) as well as the New York State Board of Regents to authorize charters and, in the case of New York City, the Chancellor of the New York City school system.

Paralleling Britain’s grant-maintained schools, U.S. charter schools are supported by tax moneys. They put into practice principles of site-based management, placing responsibility for student success squarely on the shoulders of the schools’ personnel. Unlike contractual schools managed by corporations with a profit motive, charter schools may be operated by either for-profit business organizations or by individuals or groups not for profit.

Charter schools come in all shapes and sizes. Some operate making use of school personnel, although management rests in the hands of the founders of the school, not the local school board. New Jersey sets no limit to the number of charter schools. Idaho limits the number of charter schools in each school district whereas Nevada and New York limit the number of charter schools in the state. California allows existing schools as well as new schools established by individuals and groups to apply for a charter; 50 percent of the teachers at an existing school must favor a charter before it can be granted. California grants charters to homeschools whereas Colorado does not. Arizona permits religious schools to hold a charter if their program is not sectarian. Legislation in Florida would prohibit charters to sectarian institutions. Initial charters may run for a varying length of time, typically three to five years.

What of the programs of the charter schools? All charter schools promote achievement in the basic skills. Many seek to prepare students for college admission. Some charter schools are established for students who are experiencing difficulty in the public schools (e.g., those with learning disabilities, those at risk, and those demonstrating behavior problems). Others aim not only to develop traditional skills but also offer a particular focus as, for example, Advanced Math and Science Academy, Marlborough, Massachusetts (Russian curriculum model); Cesar Chavez Public Charter for Public Policy, Washington, D.C.; Conservation Corps Charter School, San Jose, California (work-study); Fast Forward, Logan, Utah (students-at-risk); Marlton Charter School for the Deaf, Los Angeles; Media Technology Charter High School, Boston; Medical Center Charter School, Houston, Texas (healthcare); Odyssey-Magellan Charter School, Appleton, Wisconsin (gifted); and Promise Academy, Harlem, New York City (educationally deprived). Coming into service as well as the place-bound schools are the distance-learning online charter schools. These few examples reveal the great differences in charter school programs. Although all seek to improve achievement of students in basic skills, they depart in their educational focus and programs. Helping promote the cause of charter schools is the $30 million grant in 2006 from the Bill and Melinda Gates Foundation to the New Schools Venture Fund for creation of 200 charter schools in low-income sections of Chicago, Los Angeles, New York, Oakland, and Washington, D.C.

Although numbers of charter schools continue to increase, the movement is not in one direction. Boston, for example, with help from the Boston Foundation, the Boston Teachers Union, the Boston School Committee, and the mayor, has established within its public school system seventeen pilot schools that have been granted considerable autonomy.
 That the public is generally favorable toward charter schools is demonstrated by the 38th Annual Phi Delta Kappa/Gallup Poll of the Public’s Attitudes Toward the Public Schools, which showed approval of charter schools by the public, especially by public school parents, rising sharply between 2000 and 2006.

Dissatisfaction with student achievement in the public schools motivates many, if not most, of the parents who opt for charter schools. Seeking an alternative to the public schools, some parents embrace charter schools as a more acceptable alternative than vouchers. Parents who perceive the public schools as promoting values unacceptable to them join with the free marketers in supporting charter schools.

Those who oppose charter schools object to the use of tax moneys for private and parochial schools while public schools suffer from inadequate funding. Supporters argue that competition from the charter schools will force public schools to improve.

Charter schools manifest the problems of church–state relations when public tax moneys flow to sectarian schools. Proponents of vouchers for religious schools argue that there is no inherent violation of the principle of separation of church and state inasmuch as the funds go to the student, not to the school.

Coming onto the scene, raising issues of bilingual education, diversity, and religion, are publicly funded, language-oriented charter schools such as Ben Gamla Charter School, a Kindergarten–8 English-Hebrew school in Hollywood, Florida,
 and the Khalil Gibran International Academy, an English-Arabic middle school, in Brooklyn, New York.
 Although proponents of public schools of this type maintain that instruction in religious doctrine can be excluded, critics question whether teaching religious beliefs can be avoided. Like public schools, generally, success of charter schools varies from school to school. We can find charter schools meeting parental expectations. We can find charter schools that have opened with fanfare and have folded for one reason or another, often financial. A 2007 four-part report by The Orlando [Florida] Sentinel on the some 300 charter schools supported by tax moneys in Florida revealed significant problems of both an academic and administrative nature.
 The research comparing success of students in charter schools with that of students in public schools is inconclusive. Some studies point to success of students in charter schools
 while others point to success of students in public schools.
 Parents do, however, appreciate the smaller classes of the charter schools and the relatively more secure environment.

Failure to fulfill expectations will result in nonrenewal of charters. Existing public schools are attempting to counteract demands for charter schools by restructuring their programs, by working more closely with parents and community advisory groups, by offering appealing in-system alternatives such as magnet schools or pilot schools, and, of course, by evaluating the success of charter schools. Further, they have themselves established charter-like schools, that is, schools that remain an integral part of the school system but have been granted a degree of autonomy by the school board.

In addition to charter schools we may see the concept of chartering applied to the school district. Three county school systems in Florida, for example, in late 1999 secured dispensation from some state regulations in order to create pilot charter districts.

Homeschools/Unschooling. An increasingly popular option that also discomforts public school personnel is homeschooling and its variant of unschooling as an alternative to public education. Estimates of children homeschooled range from 850,000 found in 1999 by the Parent Survey of the National Household Surveys Program (NHES), a data-collection agency of the National Center for Education Statistics,
 to 1.1 million reported in the NHES survey of 2003, a twenty-nine percent jump between 1999 and 2003, representing an increase from 1.7 percent of the U.S. student population to 2.2 percent.
 Compared with the 48.5 million public school students and 6.3 million private school students in the United States
 in more than 95,000 public schools and over 28,000 private schools
 homeschooling remains a relatively small, though expanding and significant, portion of the enterprise of education in America. Whereas in earlier years public schools sought to provide alternative education under their supervision and control, homeschools seek to provide alternative education outside of the control of public school administrators and faculty.

The education of children in the home dates back to the “dame” or “kitchen” schools of colonial days where parents or other educated adults would tutor individuals or instruct small groups in private homes. John Holt, one of the leading exponents of homeschooling, has encouraged parents to take their children out of the public schools and provide for their education at home.

Homeschooling has threatened the time-honored tradition of compulsory education. In the early 1980s Mississippi was reportedly the only state in the nation that gave legal sanction to homeschooling. Today, however, homeschooling is permitted in all fifty states. One of the more serious blows against state compulsory attendance laws was the U.S. Supreme Court’s decision in Wisconsin v. Yoder, the First Amendment religious liberty case in which the Supreme Court ruled that Amish parents could not be required to send their children to school beyond the eighth grade.

Advocates of homeschooling may be found among conservatives on the right and liberals on the left. The same disillusionment with the public schools that led parents to establish private and parochial schools has also led to the increase in home education. Parents may choose homeschooling for their children because they are dissatisfied with, among other factors, the secular orientation of the public schools, poor academic achievement, lack of safety in the schools, drug use among students, lack of discipline and bullying, violence, large classes, peer pressures, and the forced socialization of their children with others whom they deem undesirable. On the other hand, those parents who reject the option of homeschooling see value in their children’s participation in the many extra class activities offered in the public schools and their socializing with their classmates.

The statistics of homeschooling are imprecise and difficult to obtain, in part because of the nebulous definition of homeschool. In some cases, a homeschool consists of parents instructing only their own children in their own home. In other cases groups of parents band together to form a school for their children in someone’s home, in their church, or at another location.

The curricula vary from the use of structured lessons and textbooks from educational publishers; to online instruction; to private tutoring, including the hiring of online tutors in India and elsewhere,
 to unschooling, a variation of homeschooling that permits students to tailor their own education.
 Unschooling should be distinguished from deschooling as recommended by Ivan Illich in which boys and girls find their education in the community at large.

Restrictions on homeschools vary from state to state. Some states require homeschools to obtain approval of their curricula and to accept varying degrees of monitoring by the boards of education of their local school districts. For example, homeschool instructors may have to furnish to the local school board copies of their curriculum materials, lists of textbooks, information on number of days and hours of instruction, attendance data, and test results. Some may be required to administer standardized tests. Some groups of homeschoolers have bypassed local school districts by conducting their programs under the aegis of an established private school.

Advocates of homeschools will most likely continue to challenge both the constitutionality of compulsory attendance laws per se and the state restrictions on homeschooling. The U.S. Congress took note of the popularity of homeschooling by exempting homeschools from provisions of the 1994 reauthorization of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act concerning the licensing of homeschool teachers.

Success of pupils in homeschooling is difficult to measure as monitoring of homeschooling is spotty and results vary from school to school. Lawrence M. Rudner of the ERIC Clearinghouse on Assessment and Evaluation reported some positive data gathered on a 1998 assessment of achievement of more than 20,000 homeschooled K–12 students in almost 12,000 families. Median test scores of homeschooled students were found to be above scores made by students in public, parochial, and private schools. In addition, demographic data revealed that parents of homeschoolers had a higher level of education and higher median income than parents generally across the nation.

Although secular public schools can never satisfy those who prefer a sectarian education, renewed academic excellence in the public schools—a result of restructuring and reform—may make the public school more attractive to some of those now involved in homeschooling.

Magnet schools, charter schools, pilot schools, vouchers, and homeschooling offer alternatives to traditional public schools.

Speaking of the various forms of alternative schooling a number of years ago, David S. Hurst observed:

Like it or not the ultimate adoption of some of these alternatives appears inevitable. . . . Schools in the United States will not become victims of a single alternative to traditional structures; instead we will wind up with levels of alternatives, ranging from our most traditional schools today to avant-garde institutions on the fringes of society.

Gerald W. Bracey, in his analysis of successes, criticisms, and the privatization of public schools, however, saw current alternatives to public education as a war being waged to destroy the public schools.

3. Bilingual/Bicultural Education

The 2005 American Community Survey of the U.S. Bureau of the Census numbered almost 52 million people from the age of five and older, 19.4 percent of the U.S. population as speakers of languages other than English at home.
 As ethnic groups whose first language is other than English grow in size and power, more and more curriculum workers find themselves charged with the task of developing bilingual education programs. In 1967 amendments to the Elementary and Secondary Education Act, the U.S. Congress provided support for bilingual education programs.

Second-language instruction is not limited to the most widely spoken languages. As a result of state legislation requiring second-language studies in the public schools, some children of Native Americans in Oklahoma starting in 1993–1994 were learning Cherokee, Chickasaw, Choctaw, Creek, and Seminole languages. Although bilingual education programs are offered in a number of languages, the largest number of students in bilingual programs are Hispanic. The U.S. Bureau of the Census estimated the Hispanic population in the United States in 2006 at 44.3 million, 14.8 percent of the total (300 million) population. The Hispanic populations of both California and Texas are now a “minority-majority,” exceeding fifty percent.

The U.S. Supreme Court’s decision in the Lau v. Nichols case in 1974, which required San Francisco to provide English language instruction for the Chinese-speaking students, advanced the cause of bilingual education.
 The efforts of Hispanic groups have largely brought about the current emphasis on bilingual (and, in addition, bicultural) education.

Bilingual education is an educational, linguistic, social, cultural, political, and economic issue. As such, it has become highly controversial. Dade County (Florida) provides an example of continuing public discord over this issue. In April 1973, after a large number of Spanish-speaking refugees had immigrated from Cuba, Dade County was declared a bilingual community. Many “Anglos” took issue with the designation of the county as bilingual. This sentiment came to a head in 1980 when county voters approved an ordinance prohibiting the conduct of government business in any language other than English except in the cases of emergencies and elections. Thirteen years later with almost fifty percent of the population of Dade County Hispanic and with more than fifty percent speaking languages other than English the Dade County Commission repealed the English-only ordinance. In 1994 the Third District Court of Appeals rejected a challenge to the authority of the county commission to repeal the English-only ordinance and upheld the commission’s right to do so.

The English-only/Spanish-only argument flared again the summer of 1999 in

Texas. With most of its population speaking Spanish, the small town of El Cenizo attracted attention and controversy by passing an ordinance to conduct local government business in Spanish, with provision for translation in English. A Texas pizza chain met with strong criticism in early 2007 when it announced it would accept Mexican pesos in payment.

Bilingual education in the schools, the designation of English as an official language, and the mandating of the use of only English in schools and government offices are related issues that continue to generate considerable controversy. Voters have spoken on both sides of the issue. The National Association for Bilingual Education promotes the cause of bilingual education whereas the Center for Equal Opportunity opposes it. Championing the cause of English as the official national language are English First and U.S. English, Inc., whereas the American Civil Liberties Union stands opposed.

English-only legislation at the state level has met with mixed results. In the spring of 1990, Alabama voters overwhelmingly adopted an amendment to their state constitution recognizing English as the official language of their state government. In the spring of 1991 Puerto Rico passed a law that designated Spanish as the only official language of the commonwealth, rescinding a 1902 law that had designated both Spanish and English as official languages. In 1995 Puerto Rico passed and the governor signed the English-also law declaring both English and Spanish as official languages. The language issue has heated up periodically in Puerto Rico. One of the reasons for Puerto Ricans rejecting statehood has been the effort of some members of the U.S. Congress to make English the official language if Puerto Rico becomes a state.

Arizona and California provide cases that demonstrate the divisiveness of the English-as-official-language issue. In 1988 Arizona passed by voter initiative a law making English the official language. Two years later the federal district court in Phoenix declared the law unconstitutional. An advocacy group, Arizonans for Official English, appealed the district court decision. In 1996, the Ninth Circuit Court of Appeals upheld the decision of the federal district court. With an appeal to the Arizona Supreme Court on hold, in 1997 the U.S. Supreme Court vacated the decisions of the district and circuit courts. The following year the Arizona Supreme Court agreed with the district and appeals courts and ruled the law unconstitutional. In 1999 the U.S. Supreme Court refused to consider the Arizona voter initiative, thus allowing the decision of the Arizona Supreme Court to stand. However, on its eighth attempt, voters in Arizona in November 2006 approved Proposition 103 adopting English as the official language, making it the twenty-eighth state to do so.

Since the late 1960s, California with its polyglot population has offered programs of bilingual education in its schools. In June 1998 California voters overwhelmingly endorsed Proposition 227 that scuttled bilingual education and in its place mandated an English-language immersion program for students of limited language ability. Although some school districts have threatened not to abide by the law, a federal judge ruled that the law did not violate the rights of minorities. Proposition 227 left some room for schools to offer English-language instruction part of the time and for parents through waivers to continue their children in bilingual education programs. Although bilingual education is championed by language minorities, some members of minority groups supported the banning of bilingual education programs because they perceived fluency in English as essential for career opportunities for their children.

From as far back as 1811, states have passed a law or constitutional amendment that specifies English as the official language of their state governments. Hawaii, however, has designated both English and Hawaiian as official languages of the state and teaches both English and Hawaiian in its schools. That the English-as-official language controversy continues to arise periodically is seen by the enactment of a measure by the Nashville, Tennessee, Metro Council in February 2007 making English the official language, a move that the mayor subsequently vetoed.

The controversy over bilingual education brings into sharp focus the opposing philosophies of acculturation versus pluralism. The resurgence of the melting-pot concept, with its emphasis on blending, has challenged the salad-bowl concept of pluralism. Proposals from both Democrats and Republicans to establish English as the official language of the federal government have surfaced from time to time in both the Senate and the House of Representatives. This issue, intensified by public pressures for immigration reform, resulted in a bill passed by the U.S. Senate in spring 2006 declaring English the official national language.

Those who support making English the official language note that throughout our nation’s history immigrants have learned English. Proponents of bilingual education, however, believe that curtailment of bilingual education and designation of English as the official language are discriminatory. They maintain that an English-only instructional approach impedes the learning of children who are not native speakers of English. Critics, on the other hand, argue that bilingual education segregates students, exacerbates problems posed by diversity, and has proved ineffective.

Curriculum planners as well as the public are also divided as to the exact definitions of “bilingual” and “bicultural.” To some, bilingual education may simply mean setting up English classes for students who are not native speakers of English. Others often extend bilingual education to include additional dimensions, including teaching courses in the native language. Fitchburg High School (Massachusetts), for example, offers courses in Spanish for Native Speakers to enable native speakers of Spanish to improve their use of their own language.

Educators are in disagreement as to whether programs designed to promote mastery of English should allow for instruction of students in their native language until they achieve English language skills or should immerse students in English from the start. The U.S. Department of Education has usually required schools that wished to receive bilingual education funds to provide instruction in the native language. When the U.S. Department of Education sought to force Fairfax County, Virginia, to offer instruction to all students in their native language, Fairfax County brought suit on the grounds that its program of intensive English for speakers of other languages was successful, as shown by their test scores. In late 1980, the U.S. Department of Education, on the strength of the success of Fairfax County students, decided not to force Fairfax County to provide instruction in the native language.

Immersion in English has been an alternative to bilingual education. Results of English-immersion programs, though not conclusive, show some indications of improvement in English-language learning by nonnative speakers of English. Although California and Arizona, for example, have both used language-immersion techniques, exemptions and waivers are possible under certain circumstances. Responding to Proposition 227, Oceanside, California, however, ceased all non-English instruction and reported in the summer of 1999 that its English-immersion program resulted in significant improvement in English and other subjects by non-English-speaking students.

The U.S. House of Representatives has jumped into the fray on more than one occasion since passage of the 1968 Bilingual Education Act, as seen, for example, in its proposals for an English-Language Empowerment Act (1996) and its English Language Fluency Act (1998) that offered funding to the states in the form of block grants and set a maximum of three years for student participation in federally funded bilingual education programs. The English Language Acquisition, Language Enhancement, and Academic Achievement Act replaced the Bilingual Education Act that expired in 2002. The thrust of the English Language Acquisition Act is on the development of English-language skills rather than on bilingual education.

Terminology has contributed to the public’s negative views about bilingual education. An early term for an instructional program known as “English as a second language” has encountered strong objections on the part of champions of English who misinterpret the term to imply relegating English to second place. “English for Speakers of Other Languages,” referred to as ESOL, and English Language Learners (ELL) have reduced the misunderstanding. The public’s continuing ambivalence toward bilingual education is readily documented. While Arizona and California, for example, were curtailing bilingual education, Colorado voters in 2002 refused to ban bilingual education.

To overcome some of the objections to typical bilingual education schools in some states, such as California and Washington, have been attempting dual-language classes with half the class composed of native speakers of English and half composed of native speakers of Spanish. In addition to mastery of the subject matter, objectives of dual-language include the development of fluency in two languages and increased understanding between cultures.

Both the existence of bilingual education and its methodology remain sensitive and controversial issues. An alternative school in Kansas City, Kansas, for example, ran into difficulty with its English-only policy in 2005 when it suspended and later rescinded the suspension of a boy who was speaking Spanish in the hall. How best to improve the achievement of nonnative speakers not only in mastering English but also other subjects that require mastery of English, plus how to raise their success rate on state standardized tests, are issues yet to be resolved.

Intertwined with bilingual/bicultural education are the issues of multiculturalism and multicultural education, which are discussed later in this chapter.

4. Censorship

Schools in many communities throughout the United States find themselves enmeshed in a seemingly endless struggle with individuals and groups in the community seeking to censor textbooks and library books and to prohibit certain types of instruction or, conversely, to promote certain types of instruction. Attempts to remove library books, textbooks, and other teaching materials from the schools are frequent and widespread. Dissension over this issue and over religion, as we shall see again later in this chapter, stems from differing interpretations of the First Amendment to the U.S. Constitution, which says:

Congress shall make no law respecting an establishment of religion, or prohibiting the free exercise thereof; or abridging the freedom of speech, or of the press; or the right of the people peaceably to assemble, and to petition the government for a redress of grievances.

Seven books of a phenomenal series have sold more than 300 million copies in over sixty languages and have made a heretofore obscure British author, J. K. Rowling, one of the best-selling authors of all time. The books are the adventures of Harry Potter. Although these imaginative books have delighted children around the world and have turned many children on to reading, they are not without challenge. In fact, the Harry Potter series in 2005 was ranked as the most challenged book of the twenty-first century.

Endorsed by the Vatican on one hand for their theme of the triumph of good over evil, the Harry Potter books have brought challenge from parents and pastors of some religious sects as perceiving lack of family values and containing witchcraft and occultism. Some school districts have required written permission from parents before allowing pupils to check out the Harry Potter books. When the Cedarville, Arkansas, school board placed the Harry Potter books on restricted shelves, a circuit judge ruled in 2003 against the school board and ordered the books returned to the open shelves. In a similar vein the Georgia Board of Education in 2006 supported the refusal of the suburban Atlanta Gwinnett School Board to remove the Harry Potter books from its schools.

The Harry Potter books, of course, are not the only books challenged or banned from schools and public libraries. Between 1990 and 2000 the Office of Intellectual Freedom of the American Library Association (ALA) recorded 6,364 challenges to books, most of which were unsuccessful.
 The ALA numbered more than 3,000 challenges between 2000 and 2005.

Protest over schoolbooks has been a big problem in some communities. Schoolbook protestors have made their appearance in communities from one end of the United States to the other. Protests against certain schoolbooks include charges that they

· portray too much sex or violence

· use profanity

· use poor English

· promote “secular humanism,” are irreligious, anti-Christian

· are un-American, lacking in patriotism

· promote one-worldism and globalization

· are racist

· depict the “wrong” values

· teach the theory of evolution instead of scientific creationism

· are too graphic

· are antifamily

· condone gay lifestyle

Books have been challenged on political grounds as well, for example, in the case of the Miami-Dade School Board’s decision in 2006 to ban Vamos a Cuba and its English translation, A Visit to Cuba, as an inaccurate portrayal of life in Cuba. Pressures can arise for material to be included as well as excluded, as in the case of the Texas Board of Education in 2004 requiring the publisher of health textbooks to define marriage as between a man and a woman.

Efforts to censor topics of public discussion, reading matter, films, videorecordings, drama, television, music, and artwork recur in the schools—and in society at large—with great frequency, testing First Amendment rights to free speech and press. In recent years, charges of obscenity, for example, have produced vigorous challenges to art exhibitions, novels, films, and lyrics to musical compositions.

The definition of obscenity has proved to be elusive. The U.S. Supreme Court has let local communities determine what printed and visual matter violates their community standards and possesses “no redeeming value.” Many people consider the sufficient standard to be U.S. Supreme Court Justice Potter Stewart’s famous statement about obscenity, “I know it when I see it.”

Schools have both engaged in self-censorship and responded to pressures for censorship from outside forces. A sampling of targets of those who protest their use reveals a wide range. Some of the works attacked in various parts of the country between 1990 and 2006 (not necessarily the first time they were targeted) and the purported reasons claimed by those objecting were:

Little Red Riding Hood, violence (1990–1991)

My Friend Flicka by Mary O’Hara, certain words (1990–1991)

Snow White, violence (1992)

The Dead Zone and The Tommyknockers by Stephen King, rape and language  1992)

Daddy’s Roommate by Michael Willhoite, homosexuality (1992)

A Light in the Attic, by Shel Silverstein, manipulation of parents by children (1993)

The Autobiography of Malcolm X, antiwhite, pro-Islam (1994)

Peter Pan, portrayal of Native Americans (1994)

Roselily by Alice Walker, antireligious and Am I Blue? antimeat-eating (1994)

An American Childhood by Anne Dillard, violent snowball fight (1994)

Tex by S. E. Hinton, language (1995)

The Light in the Forest by Conrad Richter, too graphic (1996)

Beloved by Toni Morrison, racial content (1998)

Roll of Thunder, Hear My Cry by Mildred D. Taylor, language (2002)

What My Mother Doesn’t Know by Sonya Sones, sexual content and language (2004)

And Tango Makes Three by J. Richardson and P. Parnell, homosexuality (2006)

Repeated candidates for banning are J. D. Salinger’s Catcher in the Rye and Mark Twain’s The Adventures of Huckleberry Finn; John Steinbeck’s The Grapes of Wrath and Of Mice and Men; Maya Angelou’s I Know Why the Caged Bird Sings; Katherine Paterson’s A Bridge to Terebithia; Judy Blume’s Forever; Maurice Sendak’s In the Night Kitchen; Robie Harris’s It’s Perfectly Normal; Robert Cormier’s The Chocolate War; Hans Christian Andersen’s The Little Mermaid; and the Grimm brothers’ Fairy Tales appear on some lists. Richard Wright’s Black Boy and Native Son have both evoked challenges. Books dealing with racial themes whether written by a white author (Twain) or black (Morrison, Wright) can provoke controversy.

Efforts have been made to remove or revise textbooks in the field of health because of material on sexuality education and in historical treatments of Columbus’s discovery of the New World and contributions of European Western civilization. You will note that efforts to censor materials come from both the right (My Friend Flicka, Catcher in the Rye) and the left (Peter Pan, Huckleberry Finn).

Any work dealing with homosexuality stirs considerable protests as in the case of Michael Willhoite’s Daddy’s Roommate (1992). Even suggestions that it is all right to be different, as is the case of Todd Tuttle’s Spot (2001), can become controversial. Not only is literature concerning homosexuality an issue but also related is the controversy over gay-supported or gay-straight clubs meeting on school campuses.

The teaching of values has come under attack by protesters who hold that some of the schoolbooks undermine traditional American values. Protesters have taken special exception to the book Values Clarification, ostensibly because the program that it proposes allows students to express their own views on personal problems.

The teaching of the Darwinian theory of the evolution of humankind has long been a cause of concern to those espousing intelligent design or scientific creationists, who champion the biblical account of creation in Genesis. Mentioned in Chapter 3, the Scopes trial in Tennessee in the 1920s reflected the sentiments of the creationists. In 1968 in the case of Epperson v. Arkansas the U.S. Supreme Court ruled that the theory of evolution may be taught.

The evolution–creationism issue rose frequently in the 1980s and 1990s. In 1982 the federal district court holding that scientific creationism was a religious doctrine struck down an Alabama statute that would have required instruction in scientific creationism in addition to the theory of evolution. In June 1987 the U.S. Supreme Court ruled unconstitutional Louisiana’s Balanced Treatment for Creation Science and Evolution Science Act of 1981, which would have required that scientific creationism be given equal instructional time with the theory of evolution. In October 1990, more than twenty years after Epperson, the Texas Education Agency’s approval of state-adopted textbooks that taught the theory of evolution made national news.

The New Mexico State Board of Education in October 1999 barred the study of creationism in the public school science curriculum while retaining the study of the theory of evolution. Illinois lent yet another dimension to the issue when also in October 1999 its state Board of Education eliminated the word “evolution” from its state standards, using the expression “change in time.” Challenges to the teaching of evolution continue up to the present as we will see later in this chapter when we discuss the companion issue of religion in education.

Often protests over schoolbooks are not intended to force the schools to eliminate certain material but to adopt textbooks that incorporate particular topics, such as scientific creationism. Although the Supreme Court has ruled that reading the Bible and prayers for devotional purposes in the school are unconstitutional, many groups are still attempting to reintroduce or introduce these sectarian practices into the public schools’ curriculum.

Underlying some of the protests over textbooks is the perennial conflict of differing secular and religious values in a pluralistic society and the interpretation of the Jeffersonian doctrine of separation of church and state, an issue explored later in this chapter.

First Amendment cases have cropped up in the arena of student expression. Schools, establishing dress codes, have sought to ban T-shirts, which they deemed to carry disruptive, offensive, vulgar, profane, or lewd language. In the face of a possible lawsuit, the Roswell, New Mexico, school board, for example, in the fall of 1999 rescinded a decision banning student displays of pentagrams, a symbol of the Wiccan religion. A Minnesota high school disallowed a student from wearing a sweatshirt with the words “Straight Pride.” The U.S. District Court in St. Paul in the spring of 2001 held the school’s ban on the sweatshirt unconstitutional. Likewise, when a student was suspended at a New Jersey high school for wearing a T-shirt with the word “redneck” on it, he and his brothers contested the action. Although the district court supported the school, the Third Circuit Court of Appeal in October 2002 ruled that the student was within his First Amendment rights to wear the shirt. A middle school student in Pennsylvania in 2006 won his case against his school district that had expelled him for writing violent rap lyrics. Principals have had to decide whether to allow an elementary school student to sing a song critical of the U.S. president (Florida), a high school student wearing clothing with a Confederate flag (South Carolina), a high school student wearing an antigay T-shirt (California), and a high school student bearing a banner with the words “Bong Hits 4 Jesus” (Alaska). The courts must consistently weigh First Amendment rights to free speech against the potential for disruption of the ongoing educational program.

The student press has run afoul of internal censorship by school administrators who frequently or regularly review and restrict student articles, stories, and photographs prior to publication. Administrators tend to expunge materials that are critical of the school, appear racist and are offensive or obscene.

The U.S. Supreme Court in a 5–3 decision in Hazelwood v. Kuhlmeier (1988) affirmed school officials’ authority to censor student publications. Reversing an appellate court decision, the Supreme Court ruled that school officials may exercise prior review and restraint of student publications if such action serves any valid educational purpose.

Hazelwood erupted in 1983 when the principal of a high school suppressed articles in the school newspaper on student pregnancy and divorce. The Supreme Court decision permits administrators to censor various forms of student expression, although nondisruptive expression as determined in Tinker v. Des Moines Independent Community School District (1969) still stands. In the latter case the Supreme Court ruled that students had the right to protest the Vietnam War by wearing black armbands.
 Hazelwood, in effect, permits censoring of articles that may reflect unfavorably on the school, as in the case of articles on religion, sex, drugs, alcohol, and even partisan political statements. Administrators have chastised teachers directing class writing projects and those serving as sponsors of student newspapers and yearbooks when they have allowed text and photographs to be printed that officials felt objectionable. Such cases transpired in Tennessee in 2005 when the school confiscated copies of the student newspaper that discussed birth control and condoms and in Rhode Island in 2006 when a parent sued the school board for refusing to allow the yearbook photo of her son posed in chain mail and carrying a sword. As a rule, administrative decisions to censor student publications are not frequently challenged, especially in the light of Hazelwood. However, the state of Oregon saw fit to enact legislation in July 2007 protecting the First Amendment rights of student journalists in public high schools and public institutions of higher learning.

To respond to various social and political pressures, curriculum planners need not only professional knowledge and skills but also skills in public relations and working with community groups. When dealing with controversial issues in the curriculum, they should have channels through which they may determine the seriousness of problems, the strength of community feelings, and the ways in which issues might be resolved before they become magnified and disproportionate. They need established procedures by which parents can register objections to materials and at the same time secure broad-based review of those objections. Some objections may prove valid, necessitating removal of the materials; some may prove valid at certain levels; some may prove invalid. Community mores, state and national law, national educational needs, learners’ maturity level, and children’s right to learn must all be taken into consideration when making decisions on suppressing or, conversely, including materials. School officials must avoid the extremes of everything goes, on one hand, and nothing controversial may be published on the other hand.

Before leaving our discussion of censorship, we should not neglect to note a less recognized form, that is, self-censorship by the publishing industry. Diane Ravitch candidly described how publishers of textbooks and tests, in order to gain state adoptions via their guidelines on bias, advise their editors and authors to guard against choices of words, topics, and locations that might in any way be taken exception to by any group or subgroup of our society.
 Thus, pressure groups both directly and indirectly can influence what is taught in schools. To reduce or eliminate controversy some school systems appoint committees consisting of teachers, laypersons, and, in some cases, students to make recommendations to school authorities on whether or not to keep or remove challenged books and other media. Another means by which schools seek to reduce parental objections to literature assigned to be read by students is granting parents the right to request substitute titles for their children.

5. Gender

Madeleine R. Grumet highlighted the significance of gender not only in education but universally as well when she wrote, “What is most fundamental to our lives as men and women sharing a moment on this planet is the process and experience of reproducing ourselves.”
 Gender as an issue in the schools revolves around practices in instruction, curriculum, and administration that result in one gender demonstrating higher achievement or having greater opportunities in certain fields and activities than the other, leading to inequity or discrimination.

Gender inequity has been a perennial problem in education. Title IX of the Educational Amendments of 1972 passed by the U.S. Congress caused school personnel to examine programs and to remove practices that discriminate between the sexes. Restricting homemaking to girls and industrial arts to boys, for example, is a sexist practice. Funding of interscholastic athletics, with the lion’s share traditionally going to boys’ athletics, has been challenged as sexist. The integration of females into male athletic teams and males into female teams has stirred controversy within the profession and outside.

We can find considerable argument as to what degree, if any, sex stereotypes and gender discrimination in school actually exist. In the mid-1980s Myra and David Sadker studied over 100 fourth-, sixth-, and eighth-graders in four states and the District of Columbia, observing language arts, English, mathematics, and science classes. The Sadkers held that, regardless of the subject or grade level, boys dominated classroom interaction and received more attention from the teacher than did girls.

A 1992 study commissioned by the American Association of University Women (AAUW) and researched by the Wellesley College Center for Research on Women reported data on gender discrimination and concluded that schools were shortchanging girls.
 In the winter of 1994 the American Civil Liberties Union filed a complaint with the U.S. Department of Education against the Educational Testing Service (ETS) and the College Entrance Examination Board on behalf of the National Center for Fair and Open Testing (FairTest) charging discrimination against females on the Preliminary Scholastic Achievement Test (PSAT) and the National Merit Scholarship Qualifying Test (NMSQT) citing the fact that more males than females were National Merit Scholarship semifinalists and winners.
 ETS and the College Board responded by consenting to add a writing portion to the PSAT/NMSQT under the presumption that females would do well on writing.

For years the theme has prevailed that our educational system discriminates against girls. We see evidence of the fact that girls have moved educationally to the forefront and boys may now be the ones experiencing inequity.

· The National Center for Education Statistics’ study, Trends in Educational Equity of Girls & Women: 2004, found females in elementary and secondary school “now doing as well as or better than males on many indicators of achievement and educational attainment, and that large gaps that once existed between males and females have been eliminated in most cases and have significantly decreased in other cases. Women are still underrepresented in some fields of study, as well as more generally in doctoral and first-professional degree programs, although they have made substantial gains in the past 30 years.”

· Surveying gender gaps in 2006 for white, black, and Hispanic students, the Manhattan Institute for Policy Research found for each ethnic group females leading males in high school graduation rates in each case.

· Michael Gurian and Kathy Stevens reported that less than forty-four percent of college students are male.

While Janice Weinman described barriers girls face in school, Judith Kleinfeld noted the bias that exists is against boys, especially those of minority groups.
 Although boys continue to excel girls in mathematics, science, engineering, and technology, girls demonstrate higher achievement in other fields and the gap between girls and boys in traditional male areas has narrowed.

The AAUW in a 1998 follow-up study conducted for it by the American Institutes for Research reflected the progress made by females in education, noting, however, males’ continued dominance in technology.
 Historically, more boys have enrolled in mathematics and science courses than girls, whereas more girls have gravitated to language and the humanities. The 1998 AAUW study found girls closing the gap in some mathematics and science courses while boys continued to lead in participation in computer science and in higher-level courses in mathematics and science. Greater numbers of girls continue to participate in the language arts, foreign languages, fine arts, sociology, and psychology. Although the gender gap in studies may be narrowing in some respects, a plus for the girls, the study concluded, “In fact, course-taking patterns, when viewed as a whole, suggest that girls may be getting a broader education than boys by deepening their exposure to math and science and by enrolling in more courses in other subject areas.”
 The Horatio Alger Association provided further evidence that girls’ attention to studies, academic achievement, and career goals surpass those of boys.
 Sara Mead made note of the fact that more boys drop out of school, are held back a grade, or are suspended than girls. However, she concluded that boys’ overall achievement and attainment of certificates and degrees are not in decline, that the plight of boys is exaggerated, and that the racial and economic gaps are more serious than the gender gap.

Children’s attitudes about gender roles are shaped early and, like many attitudes and values, are strongly influenced by the children’s significant others—parents, relatives, close friends, teachers, coaches, role models, and other persons whom they respect. A study by Jacquelynne S. Eccles and Rena D. Harold at the University of Michigan found that “already by the first grade, girls have a more negative assessment of their general athletic ability than do boys.”
 Athletic skills at early ages are virtually comparable regardless of gender. Not until puberty can physiological differences between boys and girls account for differences in athletic abilities. Sex roles are to a large extent culturally determined; the school often perpetuates those social determiners, either through the intentional or the hidden curriculum. One has only to look at the subordinate role in which females are cast and the superordinate role accorded males by some societies on this globe to provide evidence of the impact of culture in shaping male and female behavior. If culture is a determining factor, as most people believe, we should perhaps be concerned about some of the changes in the culture itself since, on the flip side, as observed by Lynn Phillips, girls are beginning to exhibit some of the lesser admired traits demonstrated more often by males, such as aggressive antisocial behavior and use of tobacco, alcohol, and drugs.
 Although we can cite countless cases of discrimination against girls, the rash of schoolhouse shootings in the late 1990s and early 2000s carried out by boys, boys’ higher dropout rate, the fact that boys are subjected to torment and bullying more often than girls, and the percentage of boys who commit suicide all suggest that boys may now be the neglected gender. Addressing the education of boys, psychologists Dan Kindlon and Michael Thompson viewed the traditional gender stereotypes about masculinity held by parents, teachers, and others as destructive of boys’ emotional lives.

As mentioned earlier in this text, as long ago as 1972, Robert J. Havighurst perceived the achievement of a masculine or feminine social role as one of the developmental tasks of adolescence.
 The accomplishment of these roles is no longer simple, if it ever was. Though traditional attitudes toward the roles of men and women are still held by sizable segments of the public—especially among certain ethnic groups and nationalities, in certain areas of the country, and by certain religious groups—the distinctions in roles have been changing rapidly. Cultural and family attitudes may well shape perceptions of sex roles and contribute to gender discrimination to a much greater extent than schools. What once appeared to be male occupations, like truck driving, construction work, firefighting, police work, and fighter pilot, are no longer the exclusive province of the male. With females now assigned to naval vessels we may expect the term seaman to go into oblivion along with mankind, mailman, and Dear Sirs. Conversely, a “house husband” is no longer unheard of, and the female can be the family “breadwinner.” Men can pursue careers and avocations that were formerly considered only for women, such as nursing, elementary school teaching, and secretarial work. Schools today are counseling girls to take science, mathematics, and industrial arts, courses formerly viewed as more appropriate for boys. On the other hand, boys are advised to elect the fine arts, language, and home economics subjects often considered particularly suitable for girls. The unisex philosophy has shaken, if not toppled, some of the stereotypes of men and women.

In response to changing attitudes about gender-based stereotypes, authors have had to “de-sex” their textbooks. They may no longer use the single generic pronoun “he” to refer to both sexes. Just as authors may no longer portray all persons in their textbooks as Caucasian, so also they may no longer depict males and females as performing only socially or culturally predetermined occupations.

There is an awareness that women have been discriminated against in the workplace. Such discrimination includes fewer opportunities for women to gain executive positions in some occupations and the fact that women continue to earn lower salaries than men do in comparable positions.

Efforts are being made to eradicate vestiges of gender discrimination and to equalize opportunity between males and females. Senate Bill 1463, for example, introduced in 1993 by Senator Barbara Mikulski as amendments to the Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965, comprising two titles: Gender Equity in Mathematics and Science and Elimination of Sexual Harrassment and Abuse, became the Gender Equity in Education Act in 1994. Looking back at the need for Title IX, sexist stereotypes and discriminatory practices when found are being eradicated. Curriculum workers are proceeding to design curricula that will help to eliminate bias, based not only on race, creed, and national origin, but if it exists also on gender.

School systems have sought to answer criticisms of gender discrimination through careful attention to curriculum and instruction, counseling, and staff development. Borrowing a leaf from private schools and the concept of all-male black schools, some school systems have attempted classes and schools segregated by gender on the assumption that student achievement and behavior are improved when the sexes are separated and cannot distract each other. Single-sex classes and single-sex schools have been cropping up all around the country. Noting just three single-sex public schools in the United States in 1995, the National Association for Single Sex Public Education (NASSPE) reported at least 262 public schools offering gender-separate education in March 2007; fifty-two were completely single-sex plans, but most, however, were coeducational schools with some single-sex classrooms.
 Several public school districts including Austin and Dallas, Texas; Chicago, Philadelphia, and New York have established all-girl leadership academies. At the time of writing this textbook Austin was considering opening an all-boys leadership academy.
 The federal government gave its blessing to single-sex education in late 2006 when it amended antidiscrimination regulations of Title IX permitting single-sex classes and single-sex schools as long as they are voluntary and the school district provides equal coeducational classes in the same subject. Since “separate but equal” did not hold in the case of race, some people wonder if “separate but equal” will endure in the case of gender.

The research is not clear whether segregating classes or schools by gender results in the positive aspects attributed to it. Patricia B. Campbell and Jo Sanders commented in 2002, “There is no national comprehensive controlled study of academic performance for U.S. students in public and private K–12 single-sex and coed schooling.”
 That same year, speaking of private, single-sex schools (as opposed to single-sex classes within otherwise coed schools), Cornelius Riordan argued, “. . . the research is ‘exceedingly persuasive’ in demonstrating that single-sex schools are effective in terms of providing both greater equality and greater achievement, especially for low-income and working-class students, most particularly for African-American and Hispanic-American boys and girls.”
 Addressing what has been referred to as the “boy crisis,” Caryl Rivers and Rosalind Chait Barnett in 2006 maintained that only rural and inner-city boys were experiencing problems and they saw no need for single-sex education.

Debate continues on the effectiveness of single-sex education. Proponents maintain that distractions are reduced and instruction can be tailored to the differing manner in which girls and boys behave, respond mentally and physically to instruction, and process information. Critics, on the other hand, view single-sex classes and schools as unnecessary segregation since differences in achievement are not all that great. Ambivalence toward single-sex education was demonstrated in results obtained when the Association for Supervision and Curriculum Development asked readers of its online newsletter whether they believed children benefit from single-sex education. Forty-nine percent were unsure; thirty-five percent said “yes,” and sixteen percent replied “no.”

We cannot leave the issue of gender as it affects schooling without mention of the impact of sexual diversity on the curriculum. The public’s views on such topics as understanding sexual orientation and the historical contributions of gays, lesbians, bisexuals, and transsexuals range from demands for silence to support of discussion. Controversy also swirls around students holding meetings of gay and gay-straight organizations on the school campus, raising First Amendment issues and sometimes evoking litigation.

6. Health Education

No better example of the convergence of needs of students and needs of society can be found than the health-related problems experienced by today’s young people. In addition to offering long-standing programs of physical fitness, hygiene, and nutrition education, many of which are now being revised, the schools are confronted with a number of health problems that demand the close attention of curriculum planners. Specifically, the schools are seeking ways to respond to the use and abuse of alcohol, drugs, and tobacco, to the high incidence of teen pregnancies, and to the prevalence of sexually transmitted diseases, including acquired immune deficiency syndrome (AIDS).

Let’s briefly look at the dimensions of these problems and schools’ responses to them.

Drugs, Alcohol, Tobacco. Several annual national surveys shed light on children’s and adolescents’ use of illicit drugs, alcohol, and tobacco. Among these are studies conducted by the Substance Abuse and Mental Health Services Administration (SAMHSA) of the U.S. Department of Health and Human Services, the Institute for Social Research at the University of Michigan, Parents’ Resource Institute for Drug Education (PRIDE),
 and American Legacy Foundation.

SAMHSA’s National Survey on Drug Use and Health (NSDUH), formerly National Household Survey on Drug Abuse (NHSDA), is a primary source of information on the use of illicit drugs, alcohol, and tobacco among the general, noninstitutionalized population twelve years of age and older. NSDUH annually interviews some 67,500 Americans ages twelve and older every year. Data for 2005 released in the fall of 2006 indicated rather widespread use of illicit drugs, alcohol, and tobacco. Surveying nine categories of illicit drug use, NSDUH estimated 8.1 percent of the population aged twelve and older (19.7 million) used illicit drugs at some time during the month preceding the survey. However, the overall rate between 2002 and 2005 remained constant. Marijuana topped the list of the most commonly used illicit drugs.1
 Troubling are the findings that girls have caught up with boys in illicit drug use, now exceed boys in the use of cigarettes and prescription drugs, and are new users of substances more frequently than boys.

The National Survey recorded 57.8 percent of the population twelve or older as current drinkers (at least one drink in the past thirty days) and 22.7 percent of the same population as binge drinkers (five or more drinks at the same time or within a couple of hours of each other). Consumption of alcohol, up slightly from 2004, was highest among the population aged twenty-one to twenty-five. Although alcohol consumption was heaviest among males in the twelve years or older group, in the twelve to seventeen group females exceeded males.
 The tragic use of alcohol by young people is underscored by the 2002 statistic revealing the fact that 29 percent of Americans ages fifteen to twenty killed in motor vehicle crashes had been drinking.

While the current use of all tobacco products by Americans age twelve and older in the last month dipped from 2002 to 2003 and stayed the same from 2003 to 2005, the current use of cigarettes declined somewhat from 2002 to 2005.

Since 1975, the Institute for Social Research at the University of Michigan, with funds from the National Institute on Adolescent Drug Abuse, has annually surveyed the use of tobacco, alcohol, and illicit drugs by high school seniors, college students, and young adults. In 1991 the Institute began collecting data from eighth- and tenth- graders. The Institute for Social Research reports its annual findings in Monitoring the Future. Drawing from findings of the 2006 survey of some 50,000 eighth-, tenth-, and twelfth-grade students in 400 secondary schools nationwide, the Institute for Social Research reported:

· Adolescents’ decade-long drop in illicit drug and alcohol use continued to decline in 2006.

· Methamphetamine and cocaine use has generally declined since the late 1990s.

· Ecstasy registered an insignificant increase among twelfth-graders.

· OxyContin use showed decline from 2005.

· Although cigarette smoking among secondary school students had declined since the mid-1990s, 2006 saw eighth- and tenth-graders experiencing no further decline in daily smoking while twelfth-graders showed a small decline.

Encouraging are the negative attitudes teenagers are manifesting today about the use of drugs, alcohol, and tobacco. The concerted effort of parents, schools, media, and government to combat drug use may account for the turnaround.

The University of Michigan studies show that although a clear majority of teenagers disapprove of the use of drugs and abuse of alcohol, too many students still do not perceive the risks involved in use of drugs, alcohol, and tobacco. Obviously, the struggle against use of illicit drugs, consumption of alcohol, and addiction to tobacco is far from over.

The public is obviously concerned about the drug problem in the schools but ranks other problems higher. Annual Phi Delta Kappa/Gallup Polls from 1998 through 2007 reveal that the public ranks the use of drugs fourth or lower in the list of problems facing the schools of their communities. Lack of discipline, which headed the poll lists for many years, held second place below violence in the 1998 poll, rose to first place again in the 1999 poll, fell to second place in 2000 through 2002, came third in 2003 through 2006, and second in 2007. Lack of financial support, which had been in third place in 1998 and 1999, rose to the top of the list in 2000 through 2007.

Teenage Pregnancies, Live Births, and Abortions. Along with the decline in the use of illicit drugs, alcohol, and tobacco, the frequency with which teenagers engage in sexual activity and the number of teenage pregnancies, births, and abortions have steadily dropped.
 The National Center for Health Statistics of the Centers for Disease Control and Prevention (CDC) estimated 757,000 pregnancies among teenagers ages fifteen to nineteen in 2002, about one-fourth fewer than estimated in 1990.
 The rate of pregnancies of all races dropped from a high of 116.8 per thousand females in 1990 to 76.4 in 2002. The more than 700,000 pregnancies resulted in some 425,000 live births, 215,000 induced abortions, and 117,000 fetal losses.
 The birthrate for the same period declined from 59.9 in 1990 to 43.0 in 2002.
 Significantly, three out of four teens reported using a method of contraception at their first intercourse; ninety-one percent of males and eighty-three percent females at their most recent intercourse. Although American females ages fifteen to nineteen registered a decline in birthrates, comparison with other developed countries shows Canada with twenty births per thousand, Germany with ten, and France with eight.
 Statistics for this same demographic group disclosed a dramatic almost fifty percent drop in the number of induced abortions: 40.3 in 1990 to 21.7 in 2002.
 More than 200,000 induced abortions in the ages fifteen to nineteen group, as well as the over 1 million abortions annually among the general female population, however, remain cause for concern.

As disturbing as the figures on teenage pregnancies, births, and abortions are, of particular interest is the change in attitudes among teenagers. In spite of the omnipresence of sexual stimuli through movies, television, and the Internet as well as much-publicized peccadillos of public figures, the Centers for Disease Control and Prevention noted that several studies have shown that the proportion of teenagers who are sexually experienced declined in the 1990s. At the same time, the use of condoms and injectable and implant contraceptives has increased.
 Not only did fewer high school students report having had sexual intercourse (51 percent in 1991, 47 percent in 2005) but 63 percent reported in 2005 using a condom during last sexual intercourse as opposed to 46 percent in 1991.
 Apparently, a fortuitous combination of factors has led to a reversal of student attitudes.

Sexual intercourse is not always the in-thing. Programs calling for abstinence; fear of AIDS and other sexually transmitted diseases; distribution of sexuality information and condoms; provision of organized after-school recreation; willingness of more and more parents to discuss sexual topics with their children and to support sexuality education programs in the schools; and efforts by teachers, churches, social agencies, government, and foundations have combined to reverse attitudes of the permissive so-called sexual revolution of the sixties through the eighties.

Sexually Transmitted Diseases. How to reduce the lower, but continuing high, incidence of sexually transmitted diseases (STDs) is of paramount concern not only to public health workers but also to curriculum planners. How serious the problem is can be seen from the figures for notifiable diseases. The National Institute of Allergy and Infectious Diseases recorded the existence of more than twenty sexually transmitted diseases (STDs) in the United States in 1999.
 H. Weinstock, S. Berman, and W. Cates estimated that each year 19 million Americans become newly infected with a sexually transmitted disease, about half of whom are between ages fifteen and twenty-four.
 Americans with genital herpes, for example, number some 45 million with about a million people infected each year.

Still of concern to health workers, educators, and the public is acquired immunodeficiency syndrome (AIDS), although the incidence and number of deaths from AIDS has dropped dramatically since the late 1990s. Historically, the pace of HIV/AIDS spread has been startling. The United Nations’ Global Summary of the AIDS Epidemic reported for the year 2006 estimates of 39.5 million people worldwide living with HIV, 4.3 million newly infected, and 2.9 million deaths from AIDs; 360,000 of the deaths were children under fifteen.
 First diagnosed in the United States in 1981, cases of HIV rose rapidly, peaked at some 150,000 infections per year in the mid-1980s, and declined to approximately 40,000 per year in 2000.
 More than 1 million people were living with HIV/AIDS in the United States in 2006 with 40,000 new HIV infections anticipated during that time. Of the 22 million who have died from HIV/AIDS worldwide since its diagnosis more than 500,000 were Americans.

Schools, churches, social agencies, and parents all have roles to play in combatting teenage pregnancies, births, abortions, and sexually transmitted diseases. Sexuality education is one response to these problems that affect the well-being not only of children and youth but also of society.

Sexuality Education and School Clinics. Health-related problems pose the classic question to curriculum planners. To what extent must the schools respond to problems of society? What can the schools do about these overwhelming problems? If educators agree that the schools can make some response, how will that response be made?

The public appears to be in rather general agreement about the schools’ efforts to educate young people about the hazards of using alcohol, drugs (both prescription and nonprescription), and tobacco. State legislatures, reflecting public opinion, have in some cases mandated instruction on the use and abuse of these substances. In spite of the schools’ concerted attack on the use of alcohol, drugs, and tobacco, however, usage among young people continues to cause concern.

In the area of sexuality or sex education, however, parents and other citizens of the community are in sharp disagreement. Attitudes range from support for strong sexuality education programs in the schools to avoidance of the topic. Attitudes of the various religious and ethnic groups differ considerably on responses schools should take toward sexual problems. Since sexuality education is value-laden, some people believe the schools’ program should be confined to the academics, leaving moral education to the home and church.

Unlike Sweden where sexuality education has for years been compulsory in elementary through high school and has presented a frank treatment of the multiple aspects of the topic, American schools differ widely in their approaches.
 Although all states have some form of sexuality education, their programs range from abstinence only (abstinence only until marriage) to abstinence plus, a broad sexuality curriculum teaching not only abstinence but also some of the most controversial aspects of human sexual behavior, including discussion of anatomy, birth control, masturbation, use of condoms, risky behaviors, and homosexuality. Whereas only seven percent of Americans were found to object to sexuality education in schools, some, often on religious grounds, would ban sexuality education in its entirety.
 A 1998 Kaiser Family Foundation and ABC Television poll found that only eighteen percent of adults favored teaching abstinence only.
 Nevertheless, the federal government has historically funded abstinence-only programs.
 That a change of attitude toward the abstinence-only approach is seen in the fact that several states in 2007 elected to opt out of the U.S. Department of Health and Human Services’ State Abstinence Education Grant.

Deeming abstinence-only education as ineffective, the U.S. House of Representatives at the end of June 2007 allowed funding of Title V Abstinence Education Program grants to the states to expire.

That sexuality education can be a sensitive issue is demonstrated in the experiences of two U.S. surgeons general. Responding in 1986 to the AIDS crisis, C. Everett Koop, former surgeon general of the United States, strongly endorsed sex education, recommending that it begin in the third grade. Koop was severely criticized for his positions on sex education, AIDS education, use of condoms, and abortion. In July 1989, after eight years as surgeon general, Koop resigned. Attitudes toward sexual issues brought down a second surgeon general, Joycelyn Elders. Appointed by President Clinton in 1992, Elders, a pediatrician from Arkansas, was asked to resign in December 1994, just two years after her appointment reportedly as a result of announced positions she had taken publicly on sexuality topics such as distribution of condoms, abortion, and masturbation. Individuals and groups like the American Coalition for Traditional Values called for her resignation after she responded to a question at the United Nations World AIDS Day to the effect that masturbation is a part of human sexuality and perhaps should be a topic of study.

Critics of sexuality education believe that exposure of young people to sex education leads to promiscuity and threatens traditional family values. They are also concerned about the lack of well-trained instructors. Opponents are worried that the current curricula stress the physical aspects rather than the moral issues of sexuality education. They claim that sexuality education has not been able to solve the problem of teenage pregnancies and sexually transmitted diseases. They argue instead for no sexuality education in school or a sexuality education curriculum that promotes abstinence.

Part of the controversy over sexuality education lies in the fact that people define it in different ways. Reflecting the range of positions held about sexuality education from the most conservative to the most liberal are those who opt for abstinence-only-until- marriage to abstinence-plus/comprehensive programs. The new rubric of “marriage education” has entered our pedagogical vocabulary to take its place alongside other specialized educations. Those who advocate abstinence only allow for no sexuality topics beyond abstinence. They decry so-called “safe sex” approaches. Organizations included in the abstinence-only column are Choosing the Best, the Family Research Council, and the Medical Institute for Sexual Health.

Included in an abstinence-plus/comprehensive approach is the basic position of abstinence combined with study of other factors that encourage safe sex and reduction of risky behaviors. Proponents of abstinence plus/comprehensive programs include the American Alliance for Health, Physical Education, Recreation and Dance; the American Public Health Association; the American School Health Association; the National Coalition to Support Sexuality Education; and the Sexuality Information and Education Council of the United States.

Although some critics argue that education about sex should be the parents’ responsibility, repeated polls confirm that a sizable majority of the public look to the schools for imparting both sexuality information and values to American children and young adults.

Curriculum planners are likely to encounter controversy whatever position they take with regard to sexuality education. If they put sexuality education in the schools, some communities will object to its presence in the curriculum. If they ignore sexuality education, critics say the schools are neglecting their responsibilities and not meeting the needs of learners or society. If they establish a purely biological approach to sexuality education or try to teach sexual content in a value-free context, criticism arises because the school has omitted the moral aspects of the subject, and many people contend that the moral dimension is more important than the biological. If they introduce moral education—that is, values—which values will be taught? For example, shall the school condemn, condone, or ignore artificial birth control measures?

Schools have been challenged for including discussion of homosexual behavior in their curricula and conversely for omitting or poorly treating the topic of homosexuality. Some schools have tried to find a middle ground by allowing teachers to discuss controversial topics if they are raised by the students but not permitting introducing and teaching of the topic.

School-Based Health Clinics. Examples of controversies over school health services exist in the presence of school-based health clinics and distribution of condoms, measures designed to cope with the problems of teenage pregnancies, births, abortions, and sexually transmitted diseases. Viewing school-based primary health centers as “one of the building blocks of full-service schools,” Joy G. Dryfoos defined a full-service school as a school that “integrates education, medical, social, and/or human services that are beneficial to meeting the needs of children and youth.”
 Dryfoos saw the full-service school as a “seamless institution” providing quality education and services through school and community collaboration.
 School-based clinics or health centers are a fundamental manifestation of the full-service school. Whereas Dryfoos made note of only ten school-based clinics in 1983,
 the National Assembly on School-Based Health Care affirmed more than 1,700 school-based health clinics in forty-four states in 2006 serving approximately 2 million children.
 A proposal in the U.S. Senate in 2006 sought to provide federal funding for school-based health clinics.
 Not all of these, however, distribute condoms or advise students on sexuality problems.

Part-time and full-time physicians and other health personnel provide physical examinations and much-needed information and counseling about health problems and family planning. Clinics have been established at elementary, middle, and secondary school levels. The dispensing of contraceptives or prescriptions for contraceptives and pertinent counseling to middle and high school students are particular points of conflict between the school and community. Some religious, political, and ethnic groups have strongly protested contraceptive services. The National Conference of Catholic Bishops, for example, has repeatedly protested the distribution of contraceptives in the public schools and is against abortion.

School systems in the United States and Canada have provided both contraceptives and counseling through their school clinics. In the winter of 1999 the French government authorized school nurses to distribute morning-after pills to teenage girls. In the fall of 1990 Baltimore became one of the first cities in the United States to distribute both birth control pills and condoms in its middle and high schools. In the spring of 1991, the New York City Board of Education, in spite of objections from religious groups, approved a plan to distribute condoms in its high schools beginning in the fall of 1991. The Philadelphia school board took a similar action in the summer of 1991. Among some forty urban school systems that make condoms available to youth are Chicago, Los Angeles, Miami, and Washington. The New York Supreme Court may have set a precedent for other areas in its decision that students did not have to obtain parental consent to receive condoms.
 That litigation does not cease is demonstrated by the 2005 court ruling that caused suspension of Montgomery County, Maryland’s sexuality education program.

In spite of the controversial nature of condom distribution, as long ago as 1993 forty-one percent of the public surveyed by the 25th Annual Phi Delta Kappa/Gallup Poll supported distribution of condoms to all students who want them while another nineteen percent approved distribution with parental consent.
 Follow-up studies of high school boys who had access to condoms found no increase in sexual activity.

Educators and the public, by and large, agree that the school has some responsibility for helping young people develop the knowledge and attitudes necessary to preserve and improve their own and the nation’s health. Thus, exemplifying the principle of adaptation of the curriculum to the needs of the learners, society, the times, and the subject matter, schools have modified their curricula of health education, science, and the social studies to incorporate study of critical health and social problems.

Curriculum planners can make a convincing argument that the preservation of the health and well-being of the American people (and, therefore, the nation) is the most basic survival skill of all. In urgency, it surpasses thinking skills, reading, writing, and arithmetic. In spite of challenges sexuality education has become a staple of today’s curriculum. One strategy in handling complaints by parents about the sexuality curriculum is to allow students to opt out of the course or the part of the course that deals with sexual topics. Schools face a continuing struggle in imparting sexuality education given the pervasive sexual imagery throughout society and the sexual content of movies, television, and music. For reasons basic to their cultures Western European nations demonstrate more acceptance of teen sex, distribution of contraceptives, and sexuality education.

Deborah P. Britzman posed a thoughtful question about sexuality education: “Shall we admit that nothing about sex education is easy and that, if the direction is to make a curriculum that both forgets the difficulty of knowledge and does not incite curiosity, sex education will continue to signify ‘our passion for ignorance’?”

While we examine the highly contentious issue of sexuality education we must not ignore other issues in health and physical education. To combat the modern malady of obesity schools are paying closer attention to food and drinks served in the school cafeteria, offered as classroom treats, and available in vending machines. A grant from the Robert Wood Johnson Foundation to the Alliance for a Healthier Generation, a joint endeavor of the American Heart Association and the William J. Clinton Foundation, provided funds in 2006 for some 300 schools in twelve states to improve nutrition, physical activity, and healthy lifestyles.

Of concern, too, is the reduction or absence of physical education in the schools, including the limitation or outright elimination of the time-honored practice of recess in elementary school. Not only is time for play and recess giving way to current efforts to improve student academic achievement but also traditional childhood games like tag are being abandoned for fear of injuries. Hence, although public sentiment generally supports incorporating into health education efforts to safeguard and improve the physical and mental well-being of students, controversy in this area of the curriculum seems never to be completely dispelled.

7. Multiculturalism/Diversity

Among the more polarizing issues in education, ranking right along with religion, is the issue most commonly referred to as multiculturalism or diversity. The 2006 U.S. Census data cited previously reveal the rapid growth of minority populations. More than one-third (100.7 million) of the U.S. population of some 300 million were minority populations. Of the largest minority groups Hispanics, the fastest growing minority, numbered as already noted more than 44 million (close to 15 percent of the total population). Blacks were the next largest ethnic group at 40.2 million (over 13 percent). Asians, the second fastest growing minority, accounted for 14.9 million (about 5 percent).

Racial/Ethnic Integration. Ever since the decision in the case of Brown v. Board of Education of Topeka, Kansas,
 more than fifty years ago in which the U.S. Supreme Court invalidated the “separate-but-equal” practices permitted by the 1896 Plessy v. Ferguson decision
 and ruled segregation of the races unconstitutional, efforts have been under way to racially integrate the schools. Problem areas have included curriculum materials that were slanted toward white, middle-class culture to teaching methods, testing, and administrative practices such as busing, desegregation of faculties, and methods of discipline.

Over four decades ago sociologist James S. Coleman surveyed some 4,000 elementary and secondary schools, 60,000 teachers, and 600,000 students to determine the extent and sources of inequality of educational opportunity among ethnic groups.
 Authorized by the 1964 Civil Rights Act, the Coleman Report, which was issued in 1966, supported the desegregation of schools. Coleman concluded that achievement of students is influenced first by their social environment (families and peers); second, by their teachers; and third, by nonpersonal resources such as per pupil expenditures on education. A dozen years later, after observing the operation of schools that had been integrated, Coleman concluded that integration per se does not necessarily increase the achievement of black students. He remained committed to integration but maintained that parents should choose whether black students attend integrated schools.

That not all black parents have been satisfied with progress made by their children in the public schools is evidenced by the suit brought in 1986 by eight families, including Linda Brown Smith (of the 1954 Brown v. Board of Education decision), once again against the board of education of Topeka, Kansas. At issue was the contention by the black families that Topeka had not done enough to desegregate its schools. U.S. District Court Judge Richard D. Rogers ruled in the spring of 1987 against the plaintiffs, a decision that was reversed by a three-judge panel of the Tenth U.S. Circuit Court of Appeals in December 1989, in effect holding that segregation still existed in the Topeka schools.

Busing, primarily of black children to predominantly white schools, has been a frequent court-ordered remedy since the U.S. Supreme Court’s 1971 decision in the North Carolina case of Swann v. Charlotte-Mecklenburg Board of Education, which required desegregation “with all deliberate speed.”
 The trend, however, is clearly away from court-ordered busing for purposes of integrating the schools. Busing plans to desegregate have been or are being ended in communities across the country from Seattle to Boston, a center of angry protest over the desegregation plan mandated by the U.S. District Court in 1974. In the pivotal case of the Charlotte-Mecklenburg schools after thirty years of court-ordered busing to achieve racial balance the Fourth Circuit Court of Appeal in 2001 ordered the school system to discontinue busing. The following year the U.S. Supreme Court refused to hear the appeal from the circuit court, in effect, allowing the circuit court decision to stand.

Ruling on the Little Rock, Arkansas, desegregation plan, a federal judge of the U.S. District Court of Eastern Arkansas in February 2007 released from federal supervision the Little Rock, Arkansas, school-district scene of President Dwight Eisenhower’s 1957 order for troops to escort nine black students into Central High School. Although federal oversight to ensure that school districts become “unitary” (i.e., without traces of segregation) has diminished, school systems are still grappling with the problem of integrating schools. In 2006, the U.S. Supreme Court had before it two cases from Seattle and Louisville, Kentucky, contesting the constitutionality of their use of race as a factor in assigning or denying students the school of their choice.

Examining national data for the year 2000–2001 researchers for Harvard’s Civil Rights Project concluded that as the courts ended desegregation plans the public schools were becoming more resegregated. The researchers discovered that nearly forty percent of public school enrollments were minority students; the white students were most segregated; Latinos, the most segregated minority; and Asians the most integrated minority.

In spite of efforts to integrate the schools racially, segregation continues especially in urban areas where whites are opting to send their children to high-performing public, charter, private, or parochial schools or school their children at home. Adding a subtitle to his book, The Shame of the Nation, Jonathan Kozol labeled the existence of segregated and resegregated schools in inner-city neighborhoods as The Restoration of Apartheid Schooling in America.
 On the horizon are efforts of some schools to narrow the achievement gap among ethnic groups through socioeconomic rather than racial integration.
 Using sociometric rather than racial criteria has gained currency in the light of the U.S. Supreme Court decision of June 2007, which prevented school districts not still under court order to desegregate from using race as a factor in assigning students in order to achieve diversity in their schools.

The magnet school, which was discussed in Chapter 9, has provided a partial solution to the problem of multicultural student bodies in urban settings. The laudable concept of the magnet school, however, has itself been attacked for splitting the community. To reduce racial conflict and prevent racial problems from arising, many school systems have established multiracial committees whose task it is to recommend solutions to tensions and incidents of conflict among racial groups. Multiracial committees and entire faculties find that, in order to eliminate negative attitudes and conflicts, they must analyze all aspects of the school, including the “hidden curriculum”—the school climate, social relationships among individuals and groups, values and attitudes held by both students and faculty, rules on student conduct, unspoken expectations, and unwritten codes of conduct.

New Curriculum Responses. The thrust of desegregation efforts is shifting from the physical movement of pupils to securing racial balance in the schools to reconstruction of the curriculum. Demands are increasing for the institution of “Afrocentric” curricula that would feature contributions made by early African civilizations before colonial powers expanded into the continent. Proponents of Afrocentric programs feel that the schools have placed too much emphasis on European achievements and culture. They point to Africa as the birthplace of humankind, cite African achievements in the fine arts, mathematics, and science, and take the position that the school curriculum ignores or minimizes the contributions of African civilizations. An ostensible purpose of Afrocentric curricula is to enhance black students’ pride in their ethnic origins.

Like bilingual education, other-centric curricula—which some people call a “curriculum of inclusion”—are an issue that goes to the heart of the debate over cultural pluralism versus the melting pot of acculturation. Should the curriculum reflect and equate all cultures, maintaining their separate identities and creating a mosaic or fruit salad as some people term it, or should schools seek to develop citizens who manifest values of a common, national American culture? For example, the Portland, Oregon, school system has promoted multiculturalism through its African-American Baseline Essays, which present contributions attributed to African civilizations.
 Black and white educators are found on both the supporting and the opposing sides of the debate over ethnocentric curricula.

Among recent plans to address the needs of black students and to develop nonblack students’ understanding of black culture and history is Philadelphia’s course in African American history required of all high school students. More extensive overhaul of both the curriculum and school organization is the plan of Omaha to divide its school district into three along ethnic lines—black, Hispanic, and white. Questions have been raised, however, about the historical interpretation of some of the content presented in some of the Afrocentric curricula. In addition, some educators are concerned about the extent to which ethnocentric curricula will further fragment the curriculum. Will there need to be Latino-centric, Asian-centric, Islamic-centric, and many additional other-centric curricula to reflect every culture represented in the public schools?

Cultural Diversity. Like so many concepts in education, multiculturalism can be and is interpreted in a variety ways from students’ learning to work together and appreciate each other’s culture or as Kenneth T. Henson defined it

Multiculturalism refers to establishing and maintaining a classroom climate where students with many differences in background, potential, and challenges learn to work with all of their classmates and learn to appreciate their uniqueness.

to the title of Christine E. Sleeter’s book Multicultural Education as Social Activism,
 or as James A. Banks expressed the goal of multicultural education: “to reform schools, colleges, and universities so that students from diverse racial, ethnic, and social-class groups will experience educational equality.”

The core issue in multiculturalism or cultural diversity is the struggle for predominance between the melting-pot and salad-bowl concepts. Those who champion a melting-pot concept point to the eventual assimilation of early immigrant groups—the Irish, the Italians, the Poles, the Germans, the Scandinavians, Asians, and others—into the American culture. Lilian and Oscar Handlin viewed the social reforms of the Great Society of the 1960s as resulting in supplanting equality of opportunity with equality of results, a breakdown in traditional family and social values, a splintering of homogeneity in America into numerous subgroups, the rejection of responsibility for one’s actions and the portrayal of self as victim, the identification of success in terms of group affiliation instead of individual achievement, and the reinterpretation of American history.
 Speaking of multiculturalism, the Handlins said:

By denigrating the very core of traditional American middle-class education, in favor of the mores of the social margins, multiculturists effectively robbed students of the few tools useful for their future that schools could impart.

Less accepting of the melting-pot concept are Hispanics and blacks. Typical of challenges to the melting-pot concept is the comment by Hugh B. Price:

The trouble is that the melting pot works only at the margins and only in some aspects of life. It seldom works socially and has succeeded in education and the labor market only under duress. It took decades of political, judicial, and legislative pressure to include some, and only some, minorities and women in the melting pot.

Jeannie Oakes saw melting as “almost entirely in one direction”—Americanization of immigrants “in the sense of conformity to white Anglo-Saxon mores.”

Advocates of cultural diversity feel multicultural education should permeate the curriculum, not just in English and social studies, the more common fields for study of diverse cultures. Most educators concede that the public schools have done a poor job of teaching about the contributions of ethnic groups. Educators generally endorse and promote inclusion of information about the contributions of males and females of all races, creeds, ethnic groups, and national origins. Responding to the belief that our curriculum is too European-centered, the Miami-Dade school system provided in 2002 a K–12 African American Values curriculum and the state of Massachusetts mandated the study of non-Western civilizations in its history curriculum. However, some educators state that just adding ethnocentric and multicultural content to achieve this purpose is not sufficient because it simply superimposes this content on a traditional, white, male, Anglo, middle-class curriculum structure.

Addressing selection of content in the schools, Deborah P. Britzman concluded:

The liberal arts canon, or the body of knowledge deemed “sacred and great,” valorizes the worldviews of white male writers to the extent of significantly excluding all other views. The presentation of European and North American white male authors as the faithful transmitters of universal experience obscures their cultural specificity, socio-historical context, and political interests served and perpetuated by the canon’s selective biases.

Skirmishes over content of the English literature courses at the college level pit the traditionalists who favor the classic authors (“dead white men,” to their critics) with the postmodernists who prefer contemporary authors who reflect cultural diversity and changes in modern society. Geneva Gay in an earlier writing advocated curriculum desegregation as a means of achieving educational equality.
 Gay classified efforts to construct curricula for culturally diverse populations as first-, second-, and third-generation curriculum desegregation. According to Gay’s classification, the first generation introduced the study of the contributions of ethnic personalities, revision of textbooks to eliminate bias against and stereotypes of minorities and women, and programs such as compensatory education, Head Start, Upward Bound, and cultural enrichment. The second generation incorporated bilingual education, multicultural education, provisions for the handicapped, and efforts to eliminate sex discrimination. Gay noted that neither the first nor the second-generation curriculum desegregation efforts changed the basic structure of the curriculum. The third and current generation of curriculum desegregation must, according to Gay, subscribe to the principle that “a pluralistic ideology must replace an assimilationist orientation” and work toward the goal of “ultimately making American society more genuinely egalitarian.”
 Gay set forth a difficult task for the schools:

anything short of total instructional reform is likely to be ineffective . . . educational equality for diverse learners cannot be achieved within the existing curriculum structures and with present assumptions about what are valuable educational outcomes. At their very core these structures and assumptions are ethnocentric and discriminatory . . . the foundations of curriculum . . . must become culturally pluralistic . . . information taught about various cultures and groups must be presented as having equal value and . . . expected outcomes must be deliberately taught. Knowledge of facts about cultural pluralism, values that promote human diversity, and skills in social activism to combat oppression and create a more egalitarian society and world should all be included in efforts to achieve curriculum desegregation. 

Multiculturalism should be the driving force of subsequent efforts to desegregate school curricula. It is a reconstructive and transformative principle. Its application necessitates changing the fundamental value assumptions, substantive content, operational strategies, and evaluation procedures of all instructional programs that are planned and implemented for all students.

The implementation of multicultural curricula has not always come easily as evidenced by New York City’s experience with the initial draft of its Children of the Rainbow curriculum guides, the first of which appeared in 1990. Opponents charged that multicultural curricula conflicted with parental rights, featured unacceptable lifestyles, inappropriately dealt with social issues, and departed from the basic skills.
 In a much different vein the Oakland, California, school board created a furor at the tail end of the 1990s with its decision to declare Black English, otherwise known as Ebonics, as a second language, a move widely condemned by both prominent blacks and whites, as an impediment to black students’ learning Standard English. Language specialists have held Black English to be a dialect of American English and not a foreign language. The Oakland board clarified the intent of its decision as creation of a path toward learning Standard English, not incorporation of Black English into the curriculum as a foreign language to be taught and learned. Hawaii, too, faces its own linguistic difficulties as it wrestles with the use of Pidgin English, which some hold as detrimental to learning Standard English.

All-Male, Primarily Black Schools. Alternative education took on a new aspect in 1990 with Milwaukee’s plans to create within the public school system two African American Immersion Schools (one elementary and one middle school). New York City drew up plans for the Ujamaa Institute, which would also focus on programs for black male students. To counter objections to the planned schools, proponents argued that the schools, located in the inner city, already have an entirely African American student body. Opponents point out that the schools may still violate Title IX of the Educational Amendments of 1972, which outlawed discrimination based on gender. In fact, Detroit had planned to open in the fall of 1991 three schools, open to males of all races, with an African American curricular emphasis. The American Civil Liberties Union (ACLU) and the National Organization for Women (NOW) brought suit, objecting to the exclusion of girls. In August 1991 U.S. District Court Judge George Woods ruled that the schools could not open unless females were also admitted. So that the schools might open, the Detroit school board agreed to admit girls. Currently, as noted earlier in this chapter, school systems still have at varying levels of creation both single-sex classrooms and schools and schools or curricula exclusively or predominantly black oriented.

Dealing with Cultural Diversity. Determining what responses the schools should make to the cultural diversity of our population is one of the greatest challenges for curriculum workers. The issue of multiculturalism and plural values versus cultural mainstreaming and common values has grown in intensity on both public school and college campuses. The issue is entangled in a myriad of social, political, economic, educational, philosophical, secular, and religious values. Banks advocated the teaching of social justice issues in addition to the basic skills.

On the positive side, all the recent efforts to empower ethnic minorities and women prove that educators are searching for ways to educate all children and raise the achievement level of those individuals and groups who are not now succeeding in the schools. Banks commented, however, that “the United States is still a long way from realizing the ideals expressed in the Declaration of Independence in 1776.”

Citing George Washington’s concept of e pluribus unum, that is, the creation of a unified people through assimilation of immigrants in American customs, Arthur M. Schlesinger, Jr. observed:

Our task is to combine due appreciation of the splendid diversity of the nation with due emphasis on the great unifying Western ideas of individual freedom, political democracy, and human rights.

Commented Schlesinger in 1992, “If the republic now turns away from Washington’s old goal of ‘one people,’ what is its future?—disintegration of the national community, apartheid, Balkanization, tribalization?”
 In widely quoted remarks made before the Knights of Columbus in New York City in 1915, Theodore Roosevelt asserted in strong terms his belief that “there is no room in this country for hyphenated Americans. . . . The one absolutely certain way of bringing this nation to ruin . . . would be to permit it to become a tangle of squabbling nationalities.” In a similar vein, Patrick J. Buchanan in 2006 held that our nation was risking Balkanization.

Promoting cultural diversity by increasing minority participation in education, business, and government has been the controversial practice of affirmative action. The issue of cultural diversity on university campuses loomed large in three landmark affirmative-action cases brought to the U.S. Supreme Court by white plaintiffs. In the case of the Regents of the University of California v. Bakke,
 the Supreme Court in 1978 ruled that race could be considered in admitting students, in this case to the medical school at Davis, in order to achieve campus diversity, but quotas could not be used. In two cases (Grutter v. Bollinger et al. and Gratz et al. v. Bollinger et al.)
 before them in 2003 from the University of Michigan, the Supreme Court reaffirmed the Bakke decision allowing race to be considered for admission, in these cases to the law and undergraduate schools, respectively, but without allocating points or quotas to minorities.

Speaking to the question of affirmative action a proposed amendment to the State of Michigan constitution before the voters in November 2006, though prohibiting discrimination, would

ban public institutions from using affirmative action programs that give preferential treatment to groups or individuals based on their race, gender, color, ethnicity or national origin for public employment, education or contracting purposes.

A partial solution to minority entrance into colleges and universities is a guarantee by some states to admit students who rank in the top percentage of their high school class. The College Board has weighed in on the problem of cultural factors that some minorities experience when taking tests by creating SAT II, tests in particular subjects and in the test takers’ languages.

Yet to be resolved, however, is the question of whether affirmative action should be abandoned entirely or continue to apply primarily to African Americans for reasons of historic discrimination or whether it should apply across the board to all minorities that are experiencing discrimination.

As the minority populations increase through domestic births and immigration, we may expect to see increased attention to multicultural education. Paul R. Burden and David M. Byrd offered precautionary advice when they wrote, “As you consider individual differences produced by cultural diversity, you should examine your own values and beliefs for evidences of bias and stereotyping.”

Banks would have the school teach about both American ideals and American realities, saying, “In a democratic curriculum, students need to be taught about and have opportunities to acquire American democratic values at the same time learning about American realities that challenge these ideals, such as discrimination based on race, gender, and social class.”

Perhaps we need to think about multiculturalism today as not only a domestic but also a global issue, especially when, as mentioned earlier in this chapter, Americans are outsourcing education for their children by turning to online tutors across the globe. We can certainly find both support for and antagonism to the globalization and outsourcing of our American industries. Some people feel that we need to learn to live with the development; others would curtail the movement of our industries abroad, protecting American labor. According to some opponents of the contemporary world culture even the label of “international,” as in “International Baccalaureate,” smacks of anti-Americanism. Nevertheless, many educators realize that schools must equip students with skills needed to compete and survive in the developing global economy. Foreign language instruction, as one manifestation of twenty-first century needs, is intensifying across the country. Although Spanish by necessity remains a high priority, we find enrollments jumping in elementary school through high school across the country in the nontraditional languages (i.e, those not ordinarily taught in American schools—Arabic, Farsi, Hindi, Mandarin, and Russian). Presumably, the judgment has been made by educators and the public that skill in the nontraditional languages will help students compete in the global marketplace. In 2006 President George W. Bush took note of the shortage of speakers of nontraditional foreign languages such as Arabic, Chinese, Japanese, and Korean by launching the National Security Language Initiative, designed to educate students, teachers, and government workers in critically needed foreign languages.

Opinions differ not only on definitions of multiculturalism but also what the schools’ responses to this issue should be. Turner County (Georgia) High School seniors in April 2007 made national news with their response to multiculturalism: holding for the first time an integrated school-sponsored prom.

8. Privatization

Privatization as applied to education in its essence is the shift from public to private control of schools. To some the ideal form of education is a free-market system that allows parents to choose the schools their children will attend. Gerald W. Bracey, however, viewed privatization as the commercializing of education, a “war against America’s public schools.”

Privatization presumes that educational management organizations (EMOs), following free-market business principles, released from restrictions imposed by state and locality, can be more successful in terms of student achievement than the present governmental system of school administration and supervision. Further, EMOs are a response to the public’s desire for school choice. Dissatisfaction with public schools, disenchantment with government generally, calls for educational reform, and adherence to a business philosophy have fostered the movement toward privatization. Danny Weil noted that privatization now goes beyond the realm of schools into the management of prisons; corporate sponsorship of heretofore public art, science, and technology exhibits; endorsement of products by local governments; and governmental efforts to privatize Social Security and Medicare.

Contracting. Reminiscent of performance contracting in the late 1960s as exemplified by the Texarkana, Texas, schools,
 public schools in the 1990s began turning noticeably to private organizations to manage their schools.

Dade County (Florida) and Baltimore, among other communities in the early 1990s, experimented with private educational management by contracting with Educational Alternatives, Inc. (later known as the TesseracT Group), which viewed its arrangement with schools as a “public-private partnership” rather than privatization.
 Education Alternatives offered an instructional program called “TesseracT,” encompassing a number of practices, including a constructivist approach to learning, whole language, use of technology, and inservice training of teachers.
 The TesseracT Group ceased operating in 2000. Today one TesseracT school, purchased by the students’ parents and operated as a nonprofit school, remains in Eagan, Minnesota.

The largest of the private managers of public schools, Whittle Communications’ Edison Project, was founded in 1992 and began operation with four schools in 1995. Although statistics vary depending on contracts gained and lost in any year and sources of data, in the school year 2006–2007 the Edison Schools, a for-profit EMO, comprised of six divisions, reported serving approximately 285,000 students in nineteen states and the District of Columbia, including approximately 23,000 in the United Kingdom. Among Edison Schools’ responsibilities are management of charter schools, and after-school and summer school programs.
 In 2002 Edison Schools entered into a contract with Philadelphia to manage twenty low-performing schools. Characteristic of not only Edison’s schools but also of other EMO schools are longer school days and longer school years.

Started in 1994 by Mike Feinberg and Dave Levin in a fifth-grade inner-city program in Houston and followed a year later with a middle school in South Bronx, Knowledge Is Power Program (KIPP), a nonprofit EMO, offers a tuition-free, open enrollment college-prep public schools program in low-income settings. The KIPP schools feature long days, required Saturday classes, required summer school, and homework. In 2006 KIPP reported management of fifty-two public schools in sixteen states and the District of Columbia, enrolling more than 12,000. Forty-nine of the fifty-two were charter schools; forty-five, middle schools.

Other organizations in educational management are Chancellor Beacon Academies, the Leona Group, Mosaica (which took over the EMO Advantage Schools), National Heritage Academies, and SABIS Educational System.

Contractual plans normally call for management of existing schools with existing faculty with ultimate control retained by the school board. Contractual schools, unlike many charter schools, remain public schools albeit with private management whereas independent for-profit charter schools of the EMOs hire their own faculty and provide their own curricula. In its annual report on for-profit EMOs for the year 2005–2006 the Commercialism in Education Research Unit at Arizona State University reported fifty-one EMOs operating in twenty-eight states and the District of Columbia, enrolling more than 237,000 students.
 The number of schools managed by these fifty-one dropped from 535 in 2004–2005 to 521. The large EMOs accounted for 15 percent of U.S. charter schools and 21 percent of U.S. charter school students.

Private entrepreneurs maintain that they can offer more efficient administration and improve student achievement at less cost than under public school management. Private operation of public schools has reaped both praise and criticism. Teachers have praised those schools where student achievement has risen and where teachers have experienced advantages of training in new techniques and help in the form of materials, equipment, and aides. Criticism has emanated from teachers, including their unions, who fault use of tax moneys in for-profit operations and differentials in funding. Controversy centers around results of student achievement, costs of operation, quality of facilities and teaching staff, and quality and quantity of materials and supplies.

Accountability will play a fundamental role in the cases of both the contractual and charter schools. Whether student achievement is enhanced under private management and to what extent and whether contracting is cost-effective must be clearly demonstrated over a period of time if this relationship with private enterprise is to continue. Private management must translate its goals into reality if it is to obtain and retain contracts or charters. In passing we should note that many school systems have already privatized food, custodial, and transportation services.

9. Provision for Exceptionalities

One of the earmarks of restructured schools is the effort to include as many pupils as possible who evidence special needs within the framework of the regular class. In this category are students with learning difficulties, emotional disorders, educational deficiencies, and physical and mental impairment. Although special education often takes on the connotation of programs for students with disabilities of one type or another, the broader concept of special needs today encompasses the gifted.

Early one-room schools functioned on a multiage, multigrade principle. As schools grew larger and graded, they cared for the needs of pupils in heterogeneous groups retaining age of students as the primary form of grouping.

Through the mid-twentieth century, ability or homogeneous grouping became popular. Schools grouped students by intelligence and, in isolated cases, by achievement. Proponents of ability grouping, also known as tracking, claimed advantages for the teacher in handling groups where the range of abilities was narrowed. They felt brighter students would not be held back by slower students and each group could move at its own pace. Critics maintained that ability grouping denies students the opportunity to associate with all kinds of students and leads to lowering of self-esteem of those placed in the slower sections. Whether we call the lower groups Section A or The Bluebirds, students know that they have been placed in those groups because they are less able academically than pupils in the higher groups. Nor were the academic achievement results of ability grouping so superior to heterogeneous grouping as to merit this form of curriculum organization.

Ability grouping has been debated for many years. Today tracking of students is generally frowned on for both philosophical and pedagogical reasons. Many schools that had been tracking students have derailed those tracks in favor of heterogeneous models. This movement had often applied to gifted students who formerly were placed in separate classes for all or part of a day or even in separate schools. However, dual high school/college classes, enrollments in Advanced Placement and the International Baccalaureate, and even a separate school for gifted students, mentioned earlier in this chapter, now offer separate paths for the gifted. In one respect magnet schools continue a form of homogeneous grouping, not based on ability, of course, but on academic and vocational interests.

Key concepts in the handling of students with special needs are mainstreaming and inclusion. What curriculum worker has not yet encountered Public Law 94-192? This enactment of the U.S. Congress, the Education for All Handicapped Children Act of 1975, supplementing Section 504 of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973, was structured to eliminate discrimination against the physically or mentally challenged including those with behavior disorders. Celebrating the thirtieth anniversary of the 1975 enactment of the Education for All Handicapped Children Act that was retitled in 1990 as the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA) and reauthorized again in 2004, the House of Representative in November 2005 reaffirmed the success of the act in aiding children with disabilities. Currently, IDEA serves some 269,000 infants and toddlers, 679,000 preschoolers, and 6,000,000 children and youth ages six to twenty-one.

Conforming to P.L. 94-192, schools must make special provisions to ensure that all handicapped children receive a “free and appropriate” education. To accomplish this goal, schools must develop an individualized educational plan (IEP) for every handicapped child. IEPs, which contain annual performance objectives for each child and must be reviewed each year, require a considerable amount of the faculty’s time. Determining the appropriate educational program and the best placement for each child requires difficult judgments by teachers and administrators.

Until Education for All Handicapped, the common plan for treating students with

special needs was pulling them out of classes or segregating them in their own classes. Education for All Handicapped called for placement of students in “the least restrictive environment.” One manifestation of that principle is “mainstreaming”—that is, placement of students in regular classrooms with nonhandicapped children—unless their handicaps require special treatment or equipment or are so severe that they cannot be taught effectively in the regular classroom.

Educators still disagree, however, as to whether handicapped youngsters are best taught by placement in regular or special classes, in regular or special schools. At the present time the popular means of organizing the curriculum for students with special needs is inclusion or full inclusion, which broadens the concept of mainstreaming.

Ann T. Halvorsen and Thomas Neary defined inclusion in terms of inclusive education and distinguished it from mainstreaming:

Inclusive education, according to its most basic definition, means that students with disabilities are supported and receive the specialized instruction delineated by their individualized education programs (IEPs) within the context of the core curriculum and general class activities. Mainstreaming, in contrast, confers a sort of “dual citizenship” on students who move between general and special education settings. . . .

Although the literature on inclusion often refers to “students with disabilities,” Suzanne E. Wade and Judy Zone made clear that, “When focusing on individuals with disabilities, advocates of inclusion seek to change the philosophy and structure of schools so that all students, despite differences in language, culture, ethnicity, economic status, gender, and ability, can be educated with their peers in the regular classroom in their neighborhood schools.”
 “Inclusion means,” wrote Carol A. Kochhar, Lynda L. West and Juliana M. Taymans, “children learning side by side although they may have different educational goals.”

Students in inclusive classrooms may be working on different materials and at a different rate, teachers may make use of resource specialists to help them, and pulling students out of class is still an option if a student is unmanageable or needs special treatment that cannot be provided in the regular class setting. Where we find agreement on the desirability for creating inclusive classes we can also often find disagreement on methods of implementation. Inclusive programs vary from placement of all students with disabilities in regular classes full time, to including students with special needs in regular classes part time, to admitting to regular classes those exceptional students whom the school deems able to profit from being included. In the last case the school system may retain special classes or even special schools for those who are not included. James McLeskey and Nancy L. Waldron saw “add-on programs” called “inclusion,” as “superficial change,” explaining, “This approach amounts to simply replicating special education services in the general education classroom, while keeping students with disabilities and their teacher substantially segregated from the learning community of the general education classroom. . . . This approach to ‘inclusion’ is reminiscent of the mainstreaming movement.”
 Some advocates of inclusion accept as their goal nothing less than full inclusion, embracing diversity of all types.

Accompanying inclusion are the concomitant concepts and practices of differentiated curriculum and differentiated instruction. Carol Ann Tomlinson and Jay McTighe speak of “Understanding by Design,” which “focuses on what we teach and what assessment evidence we need to collect” and “Differentiated Instruction,” which focuses on “whom we teach, where we teach, and how we teach.”
 In an earlier work Tomlinson contrasted the differences in approaches between traditional and differentiated classrooms, presenting in the differentiated classroom column a pedagogy designed to meet the needs of varying types and levels of learners (Box 15.1). Some educators are concerned that parents of students who are not handicapped might charge that their children are being discriminated against by not having individualized educational programs designed for them. Perhaps, at some distant time when all class sizes are more manageable and student achievement in reading, mathematics, and science meets state and national standards, schools might reach the admirable goal of individualizing education plans for all students.

Mainstreaming and inclusion have met with mixed reviews from educators. Teachers accept the premise that students with special needs can learn from each other—a premise of another restructuring program, cooperative learning.
 On the other hand, teachers point out the difficulties in differentiating instruction in the light of class loads, lack of help, and lack of time. The move to inclusive practices, as with most major changes, is not without objections from those responsible for implementing the change.

BOX 15.1   Comparing Classrooms

McLeskey and Waldron attributed teachers’ and principals’ resistance to the substantive nature of the changes required. They pointed out that sometimes those teachers who are regarded as most effective and successful in terms of student achievement resist efforts at inclusion for fear that their class’s level of achievement would be lowered by admitting students with disabilities.

It is apparent that shifting to an inclusive model of instruction necessitates fundamental modifications in school philosophy and practices. Legislation may well speed the move toward inclusive education. Laws providing for special needs of students furnish a clear illustration of the impact that federal legislation can have on the curriculum planner.

10. Religion in the Schools

In colonial America religion and education were symbiotic. The Latin grammar school prepared young men to teach and to preach. Protestants of various creeds settled in most of the colonies, and Roman Catholics settled in Maryland; clashes over Christian religious beliefs among the early colonists were inevitable. Conflicts were exacerbated over the years as immigrants of all faiths came to the New World, adding beliefs such as Judaism, Islam, Confucianism, Buddhism, Bahaism, and Shinto to those of the Native Americans and the early arriving Christians.

There are so many varieties of Christians in the United States that it is difficult to count them. They include Baptists, Christian Scientists, Episcopalians, Greek Orthodox, Jehovah’s Witnesses, Lutherans, Methodists, Mormons, Presbyterians, Roman Catholics, and Seventh-Day Adventists. Other religions also contain divisions: Judaism has Orthodox, Reform, Hasidic, and Sephardic groups. Sunni Moslem doctrine conflicts with Shiite doctrine. The Christian denominations have divided even further. For example, Lutherans of the Missouri Synod hold differing beliefs from the Evangelical Lutherans. The Free Will, Missionary, and Southern Baptists are but three segments of that large denomination. America also is home to agnostics, deists, humanists, Unitarians, and atheists.

Forty-five simple words, written in 1791, have generated hundreds of disputes over their meaning. Disagreements over these words continue to this day and may very well continue as long as the republic of the United States lasts. The words referred to are as follows:

Congress shall make no law respecting an establishment of religion, or prohibiting the free exercise thereof, or abridging the freedom of speech, or of the press, or the right of the people peaceably to assemble, and to petition the Government for a redress of grievances.

These powerful words, known as the First Amendment to the U.S. Constitution, are the center of conflicts over freedom of religion, speech, press, and assembly. Almost daily there is news of a lawsuit that contends infringement of one or more of these freedoms.

The question of whether religion should be included in the public schools has evoked fiery debates over the years. Time and again the U.S. Supreme Court has reaffirmed the doctrine of separation of church and state. This doctrine has been attributed to Thomas Jefferson and James Madison in particular; it was Thomas Jefferson who wrote of the “wall of separation between church and state.” The question of how high and how impregnable that wall should be has yet to be completely resolved. Decisions of the U.S. Supreme Court, the ultimate arbiter of constitutional issues, have kept that wall relatively high—much to the chagrin of those Americans who would like to see it fall and those who would fortify it even more. Those practices with religious connotations in the school that have most often necessitated court adjudication are prayer or reading of Bible passages in the classroom and at school-sponsored events, Bible study, use of public moneys to aid sectarian schools, released time for religious instruction off school grounds, celebration of religious holidays, teaching of evolution, values education, pledging allegiance to the American flag, permitting religious groups to meet in the school, posting of the Ten Commandments, and extracurricular activities that require a religious test for participation.

Decisions on the constitutionality of religious practices in the schools have frequently invoked the Fourteenth Amendment (due process), which has made the First

Amendment binding on the states and had figured so prominently in early racial discrimination cases. From the wealth of U.S. Supreme Court decisions, in addition to those previously mentioned earlier in this chapter and in Chapter 3’s discussion of censorship, the following appear to have special relevance for the public school curriculum. (The state of origin of each case is indicated in parentheses.)

· West Virginia Board of Education v. Barnette, 319 U.S. 624 (1943) (West Virginia). Ruled that Jehovah’s Witnesses would not be required to salute the American flag.

· People of the State of Illinois ex rel. McCollum v. Board of Education of School District No. 71, Champaign, Ill., 333 U.S. 203 (1948) (Illinois). Ruled that released time for religious instruction in the school was unconstitutional.

· Zorach v. Clauson, 343 U.S. 306 (1952) (New York). Ruled that released time for religious instruction off school grounds was permissible.

· Engle v. Vitale, 370 U.S. 421 (1962) (New York). Ruled that the prayer that originated with the New York State Board of Regents for use in the schools violated the principle of separation of church and state.

· School District of Abington Township v. Schempp, (Pennsylvania) and Murray v. Curlett (Maryland), 374 U.S. 203 (1963). Ruled that readings from the Bible and recitation of the Lord’s Prayer in the school were unconstitutional.

· Wallace v. Jaffree, 472 U.S. 38 (1985) (Alabama). The U.S. Supreme Court affirmed the decision of the U.S. Court of Appeals, which had reversed an earlier ruling by the U.S. District Court that had allowed Alabama schools to hold a period of silence for meditation or voluntary prayer.

· Bender v. Williamsport Area School District, 475 U.S. 534 (1986) (Pennsylvania). The U.S. Supreme Court let stand the federal district court’s decision that under P.L. 98-377, the Equal Access Act of 1984, religious groups made up of students in the high school could meet at that school if other student groups also had access to the school’s facilities. The Supreme Court in June 1993 ruled in Lamb’s Chapel v. Center Moriches Union Free School District, 124 L Ed 2d 352 (1993) (Long Island, New York), that religious groups could meet after school hours if the schools were open to other groups from the community. 

Prayer, Bible reading, and Bible study, held unconstitutional practices, remained volatile issues in the mid- and late 1990s. In June 1992 the U.S. Supreme Court in Lee v. Weisman, 505 U.S. 577 (1992) (Rhode Island) upheld an appellate court ban on school-sponsored, clergy-delivered prayer at graduation, even though the prayer was nonsectarian and attendance was voluntary. Hailing the decision were the American Civil Liberties Union and Americans United for Separation of Church and State. Critical of the decision were the Christian Coalition and Liberty Counsel. A flurry of court cases followed Lee v. Weisman. In early June 1993 the Supreme Court refused to hear the Texas case Jones v. Clear Creek Independent School District, 977 F 2d 963 (5th Circuit, 1992), in which the appellate court had ruled in favor of student-led school prayer. Later that same month a federal district judge in New Jersey allowed student-led prayer. The ACLU immediately appealed to the Third Circuit Court in Philadelphia, which blocked student-led prayer at two high schools in Camden County, New Jersey.

In one form or another, the issue of prayer in the school has been raised repeatedly in the courts. In Santa Fe Independent School District v. Doe (2000) (Texas) the U.S. Supreme Court ruled against student-led prayer at football games. On the other hand, after the Eleventh Circuit Court of Appeals had ruled in the case of Adler v. Duval County School Board, 206 F3d 1070 (11th Cir. 2000) (Florida) that a student chosen by his or her peers could include prayer in a talk at graduation, the U.S. Supreme Court in December 2002 sent the case back to the Circuit Court of Appeals for reconsideration in light of Santa Fe Independent School District v. Doe.

Members of the U.S. Congress, mainly Republicans, in 1995 and again in 1999 considered launching an amendment to the U.S. Constitution that would sanction prayer in the public schools, a move opposed by the American Bar Association among others. Efforts by states and localities to find substitutes for organized, school-sanctioned prayer are a moment of silence for reflection or silent prayer; voluntary, student-planned, student-led prayer at nonmandatory events; prayer and Bible reading before or after school in the school building or around the flagpole, and permission for religious clubs to meet on campus. Released time for religious instruction off campus remains a viable option in some states.

Carl D. Glickman contrasted the protagonists in the battles over religion in the schools:

One group, identified as the secular humanists, says that public education and religion should never be mixed. . . . The other group, identified as religious fundamentalists, argue that America is a Christian nation and that Christian values are essential for a moral, ethical, and responsible society.

Warmly contested in the early years of the twenty-first century are inclusion of the phrase “under God” during the recitation of the Pledge of Allegiance and the posting of the Ten Commandments and “In God We Trust” plaques throughout the school. The Ninth U.S. Circuit Court of Appeals in 2002 ruled that “under God,” two words inserted in the Pledge of Allegiance in 1954, violated the principle of separation of church and state and ordered discontinuance of the pledge in schools. The Circuit Court, however, held implementation of the decision in abeyance pending appeals.

Although the U.S. Supreme Court ruled in Stone et al. v. Graham 449 U.S. 39 (1980) the Kentucky statute to post copies of the Ten Commandments in public school classrooms unconstitutional, the U.S. House of Representatives in 1999 passed legislation (later rejected by the Senate) permitting display of the Ten Commandments in public schools and public buildings. In a similar vein, two years later Maryland legislators rejected a proposal to post “In God We Trust” signs in school classrooms, yet Mississippi mandated their posting and Virginia permitted schools to do so. Proponents of prayer and Bible reading in the public schools find it difficult to understand why a government founded on religious principles would declare religious practices in the schools unconstitutional. They maintain that the founding fathers had no antagonism toward religion, but rather sought to prevent the federal government from establishing a national religion. They point out that state and national legislatures make references to God, the Declaration of Independence addresses “Divine Providence,” our currency contains the phrase “In God We Trust.” Those who argue for religious practices in the schools, however, often assume a largely Protestant ethic. They downplay the pluralistic nature of our society and the fact that many beliefs—including non-Christian religions—are now represented in the public schools. Jewish parents and children find the New Testament unacceptable. Catholics read from Catholic versions of the Bible, such as the Vulgate or Douay-Rheims, rather than the Protestant King James Version or one of the many other revised versions. Moslems’ holy book is the Koran.

Advocates of the separation of church and state note that Pierce v. Society of Sisters gave believers the right to send their children to private parochial schools where a religiously homogeneous student population can be instructed in the beliefs of that particular sect. Furthermore, they maintain that the wall of separation between church and state protects not only the freedom of religion but also the freedom from religion.

Conflicts over the separation of church and state abound. Argument swirls around the use of taxpayer moneys to provide vouchers for use in religious schools. For example, whereas the Wisconsin Supreme Court in 1998 sanctioned the use of taxpayer money to allow Milwaukee children through its Parent Choice Program to attend religious schools, overturning a ruling of the Fourth District Court of Appeals, the Maine Supreme Judicial Court in the spring of 2006 held that Maine’s law against use of public moneys to fund tuition to religious private schools was constitutional. The following fall the U.S. Supreme Court declined to hear an appeal of the Maine case, thereby letting stand the decision of the Maine court.

We can cite additional examples of continuing controversies over religion in education in the early part of the twenty-first century:

· The Virginia Senate approved a bill in February 2000 requiring a minute of silent meditation daily in its schools in place of reading a prayer.

· Virginia’s House of Delegates proposed a constitutional amendment in 2005 that would permit prayer on all public property including schools.

· A Brevard County, Florida, school faced suit in 2005 when it scheduled graduation ceremonies at a Christian church that refused to cover its cross. Although the judge permitted the ceremonies because of the short timing, he indicated a church location was not appropriate and should not be used in the future.

· The Ohio legislature passed a law in 2006 requiring public schools to post donated copies of the national motto “In God We Trust” and the state motto “With God All Things Are Possible.”

· A high school in Nevada made news and incurred a lawsuit in 2006 when the commencement address of the school valedictorian was cut off on her insertion of religious content into her speech.

· The Southern Baptist Convention in summer 2006 rejected a resolution urging parents to withdraw their children from public schools and send them to private schools or school them at home.

· A federal district judge in 2007 ruled that a fourth-grader’s constitutional rights in a New York State elementary school had been violated when the school denied her permission to distribute a religious message during noninstructional time.

The use of the Bible in the curriculum can create dissension. The objectives in offering a course in the Bible or readings therefrom for purposes other than prayer range from studying the Bible as the word of God, as an important historical document, or as a great work of literature. Some of those who would ban the use of the Bible in the curriculum perceive its study as proselytizing.

Whenever religious instruction arises in public education it faces protests unless it takes into consideration the fact that today’s classes are (1) multicultural with students holding a wide range of beliefs about religion and (2) taught objectively not from a sectarian point of view nor from a claim to historical accuracy, with the Bible as a piece of literature that has affected the lives of people both Christians and non-Christians. Even the distribution of Bibles in school, as by Gideons International, has been held unconstitutional.

Increasingly, educators and others are expressing concern over the schools’ failure to include instruction about the contributions and effects of religion throughout the history of the United States and the world. Some teachers and authors of textbooks are fearful that they may offend people’s sensitivities, veer away from religion entirely. Many students, therefore, are to a large extent ignorant of the importance of religion in the development of this country. Glickman expressed the concern that “we haven’t acknowledged that there is a common core of virtue for American education, routed in religious, spiritual, and private conscience.”
 Noting the deplorable lack of knowledge about fundamentals of religion and its importance in our society, Stephen Prothero stressed the need for classes in religious literacy.

A relevant curriculum would incorporate the study of both Bible literacy and comparative religions as a part of the general education of every student. Such a curriculum would focus on teaching about religion, not the teaching of religion. A person cannot fully appreciate the arts, literature, history, psychology, philosophy, or sociology—or even science, with which religion is often at odds—without studying the influence of religion on these areas of human endeavor. Certainly, students should gain familiarity with the world’s great masterpieces of religious literature. A knowledge about religion is one attribute of the culturally literate person. Christians who promote the use of the Bible in the curriculum for sectarian purposes are not enamored with comparative religion or world religion courses that place the Bible on an equal footing with other sectarian texts.

A 2005 Gallup survey for the Bible Literacy Project revealed students’ lack of knowledge of the Bible and English teachers’ beliefs that such knowledge was important to them.
 Mindful of the contribution of the Bible to civilization and literature, high schools are offering elective courses in biblical literacy and history. The Georgia Board of Education made news in 2007 when it enabled Georgia to become the first state to both approve and fund elective courses in the Literature and History of the Old and New Testaments,
 authorizing local school districts to offer nondevotional Bible electives. Controversy can arise, however, over Bible courses even if they are elective.

Curriculum planners must be mindful, however, that many people claim that the schools advocate “secular humanism” and would not be satisfied with nonsectarian teaching about religion. Secular humanism implies faith in humankind and subscription to social and moral values that are not necessarily derived from belief in a divine being. Though the public schools do not, in reality, promote a doctrine of secular humanism, the absence of sectarian practices in itself provokes some people to accuse the schools of promoting secular humanism.

At this point in time it appears as if the movement to elective courses in religious literacy is growing. It is difficult to know exactly how many schools offer classes on the Bible. As of early 2007 the National Council on Bible Curriculum in Public Schools numbered 373 schools in thirty-seven states using the Bible as primary textbook supplemented by unit and lesson plans.
 Since initiating its program in 2006, the aforementioned Bible Literacy Project reported eighty-three schools in thirty states using along with the Bible its book, The Bible and Its Influence.

The controversy over religion in education brings us once again to the issues of curriculum content and censorship. Since the Scopes trial in 1927,
 controversy has centered on the issue of teaching the Darwinian theory of evolution versus the biblical interpretation of the origin of the human species that proponents label “scientific creationism,” “creation science,” or, simply, “creationism.” The more recent terminology in place of “creationism” is “intelligent design,” which holds that the universe is so complex that there must be an intelligent power behind it. Organizations are aligned on either side of the issue. The Discovery Institute’s Center for Science and Culture seeks to promote the teaching of intelligent design
 while the National Center for Science Education defends the teaching of evolution.

Proposals to incorporate study of intelligent design as a counterbalance to study of theory of evolution surfaced among members of the Ohio Board of Education (2002) and in the Missouri House of Representatives (2004). Intelligent design has appeared on the agendas of state legislators and local school boards in many states, including Alabama, California, Georgia, Louisiana, Michigan, Ohio, Pennsylvania, and Tennessee. A 2001 survey found creationist activity in twenty-eight states.

Proponents of intelligent design maintain that evolution is but an unproved theory whereas opponents of intelligent design hold that scientific evidence supports evolution. A bill in the Utah legislature in 2005 would require informing students that not all scientists accept the theory of evolution. Attempting to counter the teaching of the theory of evolution, Ohio’s Board of Education mandated critical analysis of the theory of evolution in biology classes but then in 2006 dropped its mandate. South Carolina’s Education Oversight Committee also in 2006 took the opposite position proposing discussion and analysis of scientific data related to the theory of evolution.

Cobb County, Georgia, and Dover, Pennsylvania, both ran into troubles over the evolution/intelligent design issue. Responding to stickers that had been placed in biology textbooks stating that evolution is a theory, not a fact, parents in Cobb County in 2004 brought suit to remove the stickers. The district court judge ruled in their favor, holding the stickers were an endorsement of religion. Although the Eleventh Circuit Court of Appeals ordered the district court to conduct a new trial or hold more hearings, the Cobb County school board at the end of 2006 ceased the practice.

Dover schools in 2004 went a step further than applying stickers to textbooks. They mandated teaching intelligent design. Ruling on the subsequent lawsuit brought by Dover parents opposed to the school board’s action, the district court judge in December 2005 held for the parents declaring intelligent design a violation of the First Amendment. Just prior to the decision, school board members who had endorsed the intelligent design mandate were voted out of office.

Demonstrating the seemingly endless struggle in the religious war over evolution versus intelligent design is the experience in Kansas. The Kansas State Board of Education delivered a blow against the theory of evolution, not by banning its teaching from Kansas schools, but by disallowing questions on the theory of evolution on the state’s science assessment examinations. The Kansas action met with such protest, both within and outside of Kansas, that in 2000 Kansas citizens voted out of the state board office two of the three state board members who had sanctioned removal of evolution questions. The state board in 2001 reversed its 1999 action and voted to incorporate evolution questions on the state science tests. However, Kansas revisited the issue in 2004 when proponents of intelligent design gained positions on the state school board. Following their election new standards in science questioned the theory of evolution. Changing again, the Kansas state board issued its 2007 science standards with a more balanced treatment of evolution.

Like so many political, social, and educational issues, positions on creationism versus evolution range broadly from rejection of evolution outright to complete rejection of creationism or intelligent design. A frequent approach of those who advocate teaching intelligent design is their call for teaching intelligent design along with the theory of evolution. Bill Frist, senator from Tennessee and cardiology surgeon, for example, in addressing the Rotary Club in summer 2005 encouraged teaching of both faith-based theory and evolution. Within the circle of supporters of the theory of evolution are religious believers who hold that the ages-long process of evolution is credible within the context of religious doctrine. Refraining from endorsing either creationism or intelligent design, Pope Benedict XVI gave credit to scientific progress but observed that evolution has not been completely proved.

What does the American public think about the evolution/intelligent design issue? Two polls, one conducted in 2004 by CBS and one in 2005 by the Pew Research Center for the People & the Press in cooperation with the Pew Forum on Religion and Public Life, found Americans divided on the origins of life but over two-thirds support teaching of both evolution and intelligent design in the public schools. Among the respondents a sizable minority would substitute the teaching of intelligent design for the theory of evolution.
 And what does the American public think about the place of character and values education and religion in the public school? Although some people fear that values that run counter to their own may be imposed on young people, Nel Noddings argued for critical examination of values and discovery of shared values and individual commitments, concluding that “teaching in the domain of values need not be dogmatic.”

President Clinton, responding to the public’s generally religious orientation, in a move to derail efforts to amend the Constitution to permit prayer in the schools, in the summer of 1995 ordered the Department of Education to compile and transmit to the nation’s schools a list of religious practices that are already legally permitted by the Constitution and judicial decisions. Guidelines recommended to the local schools by the Department of Education would allow students to (1) pray individually or in informal groups if they do not cause disruption, (2) carry and read the Bible or other religious literature, (3) distribute religious literature, and (4) wear religious clothing. The recommendations would not allow prayer in classes or assemblies conducted by students or school personnel.

A more detailed set of governing principles was promulgated by Secretary Rod Paige, U.S. Department of Education, in February 2003. Among the guidelines were the following:

· students may pray when not engaged in school activities or instruction . . . may read their Bibles or other scriptures, say grace before meals, and pray or study religious materials during recess, the lunch hour, or other noninstructional time . . .

· students may organize prayer groups, religious clubs, and “see you at the pole” gatherings before school . . . such groups must be given the same access to school facilities for assembling as is given to other non-curricular groups . . .

· when acting in their official capacities as representatives of the state, teachers, school administrators, and other school employees are prohibited by the Establishment Clause from encouraging or discouraging prayer, and from actively participating in such activity with students . . .

· schools have the discretion to dismiss students to off-premises religious instruction . . .

· students may express their beliefs about religion in homework, artwork, and other written and oral assignments free from discrimination based on the religious content of their submissions . . .

· student speakers at student assemblies and extracurricular activities such as sporting events may not be selected on a basis that either favors or disfavors religious speech . . . where school officials determine or substantially control the content of what is expressed, such speech is attributable to the school and may not include prayer or other specifically religious (or anti-religious) content . . .

· school officials may not mandate or organize prayer at graduation . . . where students or other private graduation speakers are selected on the basis of genuinely neutral, evenhanded criteria and retain primary control over the content of their expression, however, that expression is not attributable to the school and therefore may not be restricted because of its religious (or anti-religious) content . . .

· school officials may not mandate or organize religious ceremonies. However, if a school makes its facilities and related services available to other private groups, it must make its facilities and services available on the same terms to organizers of privately sponsored religious baccalaureate ceremonies.

The guidelines are not law, are not binding on the schools nor, if implemented, are they free of legal challenge.

Charles C. Haynes observed that avoidance of religion in the curriculum is far from neutral. Editing a thoughtful guide from the Freedom Forum First Amendment Center at Vanderbilt University with legal editor Oliver Thomas, Haynes commented, “Students need to learn that religious and philosophical beliefs and practices are central to lives of many people.”
 In a more recent guide on incorporating First Amendment principles in the public schools Haynes and others spoke of the Association for Supervision and Curriculum Development–First Amendment Center initiative, which has four primary goals:

1. To create consensus guidelines for a school interested in creating and sustaining First Amendment principles in the school community.

2. To establish project schools at which First Amendment principles are understood and applied throughout the school community.

3. To encourage and develop curriculum reforms that reinvigorate and deepen teaching about the First Amendment across the curriculum.

4. To educate school leaders, teachers, school board members and attorneys, and other key stakeholders about the meaning and significance of First Amendment principles and ideals.

Both guides, addressed to school leaders and parents, contain useful material for dealing with the thorny issue of religion in the schools. Addressing both religious and existential issues in both the curriculum and the preparation of teachers, Noddings advocated teaching about religion and discussion of the beliefs of the various religions.
 Noddings took the position that “Professional programs must make it clear to teachers that the study and discussion of religious and existential questions is legitimate.”
 She commented, “The best teachers will be prepared to present not only the full spectrum of belief but also the variety of plausible ways in which people have tried to reconcile their religious and scientific beliefs.”

That other countries cope with the issue of religion in the schools can be seen by the diametrically opposed actions taken by France and Spain in late 2003. While France was adhering to a strictly secular society, forbidding students from wearing religious symbols in school, Spain was mandating Catholic religious instruction every year for Catholic children, taught by nuns in religious dress and whose salaries are paid by the government.

The debate over secular versus sectarian curricula for the public schools will be difficult to resolve because strong emotions, values, and fundamental beliefs about life and death underscore the controversy. Addressing the issue in our country, Haynes wrote that the Freedom Forum guide was based on the conviction that finding common ground on many of the issues that divide us is possible within the civic framework provided by the Religious Liberty clauses of the First Amendment to the U.S. Constitution. The key is for all sides to step back from the debate and to give fresh consideration to the democratic first principles that bind us together as a people.

11. Scheduling

Can you remember when the school year started in late August or right after Labor Day and ended in early or late June? Can you remember when children had two weeks off in the winter and spring and almost three months of what the French call “les grandes vacances”? During vacation periods the schools sat like silent sentinels. Was it only yesterday that children attended school 180 days a year, about six hours a day, five days a week, following the same class schedule every day? Do you remember when you encountered school-age children out of school on a school day they were either sick or truant? Not so any more. They may be on the blue track while those in school are on the green track.

Remember when gleeful children greeted the long summer holiday with the doggerel, “no more pencils, no more books, no more teacher’s sassy looks”?; when the nuclear WASP family (Mom, Dad, brother, sister, and Rover) piled into the station wagon (few SUVs then) and took off for an experience in family togetherness at the seashore or in the mountains or just motoring (gasoline was cheaper then)? No longer. Reforms of the mid- and late 1990s wrought a restructuring of many schools’ instructional time schedules. No dimensions of time have been left untouched, not the hour, not the day, not the week, not the year.

School Hours, Day, and Week. Changes in the daily hourly schedule have affected primarily the secondary school. Look at the bell schedule of many high schools today and you’ll fast discover that periods have been lengthened and courses no longer meet five days a week for equal amounts of time according to the time-honored Carnegie unit. Alternative Daily Schedules. Where secondary school classes formerly met for a customary 50 to 55 minutes daily, they now may meet in alternative time frames from some 85 to 120 minutes per day for only one semester. Throughout the country you can find creative variations in high schools’ allocation of time. While some schools are implementing longer periods, longer days, and longer school years, others are operating longer days but shorter school weeks.

In 1983 Joseph M. Carroll proposed what he called the Copernican Plan, a system-wide approach to school reform. Named after the famed astronomer of the late fifteenth and early sixteenth centuries who, contrary to church teachings, held that the earth revolved around the sun rather than vice versa, fomented a revolution in how the heavens were perceived. The Copernican Plan comprised a number of reform features among which is “block scheduling.” Carroll stated, “no research supports continuing with the Carnegie unit; it actually impairs effective instruction.”
 Reminiscent of scheduling innovations of the 1950s, extended periods meeting less than five days per week became increasingly more common. Longer periods meeting fewer times a week permitted teachers to work with fewer students in a day and allowed more time for confronting content in greater depth.

Floyd Boschee and Mark A. Baron described the Copernican Plan as a major restructuring of high school organization in which students are given the option of either enrolling in one four-hour class each day for a period of thirty days or enrolling in two two-hour classes each day for sixty days. Under the first option, each student would enroll in six of these four-hour classes each year, while the second option requires students to enroll in three two-course trimesters each year (totalling 180 instructional days per year for both options). In both options, the remainder of the day is composed of a seminar, an elective class, and a lunch period.

Carroll observed that the Copernican Plan can have different formats structured to the needs of the school. A common plan, however, is the 4 × 4 schedule consisting of blocks of four 90- or 120-minute classes each day, either alternating from day to day or alternating from semester to semester. That block scheduling offers a viable plan is seen in the manner in which time is scheduled at Waunakee (Wisconsin) High School (Table 15.1). At Waunakee High four 90-minute classes meet each day. The A and B schedules alternate throughout the week. One week classes on the A schedule meet three times, the B schedule classes meet twice. The following week classes on the B schedule meet three times, A, twice. Some classes meet one semester; other classes, two semesters.

TABLE 15.1 Block Schedule, Waunakee High School, Waunakee, Wisconsin, 2007–2008

	8:05 a.m. 

8:12 a.m. 

8:15 a.m.–9:50 a.m. 

10:00 a.m.–11:30 a.m. 

11:30 a.m.–12:10 p.m. 

11:40 a.m.–1:10 p.m. 

12:10 p.m.–1:40 p.m. 

1:10 p.m.–1:50 p.m. 

1:50 p.m.–3:25 p.m.


	1st Warning Bell

2nd Warning Bell

1A/1B

2A/2B

“Early” Lunch (40 minutes)

3A/3B hour Early Class

3A/3B hour Late Class

“Late” Lunch (40 minutes)

4A/4B hour

	Source: Reprinted by permission.


The Center for Education Reform estimated that by the end of 1996 some ten to twenty-five percent of schools throughout the United States had adopted some form of block scheduling.
 The popularity of block scheduling, however, waxes and wanes. Whereas the Utah public schools in the fall of 2003 were following block schedules, the Dallas public schools were reverting from a class schedule of 90 minutes every other day to traditional seven- or eight-period days. The National Education Commission on Time and Learning recommended that those schools that stay on the existing traditional schedule devote that time exclusively to core academic subjects and to lengthen the school day if they wish to maintain clubs, athletics, and other activities. The Commission on Time and Learning saw value in flexible and block scheduling.

Among the perceived advantages of block scheduling are the devotion of more time to instruction and the capability of exploring subjects in depth. Difficulty in maintaining student interest in lengthy periods and trading breadth for depth are regarded as problems by some critics of block scheduling. Hard data on the benefits of shifting from traditional to block schedules are scarce. The Center for Education Reform found the benefits of block scheduling unclear.

School Year. Dissatisfaction with student achievement has resulted in calls for alterations in schools’ schedules through extending the school year and/or year-round education. Behind the rationale for the lengthened school year was the perception that student achievement would rise given additional exposure to the subject matter.

Lengthening the School Year. Children in the United States average six hours per day in school whereas children in some other countries average as many as eight hours. In the United States 180 days per year is the norm for students (although we find some minor variations in several states) whereas the school year in China, Germany, and Japan exceeds two hundred days.
 American pupils meet an average of five and one-half hours for instruction, including physical education and electives. It is little wonder that the National Commission on Excellence in Education in its 1983 publication A Nation at Risk recommended schools schedule a seven-hour day 200 to 220 days per year.

Don Glines noted that as early as 1840 urban schools were open 240 to 250 days, although few students attended that length of time.
 To the present time schools have not moved in a wholesale fashion into imitating European or Asiatic patterns of a longer school year. As is the case with some school systems that tried block scheduling, some school systems that adopted and tested a longer school year for a variety of financial, instructional, and administrative reasons shifted back to the traditional mode. Charter schools and those under educational management organizations have found it easier to extend instruction beyond the traditional 180 days. For example, the school year for students in Edison schools is 198 days.
 KIPP schools, although operating 180 days, extend the school year with sessions on Saturdays and during the summer.
 In some cases school districts have extended the school year in conjunction with year-round schooling. Regarding a lengthened school year, Sizer’s fictitious Franklin Middle and High Schools would extend the school year from 36 to 42 weeks, divide the year into four terms with each term preceded by one week for varied activities, and would lengthen the school day from 8 A.M. to 4 P.M.
 Interest in and discussion of lengthening the school year to 210 days, although not necessarily implemented, continue to surface as, for example, in Florida in 1999. Complementary to the school year is the lengthening of the school day as in the case of Edison schools’ seven to eight hours
 and KIPP schools’ 7:30 A.M. to 5 P.M. schedule.

Year-Round Education (YRE). More subject to debate than lengthening the school period, day, or year is the movement toward year-round education, a further reaction to the traditional schedule. Most proponents of YRE point out that the traditional calendar is a product of an agrarian society that required young people to work on farms in the summers. Consequently, advocates claim new responses must be made in an industrial, technological age. Charles Ballinger made clear his opinion of the traditional nine-month schedule: “The traditional school calendar is not educational now, has never been, and never will be.”

The concept of year-round education is not brand new. Bluffton, Indiana, is credited with operating a year-round school as early as 1904. Several other schools systems conducted year-round programs in the early 1900s, among them Aliquippa, Pennsylvania; Minot, North Dakota; Nashville, Tennessee; Newark, New Jersey; and Omaha, Nebraska. The Christa McAuliffe Elementary School at Oxnard, California, opened in 1987, is named as the first school built specifically with year-round education.

Vicki T. Howell pointed out that year-round education died out before World War II but was reborn in the late 1960s and early 1970s.
 Citing the rapid growth of year-round schools, primarily public, Ballinger reported 1,350,000 children in 1,688 schools in 23 states enrolled in year-round schools in 1992.
 Figures for the year 1998–1999 showed 2,040,611 students being educated in 2,986 year-round schools in the United States, Canada, and the Pacific Region; 98 percent of these schools were in the United States.
 Year-round education remains an attractive option for close to 3,000 schools in 46 states and the District of Columbia in 2005–2006. California accounts for the largest number of schools on year-round schedules.

Single and Multitrack. When speakers discuss year-round schooling, they should be questioned as to whether they refer to single-track or multitrack plans. The difference is significant. Single-track plans divide the number of attendance days into learning periods with vacation periods spread throughout the year or with optional intervals called intersessions (often three weeks, of which one is vacation time) between the learning periods. Programs during the intersession may be either for enrichment or remediation, most commonly, the latter. Teachers may opt to be off during the intersessions or work and receive extra pay.

Multitrack systems were a response to overcrowded schools. Francis Howell School District in St. Charles, Missouri, is credited with creating the first multitrack program in the United States in 1969.
 Students are divided into tracks (A, B, C, D; red, green, blue, yellow). By staggering the school year for each group and having one group out at all times, schools can increase the capacity accommodated in the same school by 20 to 25 percent. Multitracking year-round education has proved a suitable alternative for financially strapped communities that do not wish to enter into constructing new schools.

Single-track schools constitute the majority of year-round plans. Many schools have implemented and maintained plans for year-round schooling. Oxnard, California, Elementary School District, for example, lists twenty year-round elementary and middle schools on single track or multitrack in addition to its Christa McAuliffe Elementary School.
 Others have experimented with year-round plans and abandoned them. A significant number of school systems that experimented with year-round schedules have reverted to traditional schedules, including Albuquerque, Los Angeles, San Diego, and several districts in central Florida. Advocates maintain, however, that schools coming on line will replace the ones that have dropped out.

It is difficult to generalize on YRE until we know what type of plan is in operation. There are almost as many permutations and combinations as creative minds can conceive. We will not tax the reader with a description of the many existing plans which include 45–15 (four 9-week periods, 45 days each, 180 days total plus four 3-week optional intersessions, 15 days each), 60–20, 60–15, 90–30, quarter system, quinmesters,

Concept 6, and others.

What are the purported advantages and disadvantages of year-round schooling? Among the many reported advantages are improved retention of learning since breaks are shorter with improved attendance of both students and teachers, fewer dropouts, chance for remediation (single track), increased capacity (multitrack), financial savings (multitrack, but single track can cost more), reduced vandalism, accommodation to parental jobs that provide short vacation periods; and diminished teacher burnout. Those who object to year-round education cite disruption of family vacation schedules, especially if parents have children in schools on different tracks, ineffective intersessions (single track), increased teacher stress, and problems of organizing and administering.

The jury is out on teacher burnout and stress with tracking plans. Burnout may diminish because of more frequent breaks but if teachers contract year-round, stress and burnout may increase. Whether year-round education enhances learning is problematic. In reviewing a number of studies of year-round education in the 1990s, Blaine R. Worthen supported some of the claims of proponents of YRE like better attitudes of students, fewer dropouts, better teacher attitudes, decreased vandalism, and better student attendance.
 Regarding the effect of YRE on academic learning, Worthen commented, “Overall, there appears to be a slight but not overwhelming advantage for YRE students in learning basic content. What is clear is that well-implemented YRE programs do not result in any lessening of learning.”
 In a similar vein Elizaebth A. Palmer and Amy E. Bemis commented, “It is reasonable to conclude that students attending YRS are likely to perform as well as if not better than their peers in traditional nine-month programs, especially at the upper elementary school level.”
 Howell cautioned, however, “In actuality there are no long-range studies to prove the superiority of traditional or YRE calendars in relation to knowledge retention or achievement.”

While educators are making their beliefs known, what is the public’s attitude toward an extended school year and YRE? An earlier survey provides some clues about public sentiment. The 24th Annual Phi Delta Kappa/Gallup Poll found fifty-five percent of the public favoring an increase of thirty days, making a school year of ten months or 210 days, a majority favoring four or five segments with three-week vacation breaks.
 Most experts reaffirm the necessity in the case of year-round education as with any innovation to build consensus among the constituencies of the school in advance of implementation.

Three-Year High School Programs. In June 2003 Florida lawmakers provided the opportunity for high school students to complete their high school education a year early with eighteen credits instead of twenty-four. The legislation created two tracks for the three-year high school program, college preparatory and career, the sole difference between the two programs being the lack of a requirement for mathematics higher than algebra 1 for those on the career track. Students on the three-year program would forgo physical education requirements and electives beyond three required in the eighteen credits. Students in the three-year program would still have to pass the state assessment tests. Some educators believe students may find admission to college more difficult if they choose the three-year program as they will present fewer courses for consideration.

Dual Enrollment/Early-College Schools. Perhaps in place of three-year high school programs we may expect to see more linkings between high schools and colleges in the form of dual high school/community college enrollment and in the creation of early-college schools, such as Bard High School in New York City where students take college courses in their last two years of high school.

Class and School Size. Both class size and school size are subjects of considerable disagreement. Some educators take the position that what goes on in the classroom is more important than class size. Many express the belief that classes can become too large in a time when teachers are charged with meeting the individual interests and needs of a diverse student population. The Hoover Institution would remove the blanket restrictions

on class size,
 while People for the American Way support limitation on class size.

The people of Florida have made it clear that they believe class size does make a difference. Florida voters created a dilemma for the state in November 2002 when, in spite of financial implications and over opposition from many in the state power structure including the governor, they approved by a 52.9 percent majority an amendment to the state constitution mandating reductions in class size to 18 students per grades K–3, 22 per grades 4–8, and 25 per high school class, to be phased in at an average of two students per year in each class until taking effect in 2010. Coming at a time of diminished revenues, state legislators wrestled with budgeting problems and means of carrying out the wishes of the electorate. Some take the position that highly qualified teachers can successfully teach large classes, thereby reducing the number of teachers needed, which would allow schools to pay the expert teachers higher salaries. Success of reduction in class size appears mixed and depends on variables that include the makeup of the class and the teacher’s skills. At the present time the governor and legislature are bound to implement the voters’ wishes. However, efforts are being made for repeal of the amendment. In whatever manner the problem is resolved, the class-size amendment is an example of the public taking on the role of curriculum developers—by revising the state constitution no less—with the hope of improving student achievement.

School size presents an additional area of controversy. Some educators as well as parents defend the construction and operation of large schools for the broad curricular and extraclass programs they can offer. On the other hand, the movement to small schools and small learning communities has become decidedly pronounced in the first decade of the twenty-first century, especially in the light of grants provided by the Bill and Melinda Gates Foundation for the establishment of smaller high schools. Instead of constructing new schools, many are organized within the confines of a larger school, each with its own group of students and cadre of teachers and administrators. Atlanta, Chicago, Miami-Dade, and New York City are among locations throughout the country attempting to improve student achievement, attendance rates, and graduation rates by creating smaller high schools. The Institute for Student Achievement partners with school districts in several states to develop small learning communities.
 Although we might like to have more data on the effects of small learning communities on student academic achievement, several studies from the late 1990s to the present indicate a number of positive results.

While we follow the progress or retrogression of changes in scheduling patterns, class and school size, and organizational plans, we’ll want to keep track of the success or failure of the return to the old K–8 organizational plan that eliminates the separate middle school, as in New Orleans, New York, and Philadelphia.

12. Standards

Perhaps the most pervasive and contentious issue discussed in this chapter is standards-based education. In spite of a backlash in some states against the consequences of standards-based assessment the movement toward setting standards, making schools and teachers accountable, and assessing student achievement continues strong.

The origin of this wave of reform movement of standards is attributed to the 1983 report A Nation at Risk, with the movement beginning in earnest as a result of the promulgation of the America 2000 under President George H. W. Bush, Goals 2000 Education America Act under President Bill Clinton, and No Child Left Behind Act under President George W. Bush.

Schools have, of course, followed standards throughout their history. Historically, these standards have been locally developed. What characterizes this tide of standards is their point of origin, the state level, and the detailed specifications in the content areas, literally prescriptions, that all students in the state are expected to achieve. At the present time the country is awash in standards—local, state, and national. In past years, local school districts on their own initiative specified standards they wished their students to achieve, aligned the curriculum with the local standards, and tested to learn whether students had achieved the standards. If students were not successful, schools devised their own remedial procedures.

Where the present standards movement differs from other efforts is in the creation of state and national standards coupled with state-created standardized tests of students’ achievement of the standards, under pressure from the federal level currently in the form of the No Child Left Behind Act (NCLB). It is on the basis of standardized assessment, referred to as high-stakes testing, that students, teachers, and schools are rewarded or punished. Rewards include favorable publicity, students’ promotion, and increased funding. Punishments include unfavorable reports to the public, students’ retention in grade, withholding the high school diploma, and permitting parental choice of private or parochial school through taxpayer-paid vouchers or tax credits.

What we have at present, in effect, is a national system of state standards, the intent of which is the improvement of public education. In spite of widespread dissatisfaction with public education that evoked the standards movement, a number of researchers and writers, including Gerald W. Bracey
 and Deborah Meier,
 have contested the premise that American schools have failed.

The standards movement evokes strong opinions on both sides of the issue. Dissenters object to the entire direction education has taken toward specifying uniform standards and assessment, whether national or state, whether voluntary or mandated, holding that schools should be more concerned about curricula that foster student self-esteem and bringing about improvements in American society. Critical of the adoption of content standards as a means of reform, Ernest R. House wrote, “Such an approach overestimates the degree to which teachers will adopt standards and miscalculates how teachers will react if their students’ test scores are made public. The history of such attempts is rampant with teachers’ teaching the test items under conditions of strong accountability and manipulating or distorting the scores.”
 Critical of the repeated call for “tougher standards,” Alfie Kohn noted, “the Tougher Standards movement usually consists of imposing specific requirements and trying to coerce improvement by specifying exactly what must be taught and learned—that is, by mandating a particular kind of education.” 
 Opponents of standards-based education attribute the standards movement to conservative desires to preserve a business-oriented, efficiency model of traditional education, root out “progressive education,” and supplant public education with private. Kohn commented, “the Tougher Standards movement tends to favor Old-School teaching, the sort of instruction that treats kids as though they were inert objects, that prepares a concoction called ‘basic skills’ or ‘core knowledge’ and then tries to pour it down children’s throats.”

Marion Brady referred to the standards movement as a “juggernaut.”
 Applying Susan Ohanian’s term “Standardisto,”
 meaning an advocate of standards-based education, Brady observed, “From the Standardisto perspective, all that is necessary is to determine what most ‘well-educated’ people know, organize it, distribute it to the schools, and demand that teachers teach it and students learn it. In the name of reform, the Standardistos are freezing in bureaucratic place the worst aspects of traditional education.” 
 Many of those who reject nationwide or statewide standards for all students would champion individualized standards for each student.

Although objections have been leveled at the standards movement, the specification of state and national standards remains popular with the public, the business community, and those whom the public has elected to office. High-stakes exit exams that determine high school graduation have become a common manifestation of the state-standards movement. For example, in action similar to that taken in a growing number of states, during the fall of 2003, Maryland made passing its High School Assessments a requirement for graduation and receipt of a regular diploma, to become effective in 2009. Starting with the 2006–2007 freshman high school class, Florida includes the passing of the writing portion of its Florida Comprehensive Achievement Test for students to graduate. Schools are rapidly increasing the requirements in mathematics and science.

Although opponents of standards-based education would undoubtedly like to see the whole movement just go away, Judy F. Carr and Douglas E. Harris advised, “National, state, and local standards are important resources for teachers, but these standards have little meaning until teachers and administrators take true ownership of them.”
 On the positive side, Carr and Harris viewed standards as reinforcing teacher practices, bringing focus to assessments, and substituting focused strategies based on standards for piecemeal efforts.
 Those who find they can work with standards seek to adapt the use of the standards to their instruction and supplement standardized assessment with performance evaluations. In discussing the process of aligning the curriculum, Fenwick W. English and Betty E. Steffy recommended “using national and international standards as qualitative benchmarks for the simple reason that such comparative indicators enable educators to engage in evaluative activities that speak to such matters as curriculum rigor and quality, which are open and public and do not depend on a secretive content domain that is nobody’s specific curriculum.”
 Rejecting the use of norm-referenced standardized tests that compare students, English and Steffy proposed aligning the curriculum with “public and specific curriculum benchmarks.”

Concomitant with the development of standards-based education was the movement known as outcome- or outcomes-based education (OBE) that seeks specification of learning “outputs,” sometimes referred to as “exit outcomes,” accompanied by “authentic” performance assessment of student mastery of the outcomes. William G. Spady defined outcome as “a culminating demonstration of learning.”

More acute in the battle over standards is the possibility of the creation of a single set of national standards and a single set of assessments. Among those who espouse state standards, subscribing to the belief of the state’s responsibility for education, are those who oppose national standards, a national curriculum, and national assessment. In spite of objections to national efforts in this direction, however, in actuality we already have elements of national standards, curriculum, and assessment.

The current debate over the issues of a national curriculum, national standards, and national assessment is reminiscent of the argument over the creation of the National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) in the 1960s when educators predicted dire results if NAEP were allowed to conduct nationwide tests. Some forty-plus years have passed and NAEP has taken a valued place in the educational spectrum not only because of its technical competence but also because it has zealously guarded results so individuals and schools could not be identified. Its results are reported for regions, age groups, and ethnic groups, which lessens its impact on the curriculum of individual schools. We noted in Chapter 12, however, that as a result of the No Child Left Behind Act NAEP scores may reflect on state assessments when comparisons are made between the two.

A national curriculum would mean some uniformity of standards across the country. In effect, we already have earmarks of a rather loose national curriculum at the moment. The same textbooks are adopted in many states, bringing a semblance of uniformity at least to content. Professional associations have produced and disseminated curriculum materials widely, further standardizing the curriculum. Standards spelled out by the states are not all that different from state to state.

Among the arguments against implementing national standards are that they will limit the creativity of local schools, they are likely to be minimal standards, it is impossible to establish a common set of standards in a country so diverse, they will fail without sufficient funding, and they will be limited to core disciplines. Proponents of federal and state standards argue that we need to be competitive educationally with other countries, national standards will encourage school improvement, national standards are necessary in an age of mobility of population, and present standards are too loose. The naysayers contend that national standards will not promote equality of opportunity for all children including minorities while the yea-sayers claim that the opposite is true. Our two major educational associations have taken different sides of the fence with the National Education Association opposing national standards and assessment whereas the American Federation of Teachers endorsed their development and use. Noting that “there are attractive arguments for federal and state control over curricula—to ensure a set of academic outcomes for all students in America,” Glickman joined those opposed to federal and state control, saying:

the underlying assumption is that local schools lack either the inclination or the capacity to develop and hold themselves to rigorous curricular goals and assessments . . . federal and state controls over local curricula is clearly a statement of skepticism about participatory democracy. . . . Developing curricula and standards “away” from local schools and communities rules out the very flexibility that state and federal policymakers claim to support in their schizophrenic exhortations of “empowerment.”

Hirsch, however, faulted the argument for local control, commenting on the “curricular chaos of the American elementary school”:

we assume, quite reasonably, that agreement has been reached locally regarding what shall be taught to children at each grade level—if not within the whole district, then certainly within an individual school. . . . But despite the democratic virtue of that principle, the idea that there exists a coherent plan for teaching content within the local district, or even within the individual school, is a gravely misleading myth.

More than a decade ago Diane Ravitch made a comment still true when she said, “Discussions of standards tend to turn at once into debates and about testing.”
 Basically, the issue centers around quantitative (i.e., traditional and standardized tests) versus qualitative (i.e., authentic) performance techniques and the use of portfolios. Historically and up to the present moment, schools have employed quantitative techniques to assess student achievement. It is not too much of an exaggeration to say that is the way the American public wants it.

Whether educators favor a national curriculum, national standards and national assessments, the public clearly supports the idea as they have demonstrated on repeated Phi Delta Kappa/Gallup Polls. The 26th Annual Phi Delta Kappa/Gallup Poll of the Public’s Attitudes Toward the Public Schools (1994), for example, found that an overwhelming majority of those surveyed believed standardized national examinations based on a national curriculum that students must pass for promotion or graduation (as some people say, “with consequences”) were either very important or quite important.
 Arguments for local determination of standards appear to run counter to opinions of a large segment of the public.

However, the public is uncertain about the testing that goes with standards. For example, the 39th Annual Phi Delta Kappa/Gallup Poll of the Public’s Attitudes Toward the Public Schools revealed in 2007 that the public was divided over whether there was too much achievement testing in the public schools, and well over half felt increased testing either hurt or made no difference.

Advocating a “standards-based education” Peter W. Hill and Carmel A. Crevola of the University of Melbourne concluded, “all students should have a right to an education system that ensures high standards for all.”
 Addressing the issues of national standards and assessments Ravitch provided some thoughtful remarks:

Do we really want higher standards? Do we want schools where students work hard and take their education seriously? Do we want a society in which everyone is well educated and knowledgeable about history, literature, science, mathematics, and the arts? Or do we want schools where academic studies are no more important, perhaps less important, than athletics and social activities? . . . Finally, a system of standards and assessments, no matter how reliable, will not solve all the problems of American education. It will not substitute for the protection of a loving family, it will not guard children against violence in the streets, it will not alleviate poverty, and it will not turn off the television at night. But a system of standards and assessments might help to focus the priorities of the educational system on teaching and learning, which is no small matter in a world where what you are and what you can aspire to depends increasingly on what you know. As a society our goal must be to see that knowledge is broadly democratized, that all children in America have equal educational opportunity, that the work of teachers is valued and respected, that the brainpower of this nation is treated as its most precious resource, and that we do not waste the educational potential of even one of our citizens.

Weighing the use of standards and caveats in their use, Beverly Falk concluded:

Standards and standards-based assessments can ultimately support better learning if they are used to direct teaching toward worthy goals, to promote teaching that is responsive to how students learn, to examine students in multiple ways that can be used to inform instruction, to keep students and parents apprised of progress, to trigger special supports for students who need them, and to evaluate school practices. If all these aspects of the standards, assessment, and accountability picture are addressed, standards and standards-based assessments have the potential to be of enormous benefit to teaching and learning.

Historically, following the Tenth Amendment to the U.S. Constitution, education was considered the province of the states. Federal aid to education and, therefore, interference with states’ prerogatives were limited to exceptions such as vocation education. Today, federal involvement in education, particularly through P.L. 107-110, the No Child Left Behind Act of 2001, a reauthorization of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965, is pervasive. Marc R. O’Shea made clear the transition of authority from local to state to federal authority:

The sudden transfer of power from the local school districts and to state authorities was surprising short-lived. Before states could even formulate policies and procedures to use the power of their standards, their influence over the curriculum was trumped by the federal government through the reauthorization of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act, now known as No Child Left Behind.

The new law requires states to use academic content standards to benchmark federally mandated “adequate yearly progress” . . . Despite continuing controversy, state content standards have emerged as the most powerful manifestation of the school reform that began with A Nation at Risk more than 20 years ago.

Among the many requirements of NCLB, now in its fifth year, are:

· states must specify academic content standards

· there must be a single statewide accountability system

· all students must make adequate yearly progress, meeting proficient level of by 2013–2014

· states must assess student achievement in mathematics and reading at least once in grades 3–5, once in grades 6–9, and once in 10–12 

· beginning in the school year 2007–2008 states must add assessment in science at least one time in grades 3–5, once in grades 6–9, and once in 10–12

· states must issue an annual state report card

· all teachers teaching core academic subjects must be highly qualified not later than the end of the 2005–2006

· children in Title I schools, primarily the lowest achieving students from low- income families, may transfer to a public school or public charter school in their district when their school has failed to make adequate yearly progress for two consecutive years or more

· children from low-income families in Title I schools that have failed to make adequate yearly progress for at least three consecutive years are eligible for supplemental educational services such as tutoring and after-school instruction.

Obviously, as in other cases of federal pronouncements on education, many of the goals have not been met. Since becoming law (2002) NCLB has been both praised and criticized. It has met with both successes and failures. Its attention to the basic skills of reading and mathematics has received both public approval and disapproval; approval because the basic skills are the essential foundations to further learning; disapproval because excessive attention to reading and math provides less time for the arts and physical education, let alone recess. Providing for school choice and the aim for highly qualified teachers are viewed as positives whereas the excessive emphasis on standardized teaching forces teachers into teaching to the tests, excluding other content and use of procedures that evaluate other types of learning and behaviors.

Other criticisms of NCLB are inadequate funding by the federal government, reputed cultural bias in the tests, and the measures for judging school performance. States are agitating for a change in the system of evaluating the schools from reporting percentage of students who pass the state tests to a growth model by which schools are rated according to the progress of each student. Other problems center around testing and reporting progress of special education students, those with disabilities, and others with limited English proficiency. Critics fault NCLB’s intense concentration on reading and mathematics to the limitation or exclusion of physical education in an era of child obesity, poor nutrition habits, and lack of physical exercise. The National Association for Sport and Physical Education, one of five national associations that make up the American Alliance for Health, Physical Education, Recreation & Dance, for example, cited the lack of a requirement for physical education in the elementary and middle schools of approximately thirty percent of the states.

Reflecting the need for students to perform “vigorous daily physical activity,” in 2007 Texas required school districts to annually assess the physical fitness of students in grades K–12 in addition to stipulating minimal periods of daily physical activity for students in grades K–8.

Debate continues as to whether student achievement is higher since NCLB was enacted. It is probably an understatement to say that the states have been restive under NCLB. Many oppose NCLB for its inadequate funding and what many educators perceive as an unconstitutional encroachment of the federal government on the states’ responsibilities for education. Utah’s action in 2005 rejecting provisions of NCLB that conflict with Utah’s educational goals or that require state funding shows the intensity of opposition. The federal government’s power, however, rests on its control of the purse strings for grants to educational programs.

A sampling of the public’s attitudes toward NCLB revealed a number of objections, such as including the test scores of special education students with scores of all other students, and judging a school successful or failing by the percentage of students who pass a test as opposed to improvement shown by students.

As with so many educational assessments, achievement results under NCLB are mixed. Kansas, for example, reported ninety-one percent of its schools making adequate yearly progress in 2004–2005.
 However, twelfth-grade test scores in 2005 by the National Assessment of Educational Progress were not as rosy. From its analysis of over 21,000 high school seniors NAEP reported “reading performance declines for all but top performers” and “less that one-quarter performing at or above Proficient in mathematics.” 
 Bracey pointed to a fundamental problem, the gap between state and NAEP-determined proficiency. He explained:

Both state standards and NAEP achievement levels for determining proficiency are wholly arbitrary—both lack any connection to external criteria for validation—and the NAEP levels are far too high.

Drawing on reports on the gap between state-defined and NAEP-defined proficiency, Bracey made note that state levels of proficiency were much higher than NAEP levels and that the gap ranged from ten percent in Massachusetts to 55 percent in Texas, with the average gap at 38 percent.
 U.S. News & World Report’s chart, Falling Short, clearly shows state test scores exceeding NAEP’s national test scores, causing some people to wonder about differing definitions of proficiency levels between state and national tests.

Gauging the public’s attitude toward NCLB under half of the public, according to the 39th Annual Phi Delta Kappa/Gallup Poll, has somewhat favorable or very favorable opinions toward the No Child Left Behind Act.
 Some organizations and leaders view the maintenance of high expectations as a key to enhancing student achievement. Reminiscent of calls of the Effective Schools Research of the 1980s for holding students to high expectations, the Education Trust similarly advocates high expectations of students and presents “Dispelling the Myth” awards to schools that have achieved exceptional success with students from low-income and minority families.
 Bill Gates, too, addressing a U.S. Senate Committee, projected a high goal for American education: “Every child in America should graduate from high school ready for college, career and life.”

Although identifying the problems of testing and accountability requirements for students with disabilities and those learning English, Jack Jennings and Diane Stark Rentner saw NCLB as

clearly having a major impact on American education. There is more testing and accountability. Greater attention is being paid to what is being taught and how it is being taught. Low-performing schools are also receiving greater attention. The qualifications of teachers are coming under greater scrutiny. Concurrently, with NCLB, scores on state reading and mathematics tests have risen.

At the time of writing of this textbook the U.S. Congress had NCLB under study for reauthorization, revision, or revocation.

In the first years of the twenty-first century we see a pronounced movement toward the specification of content standards and the assessment of those standards, including the use of high-stakes tests to determine grade retention and high school graduation.

IMPROVEMENTS NEEDED FOR CURRICULUM REFORM

Consensus Building

Looking at the plethora of proposals for reform and restructuring of the schools, even educators, let alone the public, from time to time must express bewilderment. Shall states, prodded by the federal government, administer standardized high-stakes tests to assess student achievement of state content standards? Shall schools go in the direction of core knowledge or constructivism?

Shall we mainstream the gifted? Shall we create national standards? Shall we change the school calendar? Is the effective teaching research passé? Shall we introduce character, values, and ethics education? Shall we cut the arts, career, and physical education, spending most of the time on reading, mathematics, and science? Shall we privatize education? Or are charter schools and homeschooling the answers to public school problems? 

We find individuals and like-minded groups advocating their own measures to reform and restructure schools. Whom should administrators, teachers, and parents heed? Which educational organization has the “right” solution or can we buy all solutions? Which approach to teaching English is better: phonics or whole language? Is the curriculum for the twenty-first century found in a full-service school with a standards-based education and an integrated, interdisciplinary curriculum; its pupils in inclusive classrooms learning cooperatively, using multicultural materials; without common academic standards; employing authentic assessment?

With the empowerment of teachers and parents the building of consensus becomes a paramount concern. Inadequate funding, overcrowded schools, discipline, and drug use head the list of the public’s concerns.
 Borrowing a leaf from the perceptual psychologists, reformers must deal first with perceptions of the public and gain commitment before they can effect lasting change.

Our informed public is well aware of repeated efforts at reforming the public schools. Curriculum workers cannot express impatience if the public asks why we have had to engage repeatedly in reform efforts. When, they ask, will we come up with solutions that will be both effective and reasonably permanent? Curriculum workers today must demonstrate the interpersonal and technical skills necessary to building consensus among constituencies of the school. They must lay a groundwork, experiment, and demonstrate results to gain acceptance. Assertions to the effect that “research shows” when, indeed, that research may or may not show, will not satisfy a tradition-oriented public, nor for that matter, tradition-oriented teachers and administrators. Researchers and pioneers must encourage teachers and administrators to try out new ways without making them feel that everything they have been doing, possibly for many years, is wrong. In fact, innovators have a heavy responsibility for demonstrating that the newer programs they advocate are, indeed, superior to the ones they would replace.

Research

Not only do the results of research need to be disseminated, but also both quantity and quality of educational research need to be expanded. The school systems need to be close partners with institutions of higher learning in the conduct of research. For instance, the National Council for the Accreditation of Teacher Education (NCATE)—the voluntary accrediting agency to which schools of education may belong—promotes cooperative research between school systems and schools and colleges of education.

The profession is in particular need of more experimental research and more longitudinal studies. We have many status studies and surveys of opinions and practices (favored by doctoral candidates in education) but not enough controlled research or, for that matter, less controlled action research. Curriculum planners should encourage teachers to participate in controlled research studies and to engage in their own unsophisticated action research to determine answers to simple problems that may be applicable only in their own classrooms. Diane Ravitch cautioned:

Massive changes in curricula and pedagogy should be based on solid research and careful field-tested demonstration before they are imposed on entire school districts and states. There has been no shortage of innovation in American education; what is needed before broad implementation of any innovation is clear evidence of its effectiveness.

Dissemination

The curriculum workers’ efforts would be greatly enhanced if we had better ways of disseminating results of research and experience with innovative programs. Though we have the Educational Resources Information Center (ERIC), regional educational laboratories, national research and development centers, national centers within the Institute of Education Sciences of the U.S. Department of Education, and many curriculum journals, the results of research and experimentation do not reach the classroom teacher to the degree they should.

The rapid spread of concepts, programs, and practices such as mastery learning, critical thinking, cooperative learning, community service, and whole language would seem to refute the premise that dissemination of curriculum innovations is slow. However, speed is a relative concept. Forty-five miles per hour may be too slow on a four-lane interstate highway but too fast on a country road. Innovations still take a considerable amount of time to find their way to thousands of public school districts and millions of elementary and secondary school teachers.

Curriculum decisions are still made on the basis of limited information and without all currently available data. Curriculum leaders must take special responsibility to stay informed of current research so that they can channel essential information to the classroom teacher and other curriculum workers.

Since so many agencies and associations now have websites and the computer has become a way of life, we may anticipate more rapid dissemination of research and ideas on every aspect of life, including education.

Preparation

Better programs are needed to prepare curriculum leaders and planners. To gain some perception of the preparation needed by curriculum developers, we might refer to Chapter 1 on the areas of learning from which the field of curriculum is derived, to Chapter 3 on the multiple levels and sectors of curriculum planning, and to Chapter 4 on the roles of various personnel in curriculum development. States might reasonably institute certificates in curriculum development. Such certificates would parallel those now offered in administration, supervision, guidance, and other specialties. Such a certificate would go a long way toward establishing curriculum as a field of specialization in its own right. Furthermore, teacher education institutions should assure that their graduates gain what might be called “curriculum literacy”—that is, knowledge about the curriculum field and basic skills in curriculum development.

Role of Teacher Organizations

We could cite the many contributions to curriculum development, research and study of such professional organizations as the American Association of School Administrators, the American Educational Research Association, the American Federation of Teachers, the Association for Supervision and Curriculum Development, the Association of Teacher Educators, the National Education Association, the national associations of elementary, middle, and secondary school principals, and associations in the specific disciplines.

The two most powerful organizations that represent the interests of teachers are the National Education Association (NEA) and the American Federation of Teachers (AFT), which is affiliated with the AFL-CIO. Although the NEA is not a union in the sense of being affiliated with organized labor, the missions of the NEA and the AFT often coincide. In fact, the two organizations on more than one occasion have talked seriously of merger.

Teachers’ organizations influence the curriculum both directly and indirectly. Some curriculum decisions are made not at the customary curriculum council table but at the bargaining table in negotiations between teachers (labor) and the school district (management). Ordinarily, these negotiations are concerned with working conditions, rights of teachers, salary, benefits, and the like. Some items of negotiation are clearly curricular in nature. In communities in which school management and a teachers’ organization have effected a contract, the process of curriculum planning will likely need to be modified from that of school systems without formal contracts. Regardless of their personal desires, school administrators are bound by the terms of a negotiated contract. Teacher unions are not without their critics as can be seen in remarks made by Steve Jobs, CEO of Apple at an education reform conference, in 2007.

Ways need to be established to integrate efforts of the teachers’ organizations into the school district model for curriculum development. As members of the teachers’ organizations themselves, curriculum planners can strive to enlist the teachers’ organizations in the cause of continuous curriculum improvement.

Curriculum Future—An Afterthought

Among the various issues discussed in this chapter are a number of current curricular practices and programs. Some of these will remain with us for many years. If past is prologue, however, some will become universal practice, some will continue to exist in certain localities and certain schools, some will be modified, some will be abandoned, and some newer developments will take the place of some of the older.

Curriculum development today is a blend of many practices and programs both innovative and time-honored. As we proceed in the twenty-first century, our schools will be buoyed up by a judicious mixture of the old and the new.

Summary

This chapter is, in effect, a continuation of Curriculum Present, a theme that we began in Chapter 9 where we discussed some generally accepted curricular programs and practices. In this chapter we have examined twelve current issues of direct concern to curriculum planners. These issues, brought about by social and political forces, are academic area initiative, alternative schooling arrangements, bilingual education, censorship, gender, health education, multiculturalism/diversity, privatization, provision for exceptionalities, religion in public education, scheduling arrangements, and standards/assessment. Curriculum workers must be aware of the dimensions of these and other current issues as they attempt to develop curricula.

The chapter concluded with a brief discussion of professional issues that have an impact on the curriculum: the need for improved consensus building, the need for more and better research, the need for better means of disseminating the results of curriculum research and experimentation, the need for improved training programs for curriculum developers, and the need to clarify the role of teacher organizations in curriculum improvement.

Commenting on the “river of ink that was spilled in the education disputes of the twentieth century,” Ravitch observed:

What American education most needs is not more nostrums and enthusiasms but more attention to time-tested truths. It is a fundamental truth that children need well-educated teachers who are eclectic in their methods and willing to use different strategies depending on what works best for which children. It is another fundamental truth that adults must take responsibility for children and help them develop as good persons with worthy ideals.

Questions for Discussion

1. What general guidelines would you recommend for curriculum planners to follow in dealing with controversial curriculum issues?

2. What current curriculum developments do you predict will be universally accepted ten years from now?

3. What are some current controversial curriculum issues not included in this chapter?

4. How do you account for repeated efforts to reform the public schools?

5. What measures would you recommend for reforming and restructuring the public schools?

Exercises

1. Select one of the current curriculum issues, search the literature, review local practices, and document with references the degree to which it appears to be an issue both locally and nationally. Show your position on the issue and suggest ways for solving it.

2. Select any current curriculum program, locate one or more research studies on this program, and draw conclusions on its effectiveness.

3. Document any instances of the following curriculum problems within the past three years in the school district you know best:

a. racial conflicts.

b. religious conflicts

c. gender inequity

d. textbook or library book protests

4. Research the literature on core knowledge schools and critique their curriculum.

5. Prepare a position paper on one of the following topics:

a. the movement to establish public charter schools

b. the movement to provide taxpayer-paid vouchers for students to attend the school of their choice

c. the use of taxpayer-paid vouchers at parochial schools

6. Write a report on the extent and effectiveness of homeschooling in the United States.

7. Report on the purposes and effectiveness of any bilingual education program in your region.

8. Tell how a school system you know well handles protests about books and other materials.

9. Prepare a report showing your position on the question whether gender inequity exists in the schools and, if so, whether one gender or the other suffers disproportionately.

10. Show with appropriate supporting data your position on single-sex classes.

11. Find in your state’s or local district’s guidelines curricula and/or policies regarding sexuality education.

12. Prepare a report describing policies and practices for handling diversity in the classroom.

13. Explain your positive or negative opinion on whether public schools should be managed under contracts with educational management organizations.

14. Prepare a position paper on whether to include the following students in regular classes:

a. children with disabilities

b. children with behavior disorders

c. gifted children

15. Prepare a report showing your position of one of the following topics:

a. prayer in the public schools

b. reciting the phrase “under God” in the Pledge of Allegiance

c. teaching the Bible

d. teaching intelligent design or evolution

e. holding religious extraclass activities in the schools

f. distribution of Bibles in the schools

16. Prepare a report contrasting the advantages and disadvantages of smallish schools/smaller learning communities as opposed to large high schools. Show your position on which you feel provides a better education.

17. Prepare a position paper on one of the following:

a. lengthened school year

b. year-round schools (single track)

c. year-round schools (multitrack)

18. Report on any departures from traditional scheduling that you are familiar with or that you can find in your region or in the literature.

19. Make a comparison of the set of curriculum content standards for any discipline in your state and that of another state.

20. Show your position on whether public schools should have a set of curriculum content standards that is universally mandated throughout the United States.

21. Prepare a report showing your position on enforcing “high-stakes” testing that sets consequences for low achievers.

22. Propose ways to decrease the number of high school dropouts.

23. Define characteristics and skills of a “highly qualified” teacher.

24. Support or oppose the role of teacher unions.

25. Support or oppose the role of the federal government in education.

26. Tell, citing evidence, whether you feel that the No Child Left Behind Act has helped or hurt public education.

CD-ROM

Standards ToolKit, 2nd ed., TeachMaster Technologies, 2000. A resource for searching state standards and benchmarks, designing standard-based curriculum, and linking to websites that provide standards-based lesson plans. Association for Supervision and Curriculum Development, 1703 N. Beauregard Street, Alexandria, Virginia 22311-1714.

Feature Film

Inherit the Wind. 127 min. Black and white. United Artists, 1960. Based on the Scopes trial in Tennessee in 1925 on the teaching of the theory of evolution. Stars Frederic March, Spencer Tracy, and Gene Kelly.

Online Resources

Association for Supervision and Curriculum Development

ASCD SmartBrief (weekdays) To register: http://www.smartbrief.com/ascd.

Phi Delta Kappa International Classroom Tips (bimonthly, five times)

EdgeMagazine (bimonthly)

PDK Connection (three times a year)

Topics and Trends (monthly)

Phi Delta Kappa/Gallup Poll archive: all polls since 1969

To register: http://www.pdkintl.org

Professional Inquiry Kits

Differentiating Instruction for Mixed-Ability Classrooms, 1996. Carol Ann Tomlinson explains how to adapt curriculum and instruction to students’ interests and learning profiles. Association for Supervision and Curriculum Development, 1703 N. Beauregard Street, Alexandria, Virginia 22311-1714.

Educating Culturally and Linguistically Diverse Students, 1998. Shows ways to educate a diverse student population. Northeast and Islands Regional Educational Laboratory at Brown University. Belinda Williams, Senior Developer. Association for Supervision and Curriculum Development, 1703 N. Beauregard Street, Alexandria, Virginia 22311-1714.

Videos

At Work in the Differentiated Classroom, 2001. Three 25- to 45-min. videotapes. Classroom scenes demonstrating the key elements of planning, and managing differentiated classrooms. Facilitator’s Guide. Also available on DVD. Association for Supervision and Curriculum Development, 1703 N. Beauregard Street, Alexandria, Virginia 22311-1714.

Beyond the Standards Movement: Defending Quality Education in an Age of Test Scores, 2000. 30 min. Alfie Kohn argues against current obsession with raising standards and standardized tests. National Professional Resources, Inc., 25 S. Regent Street, Port Chester, New York 10573.

Using Standards to Improve Teaching and Learning, 2000. Three 30-min. videotapes. Shows teachers and principals implementing standards in their schools and classrooms. Association for Supervision and Curriculum Development, 1703 N. Beauregard Street, Alexandria, Virginia 22311-1714.

Websites

Accelerated Schools Project: http://www. acceleratedschools.net

Advocates for Youth: http://www.advocatesforyouth.org

The Alan Guttmacher Institute: http://www.agi-usa.org

Alliance for School Choice: http://www.allianceforschool choice.org

American Alliance for Health, Physical Education, Recreation, and Dance: http://www.aahperd.org

American Association of Colleges for Teacher Education: http://aacte.org

American Association of University Women: http://www .aauw.org

American Booksellers Foundation for Free Expression: http://www.abffe.com

American Civil Liberties Union: http://www.aclu.org

American Family Association: http://www.afa.net

American Federation of Teachers: http://www.aft.org

American Legacy Foundation: http://americanlegacy.org

American Legislative Exchange Council: http://www.alec.org

American Library Association: http://www.ala.org

American Library Association Office of Intellectual Freedom: http://www.ala/org/alaorg/oif

American Public Health Association: http://www.apha.org

Americans for Religious Liberty: http://www.arlinc.org

American School Health Association: http://www.ashaweb .org

Americans United for Separation of Church and State: http://www.au.org

Association for Supervision and Curriculum Development: http://www.ascd.org

Annie E. Casey Foundation: http://www.aecf.org

Bible Literacy Project: http://www.bibleliteracyproject.org

Cato Institute: http://www.cato.org

Center for American Progress: http://www.american progress.com

Center for Education Reform: http://www.edreform.com

The Center for Health and Health Care in Schools: http://healthinschools.org/home.asp

Center for Individual Rights: http://www.cir-usa.org

Center for Science and Culture: http://www.discovery.org/csc

The Center for Scientific Creation: http://creationscience.com

Centers for Disease Control and Prevention: http://www.cdc.gov

Centers for Equal Opportunity: http://www.ceusa.org

Choosing the Best: http://www.choosingthebest.org

Christian Coalition: http://www.cc.org

The Civil Rights Project at Harvard University: http:// www.civilrightsprojectharvard.edu

William J. Clinton Foundation: http://www.clinton foundation.org

Coalition of Essential Schools: http://www.essentialschools.org

College Board: http://www.collegeboard.com

Commission on the Skills of the American Workforce: http://www.ncrel.org/sdrs/areas/issues/envrnmnt/ stw/sw0.htm.

Core Knowledge Foundation: http://www.coreknowledge .org

Corporation for National and Community Service: http:// www.nationalservice.org

Council for American Private Education: http://www.cape net.org

Discovery Institute: http://www.discovery.org

Economic Policy Institute: http://www.epinet.org

Edison Schools: http://www.edisonschools.com

Education Disinformation Detection and Reporting Agency: http://america-tomorrow.com/bracey/EDDRA

Education Policy Institute: http://www.educationpolicy .org

Education Sector: http://www.educationsector.org

The Education Trust: http://www2.edtrust.org/edtrust

Educational Excellence Network: http://www.edexcellence .net

Educational Resources Information Center: (ERIC): http://www.eric.ed..gov

Effective Schools Research: http://www.effectiveschools.com

English First: http://www.englishfirst.org

Family Research Council: http://www.frc.org

First Amendment Center: http://www.firstamendment center.org

First Amendment Schools: http://www.firstamendment schools.org

Focus on the Family: http://www.family.org

Free Expression Network: http://www.freexpression.org

Freedom Forum: http://www.freedomforum.org

Milton and Rose D. Friedman Foundation: http://www .friedmanfoundation.org

Bill and Melinda Gates Foundation: http://www.gates

foundation.org

GreatSchools: http://www.greatschools.net

Gurian Institute: http://www.gurianinstitute.com

Alan Guttmacher Institute: http://www.guttmacher.org

Hoover Institution: http://www.hoover.org

Hudson Institute: http://www.hudson.org/hudson

The Inclusion Network: http://www.inclusion.org

Institute for American Values: http://www.americanvalues .org

Institute of Education Sciences: http://www.ed.gov/about/ offices/list/ies/index.html

Institute for Student Achievement: http://www.studentachievement.org

International Association for the Evaluation of Educational Achievement: http://www.iea.nl

International Reading Association: http://www.reading .org

Thomas Jefferson Center for the Protection of Free Expression: http://www.tjcenter.org

Robert Wood Johnson Foundation: http://www.rwjf.org

Kaiser Family Foundation: http://www.kff.org

Knowledge Is Power Program: http://www.kipp.org

Leona Group: http://www.leonagroup.com

Learning First Alliance: http://www.learningfirst.org

Making the Grade: http://www.gwu.edu/~mtg

Manhattan Institute: http://www.manhattan-institute .org

Mayerson Foundation: http://www.mayersonfoundation .org

Medical Institute for Sexual Health: http://www.med institute.org

Mid-Continent Regional Educational Laboratory: http:// www.mcrel.org/standards

Monitoring the Future: National Institute on Drug Abuse: http://www.MonitoringtheFuture.org

National Academy of Education: http//www.naeducation.org

National Alliance for Public Charter Schools: http://www .publiccharters.org

National Assembly on School-Based Health Clinics: http://www.nasbhc.org

National Assessment of Educational Progress: http://nces.gov/nationsreportcard

National Association for Bilingual Education: http://www.nabe.org

National Association for Single Sex Public Education: http://www.singlesexschools.org/schools.html and http://www.singlesexschools.org/classrooms.htm

National Association for Sport & Physical Education: http://www.aahperd.org/naspe

National Association for Year-Round Education: http:// www.nayre.org

National Campaign to Prevent Teen Pregnancy: http:// www.teenpregnancy.org

National Center on Education and the Economy: http:// nces.org

National Center for Education Statistics: http://nces.ed.gov

National Center for Fair & Open Testing: http://www .fairtest.org

National Center for Health Statistics: http://www.cdc.gov/ncgswww/default.htm

National Center for Home Education: http://www.nche.hslda.org

National Center for Learning and Citizenship: http://ecs.org

National Center for Learning Disabilities: http://www.ncld.org

National Center for Policy Analysis: http://www.ncpa .org

National Center for Science Education: http://www.natcen scied.org

National Center for the Study of Privatization in Education: http://www.ncspe.org

National Clearinghouse for Alcohol and Drug Information: http://www.health.org/pubs/nhsda

National Coalition Against Censorship: http://ncac.org

National Coalition to Support Sexuality Education: http:// www.advocatesforyouth.org/rrr/ncsse.htm

National Condom Availability Clearinghouse://http:// www.advocatesforyouth.org

National Consortium for Specialized Secondary Schools of Mathematics, Science, and Technology: http:// www.ncsssmst.org

National Council for the Accreditation of Teacher Education: http://www.ncate.org

National Council on Bible Curriculum in Public Schools: http://www/bibleinschools.net

National Council on Economic Education: http:// econedlink.org

National Council for Teachers of English: http://www .ncte.org

National Education Association: http://www.nea.org

National Guideline Clearinghouse: http://www.guideline.gov

National Home Education Research Institute: http:// www.nheri.org

National Household Education Surveys Program: http://nces.ed.gov/nhes

National Institute of Child Health and Human Development: http://www.nichd.nih.gov

National Institute on Drug Abuse: http://www.nida.nih .gov/NIDAhome.html

National Reading Panel: http://www.nationalreading panel.org

National Research Center for the Gifted and Talented: http://www.gifted.uconn.edu/NRCGT.html

National Service-Learning Clearinghouse: http://www.servicelearning.org

The New Commission on the Skills of the American Workforce: http://www.skillscommission.org

New Schools Venture Fund: http://www.newschools .org

North American Council for Online Learning: http:// www.nacol.org
Parents Advocating School Accountability: http://www .pasaorg.tripod.com

Parents’ Resource Institute for Drug Education: http:// www.pridesurveys.com

People for the American Way: http://www.pfaw.org

Pew Forum on Religion and Public Life: http://www.pew forum.org

Phi Delta Kappa: http://www.pdkintl.org

Phi Delta Kappa Members: http://www.pdkmembers.org

The Profoundly Gifted Institute: http://www.highlygifted .org

Public Agenda: http://www.publicagenda.org

Regional Education Laboratories: http://ies.ed.gov/ncee/edlabs/regions

Renaissance Group: http://www.uni.edu/coe/inclusion/ contact.html

Rethinking Schools: http://www.rethinkingschools.org

SABIS: http://www.sabis.net

School Choices: http://www.schoolchoices.org

Charles and Helen Schwab Foundation: http://www .schwabfoundation.org

Sex Information and Education Council of the United States: http://www.siecus.org

State Standards: http://www.statestandards.com

Substance Abuse and Mental Health Services Administration: http://www/samhsa.gov

TesseracT: http://www.tesseract.pvt.k12.mn.us

Texas Freedom Network: http://www.tfn.org

U.S. Charter: http://www.uscharterschools.org

U.S. Department of Education: http://www.ed.gov

U.S. Department of Health and Human Services: http:// www.hhs.gov

U.S. English: http://www.us-english.org/inc

Urban Institute: http://www.urban.org
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