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Editor’s Perspective

Future Themes for The Long

Island Education Review:

Leadership – Teachers and Others

Updates to No Child Left Behind

Ethics

Contracts for Excellence

Kevin N. McGuire, Editor

U.S. News and Harvard Business
Review, as well as other respected news
vehicles, have highlighted the importance of
school and school district leadership.  They
assert that in the era of standards, testing,
and accountability, the school work environ-
ment must be designed to be both productive and nurturing
in order to support high levels of achievement for the stu-
dents and adults.  Motivating people to work together to
accomplish this type of constructive learning climate is fun-
damental to the definition of school leadership.

Interestingly, while leadership in all organizations
is recognized as crucial to productivity, Harvard University’s
Center for Public Leadership indicates that “more than three
quarters of Americans believe that there is a leadership
crisis in this country” (2007).

What follows in these pages are contributions from
practitioners that identify and illuminate important issues
that impact teaching, learning, and organizational develop-
ment.  These contributors demonstrate a unique type of
field leadership beyond academic accomplishment, quan-
titative achievement, or program successes to the leader-
ship of contributing knowledge for the public good.

In this issue, themes appear that not only have
educational importance, but direct relevance to our read-
ers.  The first, student learning, is addressed in two articles,
The Primacy of Language by T. Kelly, Ph.D., and Teaching
the Hearing Impaired, by E. Bielefeld, Ph.D. The second
theme, the importance of a positive school environment is
presented by J. Giani in Bullying in Schools, as he describes
steps being taken by government officials to collect data to
better understand and respond to a critical element affect-
ing educational outcomes. Numerous insights related to
the third theme, undergraduate program development, are
presented in What Secondary School Administrators Have
To Say About The Preparation Of Teachers For The New
Millennium, by J. Nidds, Ph.D., in his review of administra-
tors’ priorities and concerns regarding teacher preparation.
M. MacKenzie, Ph.D., shares her research findings and re-
sults in her article, Exploring the Forms and Features of an
Undergraduate General Education Curriculum.  She sug-
gests that top tier schools are developing stronger founda-
tion curricula based heavily in the liberal arts and sciences,
while teaching more integrated lessons.  The final theme,
the financing of effective educational organizations, is ex-
amined by M.S. Higuera, M.F. Higuera, and E. Morote, Ed.D.
in their study, School Budgets Based on the Consumer
Price Index.  Their research points out the need to develop
a more updated analysis of spending caps prior to CPI re-
lated decisions.  R. Manley, Ph.D., and K. McGuire, Ph.D.,
present in The New Foundations the emerging role and
influence of private foundations in the United States and
their focus on policy for education. Enjoy.
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OPINION CENTER

By Thomas F. Kelly, Ph.D.By Thomas F. Kelly, Ph.D.By Thomas F. Kelly, Ph.D.By Thomas F. Kelly, Ph.D.By Thomas F. Kelly, Ph.D.

Restructuring Curriculum:  The Primacy of LanguageRestructuring Curriculum:  The Primacy of LanguageRestructuring Curriculum:  The Primacy of LanguageRestructuring Curriculum:  The Primacy of LanguageRestructuring Curriculum:  The Primacy of Language

 As discussion on education reform progresses,
there is a growing need to focus and prioritize.

Since the mission of an effective school is excel-
lence and equity in student achievement, the first question
should be, “What do all students need to learn?”  The stan-
dard curriculum includes a variety: language arts, social stud-
ies, science, mathematics, physical education, music, art,
etc.  The first four are usually considered the “core curricu-
lum” and are given generally equal weight and importance.
This must be reconsidered.

When we look at school curricula, they are gener-
ally viewed as ends or standards, “what” is to be learned.
Language, however, is not only an end, but also a means.

Language Arts, Social Studies, Science, Math,
PE, Music, Art (Effects)

Language Arts (Means)

Language is the means to learn all other curricula.
It is the common denominator for all cognitive learning, think-
ing and communication.  Therefore, language arts is the
most important curriculum.  My “ability” to learn in school will
be no greater than my present level of language achieve-
ment.  If you want to increase my “ability” to learn, teach me
more language.  As my language achievement rises, my
“ability” to learn increases.  All learning, thinking, and com-
munication are a function of language and are facilitated
and/or limited by my present level of language achievement.

The truth of the above is as self evident as it is
monumental in its implications for improving student achieve-
ment.  If students have low language achievement, it makes
no sense to give them one period of language arts and 6 or
7 periods of other subjects for which they do not yet have the
necessary language to be able to learn.  This structure has
failure built in.  It is also probably the single greatest cause
of discipline problems, attendance problems and drop outs.
Would you stay in a school when the subject you were being
taught was at a language level you did not understand?  While
unintended, this is a genuine form of child abuse.

When I was a new junior high school teacher in the
South Bronx, I remember going to the chairmen of my social
studies department and telling him that four of my five eighth-

Language is the common denominator for all learning

grade classes didn’t understand the eighth grade textbook,
curriculum materials, etc.  Their reading levels tested from
first to fourth-grade.  His response was, “that’s the required
eighth grade curriculum and that’s what you teach.”  So, for a
full year, I taught the required eighth grade curriculum and for
a full year the students did not learn.  This is a classic case
of confusion of 1) ends and means, and 2) priorities.

Curriculum and instruction are means.  They have
too often become their own ends.  Learning is the end.  In
and of themselves, curriculum and instruction have no value.
Unless they result in learning (the end, product, standard),
they are worse than useless.  They become the means to
failure, discouragement, poor self-image, dropping out, drug
and alcohol abuse, family problems, crime, etc.  From an
economic point of view, failure and/or low achievement cause
low productivity.

My junior high school story is also a clear case of
inappropriate priorities.  The needs of the curriculum, the
system, the state syllabus, were placed ahead of the needs
of the child.  Schools exist to meet the child’s need.  Children
do not exist to meet the school’s need.  Nor do children exist
to meet the needs of business or of the state. The school
and state exist to meet the needs of the child.  Ironically, what
is best for the children is exactly what is best for the state,
business, school, etc.

Therefore, our first concern in the curriculum must
be the language arts program.  Language arts curriculum
must be clearly defined in terms of what is to be learned.
Until vital language achievement is in place, curriculum im-
provement should prioritize language arts.  Schools must
have a language arts program that can meet the needs of all
students, whatever level they may be, regardless of grade.

For example:
• Language instruction should be on each child’s func-

tional level regardless of their grade level or age.  For
example, a sixth grade child reading at a first grade
level should be taught at a first grade level, not a sixth.
Instruction in language or any other subject above the
first grade level will inevitably result in frustration, fail-
ure and discipline problems.

• Provision should be made for greater time allocation
to language instruction for students on an as-needed
basis.
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• Some students need language immersion: language
arts instruction all day.

• Time allocations for language instruction must be
driven only by student needs, not by Carnegie units,
grade levels, state tests, or the “school curriculum.”
This single reform will result in dramatically improved
student achievement.

All schools should generally allocate more time to
language instruction.  The earlier and better students learn
language, the faster and better they will learn everything else.
We must stop requiring the impossible.  We have no right to
require all students to meet our predetermined curriculum
at predetermined time intervals.  We must design curricu-
lum to be able to meet the needs of all students at any time.
Time should not define the curriculum.  Student needs should.

Our present system is analogous to a hospital
emergency room that can’t help a patient coming in with a
badly bleeding wound because this is 1:00 a.m. and at 1:00
a.m. we only treat infectious diseases.  Time now drives
school programs.  You get one year to master sixth grade
reading, whether you need it or not.  When student needs
drive curriculum, they will finish sixth grade reading when
they demonstrate mastery.  Some students may finish sixth
grade reading in fourth grade.  Others may finish sixth grade
level reading in seventh or eighth. It should be noted that in a
redesigned and more effective curriculum, virtually all stu-
dents will progress much faster than they do now.  We are
therefore really talking about speeding up learning for all.
Thus, greater achievement can be accomplished with less
time, work and other resources.

We know that students learn at different rates.  It
makes no sense therefore to require that they all learn at the
same rate.  When we require the impossible, we shouldn’t
be surprised by failure.  In fact, some students don’t need
thirteen years to master our present K-12 program.  Some
can cover it in less.  Others need more.  Needs of students
should drive time allocations for learning, not arbitrary time
frames set up over a hundred years ago and presently main-
tained out of institutional inertia.

As an extreme example, the 1990 census indi-
cated that one million immigrants came to New York City
between 1980 and 1990.  Tens of thousands of non-En-
glish speaking students from all over the world entered
the public schools.  What typically happens to these stu-
dents is driven by “the system” as it presently exists.  Some
get one period per day of English as a Second Language
(ESL).  They spend the other seven periods not learning
in their other classes.  They don’t need biology, Chaucer
or American history that they cannot understand.  They
need English.  We need to restructure schools to meet
their needs: English immersion.  They should stay in En-
glish immersion until they master English at a level suffi-
cient to succeed in biology, Chaucer, American history.  To
put them into these classes without the necessary lan-
guage is once again to build in failure. (There is no rea-
son basic concepts in science, social studies, etc. can’t

be taught in these language classes - always at language
levels appropriate to students.)

Where numbers of foreign speaking students are
small, school districts and/or intermediate units should set
up language immersion centers so students from various
schools can receive this essential language instruction.  Lim-
ited English Proficiency (LEP) students are functionally learn-
ing disabled as long as their English proficiency is limited.
They should be immersed in English until their proficiency is
not limited.

Language deficiency is by no means limited to for-
eign born students.  Millions of native-born English speak-
ing students have language development that is not suffi-
cient for mastery of the rest of the curriculum.  As much time
as needed should be allocated to teaching these students
the language they need for success in the rest of the curricu-
lum, regardless of their grade level.  True mastery of any
academic subject is totally predicated and dependent on
prior mastery of necessary language.

Curriculum generally needs to be restructured and
prioritized to meet the needs of ALL STUDENTS.  The very
existence of Gifted & Talented programs is an indictment of
the curriculum.  When we pull out students for one period a
day to meet their needs, we then return them for seven peri-
ods that don’t.  If the “regular” program met their needs, we
wouldn’t be pulling them out to meet their needs.  The same
is true for compensatory and remedial reading and math-
ematics programs.  When we pull a compensatory student
out for a period to meet his needs, we then return him for
seven periods that don’t.  That is the simple reason 99% of
them can’t master either language or the rest of the curricu-
lum.  Since language deficiency is the cause, language in-
struction is the only (and obvious) cure.

We know from years of experience and observation
that many students who get through elementary school sub-
sequently drop out in middle or high school.  Elementary
schools can help by reallocating time for language as
needed.  Many secondary students drop out because their
language achievement is insufficient for secondary curricu-
lum.  Secondary schools would be much assisted if elemen-
tary schools focused as much time as needed on language.
Nonetheless, secondary schools too must prioritize language
as needed by their students for learning to occur.

Essentially, the present structure of schools requires
students to adjust to the needs of the school.  We set stan-
dards by grade levels.  If you are in the eighth grade you get
eighth grade curriculum regardless of whether it is too easy
or too hard.  William Glasser would call this a fine example
of the “nonsense curriculum.”

Attending adequately to student language needs
will result in much greater achievement in not only language,
but in all areas of the curriculum as well.

Thomas F. Kelly, Ph.D., is Associate Professor, Educational Adminis-
tration, Leadership and Technology at Dowling College, Oakdale, NY.
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Introduction

  In the wake of the school shootings at Columbine
High School in Littleton, Colorado on April 20, 1999, New
York Governor George Pataki appointed a Task Force on
School Violence headed by Lt. Governor Mary O. Donohue.
The Task Force’s charge was to determine the best meth-
ods of school safety that would ensure that students were
focused on academics rather than being concerned with
personal safety (http://nyscenterforschoolsafety.org/
save.html).  The Task Force concluded with recommenda-
tions to the governor which resulted in his signing into law a
comprehensive legislative plan entitled Project SAVE (Safe
Schools Against Violence in Education).  Project SAVE legis-
lation of 2000 had components that included the develop-
ment of school safety plans, staff training, procedures for the
removal of disruptive students and the reporting of violent
incidents to the New York State Education Department.  With
the mandatory reporting of violent and disruptive incidents,
the stakes were raised for New York State schools.

In addition, beginning January 2005, all New York
State schools were to begin reporting incidents of intimida-
tion, harassment, menacing, or bullying that have been re-
ported to the principal or other school administrator respon-
sible for student discipline by any source.  These reports are
compiled with violent and disruptive incident reporting data
to determine a schools Violent and Disruptive Incident In-
dex.  The intimidation, harassment, menacing, or bullying
reporting category is unique in that all incidents or com-
plaints, of which the school principal or other school admin-
istrator responsible for school discipline is aware, must be
reported.  If the incident results in a disciplinary or referral
action, it must be reported under another category.  If the
incident did not result in discipline, it must be reported under
a category called “Other Information Regarding Intimidation,
Harassment, Menacing, or Bullying.”

Accountability in New York State schools is currently
at a high level.  This accountability is not only at expanded
grade levels in the academic area, but in the area of student
behavior as well.  For the first time, the New York State Edu-
cation Department has developed an index to measure vio-
lent and disruptive incidents in New York Schools.  This
index is similar to the already established performance
indexes that measure academics.  School performance
and its improvement, whether academic or behavioral, is

of utmost concern.  Along with new testing requirements in
grades 3 to 8, this added requirement gives schools an-
other concern and fear of appearing on yet another less-
than-favorable list.

Review of Literature

School safety has always been of interest to many
stakeholders, whether they be school administration, teach-
ers, students, their parents, or the community in general.
The incident at Columbine High School renewed this inter-
est and put school violence and student conduct at the fore-
front of concern in education.  The review of the literature
suggests that to be successful in school, students must feel
safe, secure and comfortable.  When bullying is present,
victims perceive school as a threatening place and experi-
ence adjustment difficulties and a desire to avoid school
(Bullock 2002).  There is little doubt among researchers that
being a victim of aggression can have serious emotional
consequences (Hawker and Boulton 2000).  Bullying is a
direct attack on a person’s self-worth, which can lead to life-
altering effects if permitted to continue (Brendtro 2001), and
can evoke strong negative emotions in the victim.  Children
who are continually aggressed against are at increased risk
for depression, anxiety, social withdrawal, low self-esteem,
poor academics, dislike and avoidance of school, and sui-
cidal tendencies (Browning, Cohen, and Warman 2001).
Victims generally become angry, but feel helpless, which
can lead to self-destructive behavior or to strike out at others.
Bullying can also lead to violence.  In an interview-based
investigation, the United States Secret Service found that the
commonality among 71% of school shooters was that they
had been targets of bullying (Espelage and Swearer 2003).

Unfortunately, bullying has been around as long as
there have been schools.  It continues to be a problem be-
cause it is widely tolerated (Barone 1997).  Brendtro, (2001)
suggests the most influential role in bullying is that played
by the audience.  Some people cheer and encourage, while
others ignore or simply watch in silence.  In a study to mea-
sure perceptions of bullying, middle school students and
staff were surveyed in an upstate school district.  The survey
found that while 58.8% of students said they had been bul-
lied, staff members in the same school believed only 16% of
the students had been victims of bullies (Barone 1997).

Bullying In Schools
- by Joseph Giani
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Clearly, this wide range in perception suggests that staff do
not even recognize bullying among students.  It is this differ-
ence that has hindered effective prevention efforts.

In observing bullying behavior in the classroom,
Atlas and Pepler (1998), suggest four variables that influ-
ence bullying behavior; 1) characteristics of bullies and vic-
tims, 2) relationship between bully and victim, 3) presence
of peers and teachers, and 4) where bullying occurs.  Two of
these variables focus on the bully and the victim while the
other two extend beyond (Atlas and Pepler 1998).  In a study
to determine the potential for violence at school, Bulach,
Fulbright and Williams (2003) determined a number of indi-
cators or signs that could be observed in the student body to
identify bullying behavior.  They suggest that if faculty were
sensitized to these indicators, they could identify potential
problems before bullying occurred (Bulach, Fulbright and
Williams 2003).

Local policy makers have expressed interest and
made an attempt to address the problem of bullying in
schools.  Currently, 15 states have enacted laws to address
bullying.  In a study whose primary purpose was to describe,
compare and contrast current state laws about bullying, Lim-
ber and Small developed four recommendations for local
policy makers: develop anti-bullying policies consistent with
State Department of Education recommendations; where
financially feasible, promote research-based, comprehen-
sive bullying prevention programs, as these initiatives are
likely to produce the most significant and lasting changes;
initiate training for all staff and volunteers on bullying and
bullying prevention; and coordinate bullying prevention ac-
tivities with existing violence prevention (or other) programs
within schools (Limber and Small 2003).

Strategies for preventing bullying in schools range
from caregiver training and school intervention, to zero toler-
ance policies.  Zero tolerance policies are the most widely
implemented and are designed to reduce or eliminate the
behavior by severely punishing certain offenses.  At this point,
research in the area of preventive program effectiveness is
limited.  Intervention programs produced a modest result in

the reduction of aggression, while zero-tolerance policy has
been controversial in terms of its fairness of application and
effectiveness (Orpinas, Horne and Staniszewski 2003).

Critical Analysis

In this brief review of the literature, incidents of bul-
lying clearly have a negative effect on student success in
school.  Recognition of the problem and developing a com-
prehensive plan to address it are certainly the first steps in
addressing such incidents.  In the framework advanced by
Atlas and Pepler (1998), two of the four variables were ad-
dressed favorably by schools.  These two variables are the
presence of peers and teachers, and where the bullying
occurs.  The presence of peers and teachers extends the
focus beyond the bully and the victim.  Teachers and peers
inadvertently reinforce bullying behavior by not reprimanding
the bully, or by ending up drawn into the episode (Atlas and
Pepler 1998).  By training staff and teaching students how to
identify bullying behaviors, preventive strategies for dealing
with these incidents can be taught and advanced.  Further-
more, since bullying tends to occur in unsupervised areas
such as the playground, better supervision along with this
training is well advised.

Districts that choose to take a no nonsense ap-
proach by implementing zero tolerance policies are cau-
tioned.  As freedoms are taken away and pranks are treated
with expulsion, districts may be making difficult students
more alienated and more rebellious.  One researcher as-
serts:  “There’s a knee-jerk reaction going on.  Educators
are punishing kids for things that they previously wouldn’t
have been punished for (Easterbrook 1999).”

This review of the literature suggests that a com-
prehensive program approach may be best.  Such a pro-
gram should create a positive environment at school and
include raising awareness of the issue among staff, stu-
dents, and their parents.  A positive school climate has
been associated with fewer student behavioral and emo-
tional problems (Kuperminc, Leadbeater, Emmons and Blatt
1997).  It has also been found that a positive school climate

SCOPE Directories - Order yours now:SCOPE Directories - Order yours now:SCOPE Directories - Order yours now:SCOPE Directories - Order yours now:SCOPE Directories - Order yours now:
1.   SCOPE Directory of Suffolk County Public Schools, including Educational
      Associations, Organizations and Unions serving Long Island $15.00
2.  SCOPE Directory of Private and Parochial Schools on Long Island   $8.00

(Order both together and save $3! - $20.00)

3.  SCOPE Directory of Mid-Hudson Public Schools $15.00

For information on ordering and discounts, call (631) 360-0800 ext. 125

Note:  Prices shown do not include 8.625% NYS sales tax or shipping and  handling.
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can produce positive educational outcomes for students
and school staff, while a negative climate can reduce stu-
dent learning and influence poor teacher morale
(Kuperminc, Leadbeater, Emmons and Blatt 1997).  Staff
and parents need to be trained to recognize bullying and
learn strategies to address these behavior issues both at
home and in the classroom.  A comprehensive program
would also teach students conflict resolution and teachers
classroom management skills.  In sum, the program
should have a clear set of rules and consequences estab-
lished and widely accepted by all.  Consequences need
not necessarily be punitive in nature, but should enhance a
positive school climate, and reinforce positive behaviors
(Orpinas, Horne and Staniszewski 2003).

Conclusions

The recognition of the presence of bullying is the
first step in a prevention effort.   Once school officials accept
that bullying is occurring, and that there is a problem or po-
tential for it, they can begin to develop a plan or policy.  This
plan must involve school personnel, teachers, children, and
families (Bullock 2002).  Intervention must occur on three
levels: school-wide, in specific classrooms, and with indi-
viduals (Bullock 2002).  A very important aspect of the pro-
cess is a strong commitment on the part of the teachers,
who must be active participants in the process (Orpinas,
Horne and Staniszewski 2003).  Teachers are on the front
line, as students often report incidents to them or witness
incidents throughout the school day.  Therefore, teachers
are in the best position to identify bullying and redirect poor
student behavior.

Schools need to raise the level of awareness among
students, their families, and staff.   A comprehensive program
should focus on creating a positive school environment, and
include intervention strategies for both students and staff.  A
positive school climate is often overlooked but of utmost im-
portance.  School climate has been found to affect many stu-
dent outcomes in schools (Cheal 1990, Lindsey 1991).

Finally, each school should establish a code of con-
duct that focuses on reinforcing positive behaviors and the
enhancement of a positive school climate.  The code should
have a clear set of rules and consequences, but that are not
necessarily punitive in nature.

The New York State Education Department’s new
requirement of reporting incidents of intimidation, harass-
ment, menacing, or bullying (VADIR 2005), is clearly an at-
tempt to make schools more aware of these situations, par-
ticularly since these reports are compiled with violent and
disruptive incident reporting data to determine a Violent and
Disruptive Incident Index for the schools.  Along with the new
testing requirements in grades 3 – 8, this new requirement
gives schools another concern and fear of appearing on yet
another less-than-favorable list.  In addition to how they per-
form academically, schools now need to be concerned how
they are performing behaviorally.
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Abstract

This study examined the use of the National Con-
sumer Price Index for all urban consumers (CPI-U) as a
benchmark in evaluating annual budget increases, and the
use of a multiple of the CPI-U (120%) as a spending cap for
contingency budgets in school districts within New York State.
Using budget, enrollment, and voting data for approximately
575 school districts obtained from the New York State Edu-
cation Department, one-sample t tests were conducted to
determine whether the change in the annual CPI-U and 120%
of the CPI-U was the same as the mean change in school
district budgets.  The sample mean differences were signifi-
cantly higher than the test values, suggesting that the use of
the CPI-U and a multiple were not appropriate.

Purpose

Even as taxpayer fatigue settles in, each year school
districts in New York State are being required to do more by
the federal and state governments as well as by their com-
munities.  Too often, these demands are unfunded and be-
come an unwelcome burden to the taxpayers at budget vote
time.  Voters have been conditioned to compare their school
district’s budget increase with the CPI-U to determine if the
proposed budget increase is appropriate.  This was done, it
seems, without determining whether the comparison is ap-
propriate.  Additionally, the State of New York limits the level
of spending for those school districts on a contingency bud-
get.  The calculation of this spending limit is based on a
multiple (120%) of the CPI-U.  The purpose of this study was
to examine the use of the consumer price index (CPI-U) as a
benchmark in evaluating annual budget increases, and the
use of a multiple of the CPI-U (120%) as a spending cap for
contingency budgets in school districts within New York State.
The research question studied was: is the change in the
annual CPI-U the same as, or more than, the mean change
in school district budgets required to provide a sound basic
education?

Perspective

Public school finance at the State level can seem to
be more a result of politics than of student need.  The laws
governing public school finance can seem reasonable on

their surface, but they can sometimes be misaligned with
the purpose of public education, which the reader will later
see defined by the court.  This section of the paper dis-
cusses the nature of a small but important piece of the legal
puzzle that seems to be self-contradictory.  We will leave the
politics to the imagination of the reader.

New York State’s public school finance system is
authorized by the New York State constitution, which states
in full that, “The legislature shall provide for the maintenance
and support of a system of free common schools, wherein
all the children of this State may be educated”  (N.Y. Const.
art. XI, § 1.).

The Campaign for Fiscal Equity, Inc. (CFE) created
a chronology of their lawsuit filed on behalf of the students of
New York City against the State of New York challenging the
constitutionality of New York State’s public school financing
system.  The relevant portion of the chronology provides the
following:

January 10, 2001:  The State Supreme Court rules

in favor of CFE, declaring the State’s school funding

system unconstitutional.  In his decision, Justice

Leland DeGrasse orders the State to reform the

school funding system to make it predictable, trans-

parent, and aligned to student need.

June 25, 2002:  In a 4-1 vote, the Appellate Divi-

sion, First Department, of the State Supreme Court

rejects the trial court’s ruling that the current school

funding formula is “inequitable and unconstitu-

tional.”  The intermediate appeals court holds that

students in New York State are only entitled to an

eighth-grade level of education and preparation for

low-level jobs.

June 26, 2003:  In a 4-1 vote, the Court of Appeals

reverses the Appellate Division and rules in favor of

CFE ordering the State to reform the funding sys-

tem to ensure that schools have the resources to

provide the opportunity for a “sound basic educa-

tion,” which they define as a “meaningful high school

School Budgets Based on the Consumer Price Index:

Do They Meet the Constitutional Requirements

in New York State?

by M. Shane Higuera,  Marianne F. Higuera,  and Elsa-Sofia Morote, Ed.D.
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education.”  In their remedial order, the Court or-

ders the State to “ascertain the actual cost of provid-

ing a sound basic education” and implement a sys-

tem of accountability that will ensure the reforms

actually provide the opportunity for a sound basic

education.  They give the State until July 30, 2004 to

implement the necessary measures. (http://
www.cfequity.org/CFEchronology.htm, ¶ 3-5).

The decisions described above served to expand
the constitutional entitlement regarding public education,
from that of a common school (eighth-grade) education to
that of a meaningful high school (sound basic) education.
(CFE v. State of New York, Slip Op. at 15615, 2003).  The
decisions also established criteria for the State’s public
school finance system; the system must be predictable,
transparent, and aligned to student need (CFE v. State of

New York, 2001).

This paper focuses on the school district budget
component of the State’s public school finance system.  The
laws governing school district budgets have not been ad-
justed as a result of the court’s order.  Specifically, the laws
governing the school district budget notice and those gov-
erning the calculation of the contingency budget cap may
need to be revised in order to meet the court ordered stan-
dard of being aligned to student need.

School districts in New York State are required to
provide written notice to their communities regarding the
budget-to-budget change being proposed (N.Y.S. Education
Law § 2022.2-a, 2007).  In this notice, school districts are
also required to report the change in the (CPI-U) for the cal-
endar year prior to the fiscal year for which the proposed
budget was developed.  This requirement makes clear the
State’s position that the change in the CPI-U is the appropri-
ate benchmark against which to evaluate a school district’s
proposed budget.

In New York State, if a school district’s budget is
defeated by its voters, the school district may either hold
another vote, or adopt a contingency budget.  If the school
district holds another vote, and the proposed budget is de-
feated by its voters, the school district must adopt a contin-
gency budget.  The contingency budget adopted by the school
district is subject to a cap on total expenditures.  The contin-
gency budget cap on total expenditures is the lesser of 4%,
or 120% of the change in the annual CPI-U for the prior
calendar year (N.Y.S. Education Law § 2023, 2007).  The use
of the CPI-U, in this case 120% of the change in the CPI-U,
as a cap on a school district’s budget establishes the CPI-U
as a State imposed benchmark against which to evaluate
school district budgets.

The CFE v. State of New York, (2001) established
the new standard that the State’s school finance system
must be aligned to student need.  With that in mind, the
question arises, is the change in the annual CPI-U the same
as, or more than, the average change in school district bud-
gets required to provide a sound basic education?

Method

We calculated the year-to-year change in the voter
approved per pupil budgets for school districts in New York
State for the last four years: 2004-05; 2005-06; 2006-07; and
2007-08.  We used voter approved budgets because the
State’s delegation of budget approval to local communities
makes clear the State’s belief that local communities are
best suited to determine the appropriate level of expendi-
tures needed to provide a sound basic education.  Only bud-
gets that were voter approved on the first vote were used in
the study because the second vote budget information was
not available.  The per pupil budget-to-budget change was
used to control for the variation in needed expenditures due
to student enrollment.  We used a one-sample t test to com-
pare the mean percentage change in the voter approved per
pupil budgets to the percentage change in the CPI-U and
120% of the change in the CPI-U for the corresponding years.

Data Sources

The per pupil budgets were calculated using the
budget and enrollment data collected by the New York State
Education Department (NYSED) from the property tax report
cards submitted by school districts.  Big city and special act
school districts are not required to submit this data as they
do not vote on their budgets and, therefore, they were not
included in the study.  The property tax report card data is
self-reported and unaudited.  Though required by sections
1608(7), 1716(7), and 2601-a(3) of the New York State Edu-
cation Law to do so, not every school district required to
submit this data complied for the years studied.  The per
pupil budget data for each school district that submitted a
property tax report card was checked against the first round
budget vote results collected by the NYSED.  These data are
also self-reported and unaudited.  School districts with a
failed first round budget vote were excluded from the sample
for the year(s) in which the failed first round vote occurred.
The remaining sample of school districts for each of the
years studied yielded the initial voter approved per pupil bud-
get-to-budget percentage change data to be analyzed.  The
voter approved per pupil budget-to-budget percentage
change data was tested for normal distribution and all outli-
ers were excluded from the data sets.  The data sets for
each of the four years studied were normally distributed with
low skewness and slight to moderate positive kurtosis.  The
remaining samples ranged from 545 to 633 school districts.

CPI data were retrieved from the United States De-
partment of Labor, Bureau of Labor Statistics website (http:/
/data.bls.gov/cgi-bin/surveymost?cu).  We used these data
to calculate the percentage change in the average annual
CPI-U.

Results

One-sample t tests were conducted on the voter
approved per pupil budget percentage changes for each of
the budget years 2004-05, 2005-06, 2006-07, and 2007-08
to evaluate whether their means were significantly different
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from the percentage change in the CPI-U for the calendar year
prior to the budget votes.  For each of the years studied, the
sample mean was significantly different from the percentage
change in the related CPI-U and the effect size indicated a
large effect (Table 1).  For example, for the 2004-05 budget,
the sample mean 5.86 (SD = 3.02) was significantly different
from 2.28, t(534) = 27.37, p = <.01.  The effect size d = 1.18
indicates a large effect.  Table 1 shows the results of the one-
sample t test for each of the years studied.  The results sup-
port the conclusion that the use of the CPI-U as a benchmark
for the per pupil budget-to-budget percentage change required
to align with student needs is not appropriate.

One-sample t tests were conducted on the voter
approved per pupil budget percentage changes for each of
the budget years 2004-05, 2005-06, 2006-07, and 2007-08
to evaluate whether their means were significantly different
from the percentage change in the CPI-U x 120% for the prior

year.  For each of the years studied, the sample mean was
significantly different from the percentage change in the re-
lated CPI-U and the effect size indicated a large effect, ex-
cept for 2006-07 when it indicated a medium effect. (Table 2)
For example, for the 2004-05 budget, the sample mean 5.86
(SD = 3.02) was significantly different from 2.73, t(534) =
23.93, p = <.01.  The effect size d = 1.03 indicates a large
effect.  Table 2 shows the results of the one-sample t test for
each of the years studied.  The results support the conclu-
sion that the use of the CPI-U as a cap for the per pupil
budget-to-budget change percentage required to align with
student needs is not appropriate.

Educational Importance of the Study

The decisions in the CFE v. State of New York, Slip
Op. at 15615 (2003) and CFE v. State of New York (2001)
have changed the legal environment within which New York

Per Pupil Budget 
% Change N 

Test Value 
CPI-U M SD t d p 

2004-05 Fiscal Year  535 2.28 5.86 3.02 27.37 1.18 .000 

2005-06 Fiscal Year 545 2.66 6.00 2.74 28.47 1.22 .000 

2006-07 Fiscal Year 593 3.39 6.18 2.70 25.13 1.03 .000 

2007-08 Fiscal Year 633 3.23 6.23 2.85 26.49 1.05 .000 

 

Table 1 - Test Value is CPI-U

Per Pupil Budget 
% Change N 

Test Value 
CPI-U x 120% M SD t d p 

2004-05 Fiscal Year 535 2.73 5.86 3.02 23.93 1.03 .000 

2005-06 Fiscal Year 545 3.20 6.00 2.74 23.87 1.02 .000 

2006-07 Fiscal Year 593 4.07 6.18 2.70 19.00 0.78 .000 

2007-08 Fiscal Year 633 3.87 6.23 2.85 20.83 0.83 .000 

 

Table 2 - Test Value is CPI-U Multiplied by 120%
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State’s public school finance system must be designed.
The constitutional standard that the public school finance
system must now meet has been expanded by the courts
from providing all children with an opportunity for a com-
mon school (eighth grade) education to providing all chil-
dren with an opportunity for a meaningful (high school)
education.  Additionally, the public school finance system
must now be predictable, transparent, and aligned to stu-
dent need.  It is the system’s alignment with student need
that is at issue in this paper.

The State has delegated to local school district
communities the power to determine the size of the an-
nual school district budgets necessary for meeting the
constitutional standard of education.  Communities exer-
cise this power through the budget vote process estab-
lished in the Education Law.  This delegation is a strong
indication that the State believes that the local school dis-
trict voters are best suited to determine the level of spend-
ing required to meet the constitutional standard.  How-
ever, in what might seem like a contradictory piece of leg-
islation, the State imposes limitations on the spending
increases that may be adopted by school districts when
their communities fail to approve their proposed budgets.
This same piece of legislation requires school districts to
include information on the change in the CPI-U in their
budget notice, which is sent home to all qualified voters
and is sent to the local media.  This legislation is a clear
indication that the State believes that budget increases
should be equivalent to changes in the CPI-U, without
consideration of student need.

This study found that, for the four-year period stud-
ied, the mean voter approved per pupil budget-to-budget
increase was significantly higher than the change in the
CPI-U.  This suggests that the use of the CPI-U as a bench-
mark for evaluating budget increases is not appropriate
when the new standard requiring the State’s public school
financing system to be aligned with student need is con-
sidered.  On average, the local communities determining
the increases in their school district budgets needed to
provide a sound basic education believed that the required
funding was much higher than the percentage change in
the CPI-U.  As a result, the State may need to alter the
benchmark it requires school districts to include in their
budget notices to their communities.

The State may also need to revise the calculation
of the contingency budget cap.  The current calculation of
the lesser of 4% or 120% of the change in the CPI-U would
have been significantly lower than the mean increase in
per pupil budgets approved by communities throughout
the State.  This suggests that a contingency budget calcu-
lated pursuant to the current law, may not be aligned with
student need.

These findings also suggest the need for the de-
velopment of appropriate benchmarks for evaluating the
proposed budget increases and for calculating the spend-
ing cap on contingency budgets.
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If schools are to meet the challenges of the twenty-
first century, teachers must be prepared.  The following
questionnaire and responses, originally com-
pleted by a group of school administrators on
Long Island, may help other administrators who
wish to evaluate their schools and teachers and
make informed changes.

Because secondary school adminis-
trators must respond to a myriad of daily,
weekly, and monthly demands on their time
and energy, their management style, too often,
is reactive.  Their agendas are dominated by fallout from
a society in crisis, and the administrators feel they are
applying band aids for conditions requiring massive
therapy.

Principals know that fundamental innovations in
organization, curriculum, and pedagogy are required if the
twenty-first century is to be a time of maintaining, let alone
raising, educational standards.  Most practicing adminis-
trators recognize the urgency of restructuring; unfortunately,
they have not been able to attack the issue in a reflective,
informed, and systematic manner.

Examining the Problem

This author observed the dilemma firsthand, and
described it in an NASSP Bulletin article, May, 1996, dur-
ing a visit to a high school in a small city in New York State
where he met with the principal, assistant principal, and
dean for several hours, examining the programs and prob-
lems of the school.  Though the principal had set aside
this time to plan elements of restructuring, progress was
hampered by constant emergencies requiring the pres-
ence of one or more of the administrators.  Though com-
mitted to a “retreat” from immediate pressures, the princi-
pal finally concluded that the only possibility of working
uninterruptedly was to schedule the next session during
the summer months.

One comment during this oft-interrupted meet-
ing, however, led me to mention a questionnaire I had
recently completed.  I asked the administrators with whom

I was meeting if they would be interested in learning about
the programs, needs, problems, and hopes of their

counterparts on Long Island.  The positive tone of
the responses told me that I had overlooked the
obvious value of the information I had gathered in
the questionnaire.

Having received responses from almost
40 percent of the Long Island secondary school
administrators whom I had queried earlier in the
year, I was already aware that I had a valuable
resource for the education classes taught by me

and my colleagues.  The responses I had received were to
aid me in keeping current with the realities faced by admin-
istrators and teachers and would, of course, improve prepa-
ration of the next generation of educators.

Now I realized that an equally important use of the
questionnaire and responses would be as a resource for
other administrators who wished to evaluate their own situ-
ations and make informed changes.  The questionnaire
could function as an “idea bank” containing the percep-
tions of administrators regarding critical issues in their
school, in schools of education, and in society as a whole.

A Tone of Frustration

That was 1996.  The favorable reviews I received
from that 1996 article motivated me to again (2007) ask
middle and senior high school principals the same set of
questions.

I had detected a tone of frustration in the responses
to the questionnaire pertaining to the roles that the second-
ary school administrators expected to play in restructuring
education.

Simply put, the administrators were almost resigned
to being ignored.

The model of the modern U.S. corporation, like that
of the contemporary classroom, has developed from ideas
made popular by W. Edwards Deming in his efforts to recon-
struct the corporate culture.  Many of these same ideas have

By John A. Nidds, Ph.D.

WHAT SECONDARY SCHOOL ADMINISTRATORS

HAVE TO SAY ABOUT THE PREPARATION OF

TEACHERS FOR THE NEW MILLENNIUM
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been adapted by Thomas Friedman, Jerome Bruner, Will-
iam Glasser, and others in attempts to restructure educa-
tion.  Yet, paradoxically, I found little evidence that these
educational theorists had reached out to secondary school
administrators, those who wrestle daily with pressing edu-
cational and human issues, as key resources in planning
the structure of the twenty-first century educational system.

In spite of the pressing demands of their duties,
these administrators had expended significant thought, time,
and energy in responding to the authors’ upgraded ques-
tionnaire.  This author, in turn, deemed the ideas to be logi-
cal, well-informed, often on the cutting edge of educational
research, yet tempered by the daily exigencies of operating
secondary schools.

Summaries of the responses of 19 high school
principals and 14 middle level principals, completed in 2007,
follow.  Though similar, the responses differ in emphasis
and, therefore, are presented separately.

Senior High School Principal’s Questionnaire

1. What are the academic needs of secondary school stu-

dents that should be stressed in our education courses?

√  Skills that relate to state standards
√  Lessons must stress standards and assessments
√  Fundamental skills in reading, writing and math
√  Abstract higher level thinking skills
√  Differentiated teaching/learning skills
√  Technology skills-updated
√  Problem solving
√  Writing across the curriculum

2. What are the non-academic needs of secondary school

students that we should stress in our education courses?

√  Sensitivity education
√  How to work cooperatively with peers and adults
√  Motivation to learn
√  Cultivate proper dress and attire
√  Public speaking skills
√  Develop positive relationships for openness to
     learning
√  Students need role models, not “cool friends”
√  Take pride in their work
√  Community service
√  Punctuality and time management
√  Character development
√  Stress the affective domain

3.  What educational approaches should we stress in our

secondary school education courses?

√  Lesson plans that relate to N.Y.S. standards

√  Relevancy in teaching/learning

√  Stick to balance between firmness and flexibility

√  Instructional strategies that work

√  Increasing vigor in teaching/learning

√  Essential questions and enduring understanding
√  Software teacher and student presentations
√  Teacher-hard, hard work
√  Student-hard, hard work

4. What classroom management and discipline skills should

be stressed in our secondary education courses?

√  Offer anti-bullying classes
√  Discipline with dignity
√  Setting rules and policies
√  Time to observe teachers with excellence
√  Disciplinary techniques
√  Lee Cantor workshop
√  How to be clear, firm yet flexible
√  How to diffuse tense situations
√  How to promote a positive learning environment
√  Nothing can happen without an effective discipline
     structure
√  Respect, respect, respect
√  Appropriate professional dress-do not dress as
    students do-they are not your friends
√  When students are engaged, management is not a
     problem
√  When organization is present, management is not a
     problem
√  Use positive management techniques
√  Dealing with the parents of difficult students

5.  What are the current educational challenges that new

teachers will meet on the secondary level?

√  Students who are unprepared
√  Poor study skills
√  Accountability, accountability, accountability
√  Less and less is done at home
√  More and more students do not spend sufficient
     time on school work at home
√  The closer in age to the student, the necessity to
     have a clear delineation emphasis on literacy in the
     classroom
√  Thematic planning and teaching
√   Working effectively with parents
√  Raising academic standards
√  Dealing with paper work without frustration

Middle Level School Principals’ Questionnaire

1.  What are the academic needs of secondary school stu-

dents that should be stressed in our education courses?

√  Fundamental skills in reading, writing and math
√  Content-application to the real world
√  Writing across the curriculum
√  Organization skills, adherence to detail
√  Abstract thinking skills
√  Differentiated teaching/learning skills
√  Technology-updated skills
√  Problem solving
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By John A. Nidds

2.  What are the non-academic needs of secondary school

students?

√  Social and emotional development
√  Responsibility for actions
√  Sensitivity education
√  Empathy for others
√  Cyber safety, anti-bullying
√  Stress and anger management
√  More stress on the affective domain
√  Community service
√  Cultivate peer and adult interaction and relationship
√  Punctuality and time management
√  Character development
√  Survival in heterogeneous and inclusion classes

3.  What educational approaches should we stress?

√  Differentiated teaching/learning
√  Multi sensory…computer and internet as tools.  Integrated
     approaches of core and encore courses in delivery of
     instruction
√  Assessing student learning
√  Student centered strategies
√  Utilization of Bloom’s taxonomy
√  Technology-upgraded skills
√  Use of manipulations
√  Full immersion in courses-make them real, relevant and
     meaningful, student centered cooperative learning
√  “Student as worker, teacher as coach”
√  Multi-cultural issues
√  Positive reinforcement
√  Utilization of Bloom’s taxonomy
√  Task orientation

4.  What classroom management and discipline skills should

we stress?

√  Clearly defined rules and expectations for behavior and
      dress that are consistently role play disciplinary situations
√  Parental involvement
√  Consistency, fairness and modeling good behavior
√  Choosing your battlegrounds
√  Consistent responses to discipline
√  Rules
√  Emphasize the positive
√  Public praise and private admonishment
√  Stress organizational skills as a precursor for good
     classroom discipline
√  Respect, respect, respect
√  Teacher contact and discipline
√  Responsibilities
√  Crisis intervention

5.  What current educational challenges will be met on a

secondary level?

√  Achieving more curriculum with less instruction time
√  90% of students scoring on level 3 or on state tests
√  Changing societal needs

√  Lack of time for effective parenting
√  Too much time taken up by this assessment debacle
      that has evolved
√  Teaching to the standards (few know them well)
√  Meeting the needs of all students thru differentiated
     learning
√  Increased accountability
√  Seeing new students every 40 minutes
√  State standards-tests, tests, tests
√  Peer pressure
√  Lack of respect
√  Diversity
√ Communication with parents
√  Keeping track of all students
√  Increased accountability
√   N.C.L.B.
√  Unprepared students
√  Graduation requirements
√  Keeping up with technology and its use in the classroom
√  Growing distrust on the part of the public towards
      education in general

What Principals Want

The principals expressed concern that teacher train-
ing be improved in three areas:  academic preparation, peda-
gogical preparation, and personal development.

Academically, the principals want aspiring teach-
ers to be knowledgeable in the use of technology, especially
regarding the Internet.  They also expect them to be skilled
writers, have a firm grasp of their subject area, be proficient
in community relations, and have facility in public speaking.

Desired pedagogical preparation includes learn-
ing to teach computer skills (including Internet), research
and study skills, and reading and writing skills particular to
specific academic areas.  Additionally, principals expect new
teachers to be familiar with preparing units of study that in-
corporate authentic tasks and differentiated teaching styles,
and assessments.  Relating to classroom management,
new teachers should be familiar with cooperative learning
environments, diversity classes, and other heterogeneous
arrangements.

      Principals expect young teachers to:

• Possess knowledge of and sensitivity to cultural
and ethnic differences

• Possess conflict resolution skills
• Be able to manage time efficiently
• Be familiar with current research in education in

general as well as in specific content area
• Possess knowledge of standards and high stakes

assessments
• Be able to deal with parent concerns
• Be able to communicate well
• Be reliable
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Clearly, the secondary principals expect prospec-
tive teachers to be well versed in a spectrum of areas far
wider than has been required heretofore.  The implications
for schools of education are manifest.

The breadth of interests expressed by the princi-
pals reflects the high levels at which they themselves are
working.  That they are able to remain so current in educa-
tional issues while operating their buildings is a tribute to
their ability and dedication.

Other Crucial Elements

Both sets of responses indicate that the public
school administrators who responded to my questionnaire
are well informed and committed to a quality, well-rounded
educational experience for each of their students.

Noticeable by their absence, however, are three
areas that the author regards as crucial elements in a com-
plete twenty-first century education.

First is the inclusion of parents and community
resources in the educational process.

Second, and related, is the necessity to devise
authentic tasks, activities and projects that incorporate
curriculum requirements, that require application of higher
level thinking or problem-solving skills, and that engage
the affective lives of a diverse student body.

Third, and closely related to the first two elements
of an effective educational experience is a commitment to
the challenges of federal, state, and local standards and
assessments.  It is only through these kinds of experi-
ences that we may realistically expect to foster academic
development in our students.  The difficulties of incorporat-
ing these three elements are, indeed, daunting, but must
be overcome if schools are to meet the challenges of the
twenty-first century.
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Hearing loss affects approximately 800,000 to 1.2
million American children of school age (Lee, Gomez-Marin,
& Lee, 1996; Lee, Gomez-Marin, & Lee, 1998).  Deficits in
hearing, even mild temporary hearing losses, can cause
significant delays in language and speech development, as
well as a number of auditory-based learning disabilities
(Kirkwood & Kirkwood, 1983).  Because of the high amount
of auditory interaction teachers have with students, teachers
are in unique positions to be able to identify children with
hearing deficits.  Furthermore, it becomes one of the respon-
sibilities of the teachers to help facilitate optimal communi-
cation with the hearing impaired students in their classrooms.
Teachers are a key resource in combination with parents,
physicians, audiologists, and speech-language pathologists
in the struggle to identify and properly treat students with
hearing loss.  For that reason, the following is a primer on
hearing, hearing testing, hearing loss, and some of the de-
vices/treatment options for the hearing impaired.

Hearing

An understanding of the hearing process, the physi-
cal structure of the ear, and the kinds of impairments that
occur in students and children, will assist teachers in more
effectively communicating and teaching them in the class-
room and school setting.  The human ear consists of four
general components: the external ear, the middle ear, the

inner ear, and the central auditory nervous system (Figure 1).
The external ear consists of the pinna (the cartilaginous struc-
ture that is attached to the skull) and the external auditory

Teaching the Hearing Impaired:
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and Hearing Loss for Educators
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meatus (the tunnel that enters into the skull).  The main role
of the external ear is to collect sounds and direct them into
the middle and inner ear structures (Durrant & Lorinic, 1995).
Many animal species have the ability to move their pinnae in
sophisticated, precise ways as a means to help localize the
direction from which sounds are coming.  This aids in hunt-
ing/tracking as well as escape from dangers.  Humans do
not have the ability to move their pinnae in sophisticated
ways, but the structures are still useful for collecting and
amplifying sounds.  One needs only to cup his or her hands
behind his or her ears to notice how much louder sounds
become (de Boer, 1984).  Defect or missing pinnae, as well
as narrow or closed external auditory meatuses, can cause
significant hearing loss.

The middle ear begins at the tympanic membrane
(TM, aka: the ear drum) which is located at the end of the
tunnel that is the external auditory meatus.  Attached to the
TM is the malleus, the first of the three middle ear bones
called the ossicles.  Connected to the malleus is the incus,
and connected to the incus is the stapes.  The three os-
sicles are often also referred to as the hammer, the anvil,
and the stirrup.  The stapes bone inserts into the cochlea,
the first structure of the inner ear.  When sound reaches the
end of the external auditory meatus, it strikes the TM, caus-
ing it to move back and forth.  Since the ossicles are at-
tached to the TM, they also move back and forth.  This action
transfers the sound energy that has arrived at the TM through
the ossicles and into the cochlea (Yost, 1994).

The cochlea is the key organ where the energy of
sound is converted into the electro-chemical energy of the
nervous system.  The cochlea is a snail shell-shaped bony
structure that is filled with fluid.  When the stapes moves
back and forth in concert with the sound energy transmitted
through the TM, it sets the fluid within the cochlea into mo-
tion (Von Bekesy, 1958).  Contained within the cochlea is the
organ of Corti, which contains hair cells that respond to the
fluid motion that results from the movement of the stapes
bone.  The hair cells respond to the movement of the fluid by
releasing neurotransmitter (Slepecky, 1996).  Underneath
the hair cells are neurons of the auditory nerve (the cochlea
and auditory nerve comprise the structures of the inner ear).
The neurons of the auditory nerve respond to the neurotrans-
mitter from the hair cells.  The auditory nerve is comprised of
a series of neurons that form a chain running from the co-
chlea to the brainstem (Yost, 1994).  The activity of each

Figure 1
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neuron in the chain causes a response from each neuron to
which it is connected.  This chain of responses from the neu-
rons sends the auditory signal through the auditory nerve into
the auditory centers of the brainstem (Sewell, 1996).  Several
structures within the brain work to recognize and process
auditory signals.  These structures comprise the central au-
ditory nervous system and are the structures responsible for
the actual sensation of hearing.

The ear is an extremely sophisticated organ and one
that is very susceptible to damage.  Damage at any location
within the auditory pathway, from the pinna to the highest au-
ditory centers of the brain, can lead to significant hearing defi-
cits.  Familiarity with the terminology used in the tests given by
audiologists will enable the teacher to better understand the
test reports and recommendations they might receive from
audiologists or otolaryngologists.

Hearing Testing

The first step in any child’s hearing testing process
is the recognition that a hearing evaluation is necessary.  Edu-
cators are often the first to see signs of a possible hearing
problem in a student, and are the ones to initially recommend
evaluation for hearing loss.  Warning signs include: a child
who is easily distracted by background noise, one who when
seated away from the teacher struggles to hear him/her, one
who responds more effectively to visual questions or com-
mands, one who appears to favor one ear over the other.  Any
time there is cause for concern about a child’s hearing, an
evaluation by an otolaryngologist or audiologist is recom-
mended.

Initial hearing loss diagnosis is made on the basis
of the standard audiometric test battery.  The normal battery
consists of three principle tests: otoscopy, tympanometry, and
audiometry.  Otoscopy is the visual examination of the pinna,
external auditory meatus, and TM.  Tympanometry is a test of
the pressure behind the TM, and the TM’s ability to move in
response to sound.  Tympanograms are labeled one of three
letters to classify the type of tympanogram.  A Type A
tympanogram denotes normal mobility of the TM and normal
pressure behind the TM.  A Type B tympanogram denotes no
mobility of the TM.  A Type C tympanogram denotes significant
negative pressure behind the TM.

Following tympanometry, an audiogram is taken.
This test is the true indicator of a patient’s hearing ability.
The first part consists of air conduction pure tone testing.
The ear breaks complex sounds down into different frequen-
cies, and most hearing losses vary across frequencies
(Harrell, 2002).  Pure tone threshold testing finds the lowest
level at which a patient can hear a sound at a given fre-
quency, ranging from low frequency (250 Hz) to high (6000-
8000 Hz).  Intensity of the sound is measured in decibels
(dB), a logarithmic scale.  Every doubling of sound pressure
level leads to an increase of 3 dB.  Common casual speech
is in the 50-70 dB range.  Sound above 85 dB can cause
hearing loss, depending on the length of exposure.  Pure
tone thresholds are charted on an audiogram, with red circles

for the right ear, and blue X’s for the left ear.  The x-axis along
the top shows frequency.  The y-axis charts the intensity of
the sound where the threshold was found (in dB).  The low-
est intensities are at the top of the chart, and the higher
intensities occur at the lower end of the chart.  The example
audiogram shown in Figure 2 depicts air conduction thresh-
olds in a patient with normal hearing sensitivity.

In addition to air conduction testing (done with
headphones or earphones inserted into the external audi-
tory meatus, an audiogram includes bone conduction.  Air
conduction testing delivers sound into the ear through the
ear.  It tests the function of the external ear, middle ear, inner
ear, and central auditory nervous system.  Bone conduction
testing stimulates the bone of the skull to deliver the sound
directly to the cochlea, bypassing the external and middle
ears (Tonndorf, 1968).  Only the inner ear and central sys-
tem are tested with bone conduction.  With both air and
bone conduction testing, the audiologist is able to roughly
determine where in the auditory system a problem is oc-
curring (more on that in the Hearing Loss section).

Finally, speech testing is also performed as part
of an audiogram.  A speech reception threshold (SRT) is
found, the minimum level at which bi-syllabic sounds can
be heard and repeated by the patient (Carhart, 1951).  After
the SRT, word discrimination ability is tested by delivering a

Figure 2
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series of monosyllabic words at a comfortable dB level.  The
percentage of correctly repeated words is calculated and
reported as the word discrimination score (Carhart, 1965).
This score is particularly useful for determining a patient’s
potential benefit from a hearing aid.  If they cannot under-
stand words at a comfortable level, the amplification from a
hearing aid is unlikely to benefit them (more on that topic in
the Hearing Aids section).

Hearing Loss

For the teacher, an understanding of what causes
hearing loss and how it affects the student’s perception of
auditory information is of paramount importance for recog-
nizing students with hearing loss and participating in the
student’s auditory rehabilitation or habilitation.  Hearing loss
is classified into one of three forms based on the audio-
gram: conductive, sensorineural, or mixed (Harrell, 2002).
Conductive losses result from damage to the external and/
or middle ear sections, with normal functioning inner ear
and central auditory systems.  On the audiogram, conduc-
tive losses manifest with elevated air conduction thresh-
olds, but normal bone conduction.  Because bone conduc-
tion bypasses the external and middle ears, it tests only the
inner and central systems (Tonndorf, 1968).  Those sys-
tems are normal, so bone conduction thresholds are nor-
mal.  Sensorineural losses result from damage to the inner
ear and/or central auditory system, with normal function of
external and middle ears.  In these cases, air conduction
thresholds are elevated and bone conduction thresholds
are elevated equally.  Since both air bone conduction are
testing the impaired areas, the loss shows up on both tests.
Mixed losses are a combination of conductive and senso-
rineural losses.  Air conduction and bone conduction thresh-
olds are both elevated, but air is still considerably worse
than bone.

Common causes of conductive hearing loss in-
clude: middle ear infections (with and without fluid filling the
middle ear space), perforated TMs, and buildup of cerumen
(ear wax) in the external auditory meatus.  There are numer-
ous other causes, but those are the most common, espe-
cially in children.  In children, conductive losses are consid-
erably more common than sensorineural or mixed.  Whereas
sensorineural losses are likely to be permanent, most con-
ductive losses are temporary and medically treatable.  For
conditions of middle ear infection, negative pressure (re-
sulting in a Type C tympanogram) or fluid (resulting in a
Type B tympanogram) can build up behind the TM.  The
buildup results in decreased mobility of the TM and middle
ear ossicles, resulting in less sound energy being trans-
mitted to the cochlea (Fowler & Shanks, 2002).  Treatment
options from a primary physician or otolaryngologist (ENT
doctor) include antibiotics, waiting for the infection to clear
on its own, or a myringotomy.  A myringotomy is a procedure
in which a small incision is made through the TM, allowing
fluid or excessive pressure to drain out through the external
ear.  Pressure equalization tubes can also be implanted at
that time to keep the hole in the TM open to prevent further
buildup of fluid or pressure (Mandel et al., 1989).  TM perfo-

rations can also occur on their own, either through trauma to
the TM or due to excessive pressure behind the TM that re-
sults in the TM bursting open to relieve the pressure.  TM
perforations often heal themselves, as long the damage is
not too extensive.  In cases of more severe damage, surgical
repair is an option.

Cerumen impaction is one of the more common
causes of external ear-related conductive hearing loss.  While
in most people, cerumen clears from the external auditory
meatus naturally, some people with small ear canals or ex-
cessive production of cerumen cannot naturally clear it out.
The result is that the entire external auditory meatus becomes
impacted with cerumen and sound cannot reach the TM (Ney,
1993).  Cerumen can be cleared by a physician using manual
extraction, flushing the ears with water, or vacuuming the
cerumen out with a specialized apparatus.  Caregivers often
make the mistake of “cleaning” a child’s ears with cotton
swabs, a process that serves only to push cerumen deeper
into the ear canal toward the TM, where it is more likely to
become impacted and more difficult for the physician to ex-
tract.  The best procedure is simply to wash the pinna and
the very shallowest edge of the external auditory meatus, but
without digging into the meatus in an attempt to extract ceru-
men.  Otitis externa (aka swimmer’s ear) can also affect the
external ear and cause conductive hearing loss.  The infec-
tion affects the walls of the external auditory meatus, causing
them to swell.  The result can be an external auditory meatus
with a drastically narrowed diameter (can be to the point of
closing the meatus off completely) (Keim, 1977).  The de-
crease in meatus diameter reduces the sound energy that
can reach the TM.  Otitis externa is usually treated with drops
prescribed by a physician.

Sensorineural hearing loss affects many fewer chil-
dren than does conductive hearing loss, but the severity of
sensorineural hearing loss is greater, and the loss is al-
most always permanent.  The most common cause of sen-
sorineural hearing loss is death of the hair cells in the co-
chlea (Davidson, Hyde, & Alberti, 1988).  In adults, the hair
cells usually die from exposure to intense noise or from
aging (Henderson et al., 2006).  In children, this occurs due
to bacterial meningitis (Fortnum & Davis, 1993), abnormali-
ties in development of the cochlea, various severe child-
hood or prenatal infections or illnesses (McCollister et al.,
1996; Peckham, 1989; Hall and Richards, 1987), or genetic
hearing losses of unknown origin.  Noise-induced hearing
loss is growing as a problem for younger and younger popu-
lations, as the sound output levels of various electronic en-
tertainment devices becomes higher and higher.  Although
it is rare for children under age eighteen to have significant
noise-induced hearing loss, early stage hearing loss is be-
coming more common, and portends significant hearing
losses for these children as they reach middle age and
beyond.  Damage/abnormalities in the central auditory ner-
vous system that can lead to sensorineural hearing loss
are often more difficult to recognize and diagnose in chil-
dren.  Central auditory learning difficulties are becoming
more widely recognized, although exact diagnosis and treat-
ment options are still a matter of debate.
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Hearing Aids

As stated above, children with sensorineural hear-
ing loss most likely have a permanent loss.  Should the
hearing deficit be severe enough, amplification is indicated.
Amplification in children is most commonly accomplished
with a behind-the-ear (BTE) hearing aid (Dillon, 2001).  In
its simplest form, a hearing aid consists of four compo-
nents: a microphone to pick up sound, an amplifier to in-
crease the dB level of the sound, a receiver to deliver the
amplified sound into the patient’s ear, and a shell or mold
to fit the aid into the patient’s ear (Valente et al., 2002).  The
BTE houses its electronic components in a shell that fits
behind the patient’s ear.  The shell is connected to a tube
that runs to a mold that is fit into the patient’s ear.  The
amplified sound is delivered through the tube, through the
mold, and into the patient’s ear.  In adults, in-the-ear (ITE)
style hearing aids are much more common.  ITEs have all
of the electronic components housed within a shell that is
molded to fit into the patient’s ear.  ITEs are often very small,
and the lack of visibility is very appealing to most adult
patients.  The problem with ITE aids for children is that
children’s ears are constantly growing, meaning that the
mold that fits into a child’s ear needs to be replaced regu-
larly because it no longer fits properly (Dillon, 2001).  An ITE
would need to be completely remade each time to transfer
the electronic components to a new shell.  With a BTE, a
new mold can be made and the BTE aid can simply be
connected to the new mold, while disposing of the old one.
It is a much less costly procedure that also does not re-
quire the patient to go without the aid for any period of time.

Hearing aid technology is constantly changing.  The
classic analog hearing aid is slowly being replaced in the
marketplace by digital technology, which is believed to offer
better sound clarity and better performance in background
noise.  Indeed, clarity and background noise represent the
two greatest challenges facing the hearing aid user.  Senso-
rineural hearing loss often robs the patient of sound clarity,
not necessarily at the expense of sound intensity.  A senso-
rineural hearing loss is not the equivalent of turning down
the volume on the television (although, a conductive loss
comes close to this analogy).  Often patients with senso-
rineural hearing loss can hear people speaking to them
(i.e.: the volume/intensity is adequate) but they fail to under-
stand the words being said (the clarity is not adequate).  Why
does this happen?  Different speech sounds are dominated
by different frequency sources.  Vowel sounds are low fre-
quency dominated, and those sounds contribute heavily to
the intensity/volume of speech.  Consonant sounds are
heavily high frequency based, and those sounds contribute
heavily to the clarity of sound.  A person hearing only vowel
sounds of speech will hear the speech but be unable to
understand the words.  This occurs in patients with high-
frequency hearing loss (the consonant sounds are lost).
High-frequency hearing loss is common in the noise- and
age-related hearing loss that is so prevalent among adults.

Since sensorineural hearing loss is not the equiva-
lent of reducing the volume on the television, the solution

from a hearing standpoint is not to simply increase the vol-
ume of sound being delivered to the hearing impaired
patient’s ear.  Often, what is needed is selective amplifica-
tion at certain frequencies, but not others.  In adults, this
usually means greater amplification in the more severely-
affected high frequencies.  In children, this pattern is much
more variable, as children with sensorineural hearing loss
can have losses that are predominantly low frequency, pre-
dominantly mid frequency, predominantly high frequency, or
flat across all frequencies.  Providing selective amplification
and creating optimal speech clarity with a hearing aid is an
ongoing challenge for manufacturers and dispensers
(Parving, 1992).  In addition to problems with clarity, patients
with sensorineural hearing loss have impaired ability to filter
out background noise and focus on the person to whom they
are trying to listen.  This is a serious issue with hearing aids,
as they often cannot improve a patient’s hearing performance
in background noise, and can actually make it worse.  Noisy
situations prove extremely challenging for hearing impaired
individuals, whether they are adult or child, hearing aid user
or not.  Thus, one of the ongoing challenges for classrooms
with hearing impaired students is to minimize the potential
background noise to allow optimal speech perception.  There
is a growing body of evidence that minimized background
noise may prove to be beneficial to all students, not just the
hearing impaired.

In the classroom, one of the more effective instru-
ments used to reduce background noise and improve the
signal-to-noise ratio (the signal being the teacher’s voice,
the noise being everything else) is the FM system (Nabelek,
Donahue, & Letowski, 1986).  An FM system uses a micro-
phone, usually attached to the teacher’s lapel, to pick up the
teacher’s speech.  Since the microphone is close to the
sound source, it picks up little background noise.  The speech
signal is then transmitted to a receiver on the student.  The
speech signal is then delivered to the student through a pair
of headphones she/he is wearing or an uplink connected to
the student’s BTE hearing aid.  The receiver can also be
located at a speaker that is aimed at the student.  The end
result is that the student is hearing the teacher’s voice with
little of the background noise from other students or rever-
berating/echoing sounds in the classroom.  This yields a
higher signal-to-noise ratio that can greatly benefit the stu-
dent with auditory deficits (Boothroyd & Iglehart, 1998).

Cochlear Implants

No discussion of options for children with hearing
loss would be complete without a description of the cochlear
implant.  In fact, the cochlear implant is a topic that warrants
a review paper all its own.  The cochlear implant is indicated
for patients with profound sensorineural hearing loss and
for whom hearing aid amplification provides no benefit.  In
very broad terms, the cochlear implant serves to electrically
stimulate the auditory nerve in place of missing or non-func-
tional hair cells (Zwolan, 2002).  As stated above, the hair
cells are the key cells that respond to sound energy and
convert it into the electro-chemical signaling of the nervous
system.  The cochlear implant is surgically implanted into
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the cochlea and sits next to the auditory nerve (where the
hair cells would normally be).  The implant converts auditory
signals into a series of electrical impulses.  The electrical
impulses stimulate the auditory nerve in place of the absent
hair cells.  The electrical stimulation begins the chain of
responses from the auditory nerve that communicates the
auditory signal to the central nervous system.  The effect is a
sensation of hearing in patients that would otherwise be
profoundly hearing impaired.  The auditory sensation in co-
chlear implant patients is quite a bit different from that of
normal hearing individuals or even hearing impaired people
using hearing aids.  Truly, cochlear implant technology rep-
resents a new frontier in providing auditory input to the pro-
foundly hearing impaired, a patient population that was for-
merly inaccessible with auditory input.  That said, there is
considerable controversy about the use of cochlear implants
in children (Harvey, 2001).  The deaf community, comprised
of people with severe and profound hearing impairments is
a unique population with its own unique forms of communi-
cation (including American Sign Language) and its own rich
culture and heritage.  The argument can be made that im-
planting a profoundly deaf child with a cochlear implant forces
that child to be a part of the hearing community at the exclu-
sion of the child’s possible involvement in the deaf commu-
nity.  At the same time, since the child is not hearing like other
normal-hearing children, he or she may not be completely
accepted into the hearing community.  The issue becomes
more complex when parents must make the decision about
whether or not to implant at the child’s early age.  Indications
are that the earlier in the child’s auditory and language de-
velopment that he/she is implanted, the better the child will
do in auditory learning and language acquisition skills with
the implant.  Thus, the decision must be made by the par-
ents (often normal-hearing parents) very quickly and during
a potentially emotionally-trying time (they have just found out
their child has a profound hearing impairment).  Certainly,
the decisions of whether to implant a child and how to raise
and educate the hearing impaired child are complex, emo-
tional decisions that require adequate information and sen-
sitivity from those involved.

Conclusions

Hearing deficits come in many forms with differing
underlying physical pathologies, treatment options, and im-
pact on lifestyle.  As stated at the outset, proper recognition
of hearing loss in a child is a key step in tailoring the child’s
education to properly overcome any impairment he or she
may experience as a result of the hearing loss.  Teachers
are a key resource for recognizing hearing deficits, and they
play a major role in the education of hearing impaired stu-
dents.  This review was intended to provide an introduction
to how hearing works, how hearing losses occur, and what
options are available to hearing impaired individuals.  The
goals are for proper treatment and education to enrich the
lives of the hearing impaired and to help them maximize
their learning potential (as would be the goals with normal-
hearing students).  It is an ongoing challenge for children,
parents, teachers, and the speech and hearing service com-
munity to meet those goals.
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Abstract

This paper presents the evolving role of founda-
tions in the United States and specifically examines how the
Bill and Melinda Gates and Wallace Foundations in the
United States have clarified their underlying principles to in-
crease their influence on public policy for education. In many
instances, the approaches to innovation that these founda-
tions select deliberately eliminate the controls of govern-
mental agencies such as school boards and state depart-
ments of education. Essentially, they are moving towards a
decentralized, independent and entrepreneurial model that
allows for flexibility, accountability and impact in the field as
quickly as possible.

Introduction

When Warren Buffett, the world’s second-wealthi-
est man, announced his plans to devote most of his legend-
ary fortune to the philanthropic efforts of the world’s wealthi-
est man, the totality of the Bill and Melinda Gates Foundation
doubled, as did its anticipated annual potential grants. In
light of this merger of resources, the new endowment of the
Gates Foundation, which would, if fully vested today, be $60
billion, might sound like just another ordinary corporate
merger, or the combined net profits of the world’s largest oil
refiners in 2006.

The totality of the Gates and Buffet fortunes, and the
roughly $3 billion per year that is now expected to be doled
out around the world through the Gates Foundation has
changed the view of Foundations. In fact, even before the
Buffet announcement in June of 2006, the Bill and Melinda
Gates Foundation was, by far, the largest in the world. Put
another way, the discretionary dollars represented by the
Gates Foundation’s annual giving to, for example, public
education initiatives, will now far exceed the discretionary
dollars offered by the United States government for the same
purpose. This unilateral investment in knowledge acquisi-
tion is typical of Bill Gates. Microsoft has announced that in
2007 it will spend approximately $7.5 billion on research
and development, or fully 17% of its 2006 revenues.

The New Foundations:
Catalysts for Innovation

by Kevin N. McGuire, Ph.D.
and

Robert J. Manley, Ph.D.

In the United States foundations are starting to re-
cast themselves into Research & Development Centers that
serve as social engineers for global social issues. Their
financial acumen and actual funds stretch their potential to
affect positive social change many times greater than the
value of individual investments, total annual giving or the
powerful symbolism of such acts as the Buffet gift.

The focus of this paper is to demonstrate the shift
in how foundations, large and small, have moved well be-
yond merely defining themselves as ‘agencies that fund pro-
posals’ to activists that challenge would-be recipients of fund-
ing to push the boundaries of their missions, innovate, and
succeed on a much broader scale. The policy activism of
foundations in the United States is not surprising given the
retreat of U.S. governmental entities from effective change
efforts in schools and other social enterprises to policies
that endorse and enforce outcome assessments as the
political wedge to advance change and improvement. Even
university research centers that conduct stem cell research
have felt the restrictions of federal political ideology. The U.S.
government formerly pushed the boundaries of science in
our colleges and universities. Since 2000, it has increas-
ingly narrowed its vision. In 2007, reductive politics take the
place of public discourse in the United States. As David
Brooks noted in his December 2006 New York Times article
about the passing of Milton Friedman: “team loyalty has taken
over the wonk’s [policy makers] world so there are invisible
boundaries that mark politically useful, and therefore so-
cially acceptable, thought” (Brooks, D., 2006).  In the last two
decades, the U.S. has witnessed the erosion of grants in the
humanities from innovative and artistically sound produc-
tions to those adjudicated as works that are not too contro-
versial.

Even in education within the United States, espe-
cially public education, No Child Left Behind legislation with
its annual testing of students in grades three to eight has
reduced innovation in the classroom to tricks about teaching
to the test. Schools that benefit from foundation support find
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themselves basking in the halo of the foundation and able to
innovate and operate beyond the restrictions of federal leg-
islation. From the vantage point of the professional world of
public education, the ‘No Child Left Behind’ legislation has,
since its passage in 2001, stirred fierce debate and, today,
numerous state-sponsored lawsuits regarding the pur-
ported disregard by the Federal government for appropri-
ate funding to meet mandated goals. These lawsuits are
political responses to ideological and legislative initiatives
that impact the education of children in sundry adverse ways
by directing teacher attention to narrow curricula and self
protective acts that prepare students for state exams (Jones
& Egley, 2006; Laitsch, 2006). The sad truth is that govern-
ment sponsored innovation does not reside in NCLB; it
houses only ‘get tough’ goals with punitive consequences.
After six years, Monty Neill (2006) in a recent issue of Re-
thinking Schools, noted that we are left with a predictable
pile of rubble:

“ [With NCLB] the primary narrowing [of the achieve-
ment gap] has been in math. This is due to an inten-
sified emphasis on math instruction. However, as
educators are pressured to teach to state tests,
NAEP gains appear to be mainly in rote learning, not
conceptual understanding or problem-solving. The
price of the focus on accountability testing has been
narrowed instruction in the tested subjects and in-
creased focus on rote learning” (Neill, 2006
www.reth ink ingschools .org/arch ive/21_01/
over211.shtml, 11-12-06).

Jonathan Kozol (2005) has termed rote learning to
meet testing requirements “cognitive decapitation… that led
to reduced instruction in history, art, and other subjects not
included on high-stakes tests” (Kozol, speech at Montgom-
ery High School, September 17, 2005).

Stepping into this vacuum of innovation are people
like Gates, who radically proposed that U.S. high schools
were ‘obsolete’ (Gates, 2005). Representatives of the Fed-
eral government will not say public schools are obsolete.
Only someone with the discretion to ‘think differently’ about
how to achieve a goal and with no vested interest in the
bureaucratic mandates will oppose a failed bureaucracy. In
1995, Gates described the next generation of classrooms
and students in these words:

Classroom learning will include multi-
media presentations, and homework will involve
exploring electronic documents as much as text-
books, perhaps even more. Students will be en-
couraged to pursue areas of particular interests,
and it will be easy for them to do so. Each pupil will
be able to have his own question answered si-
multaneously with other students’ queries.  A class
will spend part of a day at personal computers
exploring information individually or in groups.
Then, the students will bring back their thoughts
and questions about the information they have dis-
covered to the teacher, who will be able to decide

which questions should be brought to the atten-
tion of the full class. While students are at their
computers, the teacher will be free to work with
individuals or small groups and focus less on lec-
turing and more on problem solving (p. 187).

There are some who are troubled by this indepen-
dence, who believe that a concentration of wealth and a
willingness to do things differently, outside one’s core knowl-
edge base or experience, might be… well, undemocratic.
In the face of United States governmental abandonment of
the liberal beliefs the founders established in their pursuit
of happiness, life, liberty and justice and the broad based
research and experimentation they encouraged, we have a
meager substitute in the United States where our federal
policy is focused on the satisfaction of special interests
and specifically for education, the testing industries. With
the No Child Left Behind federal requirements, they have a
dream mandate of exams for all students in grades three
to eight. Education in the United States for students in
grades 3-12 operates as if testing were a cure for igno-
rance. Imagine if hospitals believed that they could cure
tuberculosis by testing patients to see if they have the afflic-
tion. The United States has reduced its public educational
system for the majority of its students to a narrowly focused
curricula and worse, weeks and weeks of drill and practice.
One third grade teacher whom we interviewed stated: “I am
leaving teaching next year because all we do is drill and
train the students to take practice tests. In the fall, I spend
six weeks on such work and in the spring I am at it again for
twelve weeks. The children are so sick of test preparation
that they don’t care anymore.”

The freshness of a Gates Foundation and its will-
ingness to ignore federal assumptions about tests invigo-
rates the dialogue and action in the trenches. Gates (1995)
writes: “Corporations wanting to help with education could
provide recognition and cash awards to teachers whose
materials are making a difference” (p. 189). He envisioned a
time when parents and teachers would collaborate about
important learning opportunities for the child. He described
the process as: “once teachers have enough information on
a student and are relieved of a lot of tedious paperwork, they
will have more energy and time to meet the revealed indi-
vidual needs of that student. This information will be used to
tailor classroom materials and homework assignments.
Teachers and parents will also be able to review and dis-
cuss the particulars of a child’s progress easily” (pp. 109-
191). According to teachers, there is little time for innovative
exchanges in the current climate of test preparation that they
face in America’s schools.

Some teachers have looked beyond state and fed-
eral systems for help. Teachers who investigate the new
foundations of the 21st century find they have an ear, and a
place where the voice of reason and care can be heard in-
side the new foundations. Uniquely, the wealth of these foun-
dations and their not-for profit status makes them indepen-
dent of the government and its tax laws at least for the present
decade in the 21st century. Gates has noted his interest is
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schools that work. He cited the Lester B. Pearson School, a
Canadian high school as an example of success and inno-
vation when he wrote: “serving an ethnically diverse neigh-
borhood, computers are an integral part of every course in
the daily curriculum. For the 1,200 students, there are more
than 300 personal computers, and more than 100 software
titles are in use. The school says its dropout rate, 4 per-
cent, when compared with a national average of 30 per-
cent, is Canada’s lowest” (p. 195).  Gates gives the ex-
ample of P.S. 125 in New York City as a secondary school
that used long-distance access to help students learn from
other cultures and to participate in discussions all over the
world. He calls these endeavors learning circles (Gates
1995). In 2006, Sharma and Kamath assigned such ac-
tions in their schools in India a term that Gates and other
innovative entrepreneurs would understand: “Quality
Circles.” They suggested that quality circles in education
should focus on the development of a holistic personality, a
spirit of duty, responsibility and team work, build analytical
minds, draw out possibilities and make education more
relevant to the user and the customer (pp. 50-51). Mean-
while, in the United States, the teachers are engaged for a
majority of the school week in test preparation. Why can’t
the United States adopt the Canadian or Irish test system
and simply have students take “leaving exams” at grades
3, 5, 8 and 12? There would be enormous savings with
reduced costs for exams. Middle schools could hire more
teachers with the savings. Their faculties could work on the
strengths and weaknesses of their students as they pre-
pare them for high school and high schools could be evalu-
ated on the basis of how well the students gain in normal-
ized scores for the leaving exams at grade 8 and grade 12.

Exploring the New Foundation

Cynics have dismissed foundations as sources of
funding that lacked the ability to sponsor significant societal
change. They would certainly be right if one thought of the
impact of these private assets in comparison to the all-en-
compassing impact of a New Deal or a Civil Rights Voting
Act. For example, governmental activism in the United States
since the Great Depression was focused much more on the
health and welfare of the individual. At best, many saw foun-
dational entities as charity; at worst, they were seen as eso-
teric enterprises so narrowly focused as to have little rel-
evance to the larger society (Anheier and Leat 2006). For
many decades, innovation was not a word associated with
foundations, except perhaps in the arts.

In 2006, foundations emerged as major catalysts
for innovation that deliver tangible results to public sectors
such as education. The influence and scale of the Gates
commitments has inspired new approaches by foundations,
beginning with a re-thinking of quantifiable impacts so that
benchmarks and data collection and assessments are part
of the basic fabric of the foundation grant. This structure
provides the guidance, support and accountability that all
enterprises need. Accountability remains a major factor in
corporate and foundation grants and their renewals. Fed-
eral and state enterprises might try to learn from their ac-

countability models. Corporate foundations, especially, have
overhauled their missions. What was once perceived to be
purely a modest public relations tool to burnish the image of
the company has been recalibrated. The purpose of Corpo-
rate Foundations is still positive media relations for the com-
pany, but today, because they provide more than 20 billion
dollars annually to educational, humanitarian and cultural
organizations, they realize that they have an opportunity to
inspire innovation and spur change (Porter and Kramer 1999,
Okie, 2006). A desire to influence more people and to make
a difference for human lives on a larger social scale has
caused foundations to become broader, more aggressive
and more strategic in their goal setting.

In the United States and especially in New York State,
the Wallace Foundation is an illustration of the transforma-
tion that has been set into motion under the auspices of the
new public agenda. As the Wallace Foundation itself states:
“Most people regard foundations solely as grant makers,
but after a decade of successful grant making, the Wallace
Foundation concluded that funding good programs isn’t
enough: national foundations need to extend their reach far-
ther than grants…We were no longer satisfied that we were
reaping sufficient social returns on the dollars we were
investing…We thought we could find a way to deliver more
social benefits” (Wallace website, 2006).

Recognizing that public and government agencies
are often unable – financially or politically – to dedicate
resources to research, experimentation and risk taking
strategies that might yield significant payoffs, foundations
are positioning themselves to make these influential con-
nections (Anheier & Leat, 2006). The new model of effec-
tive philanthropy originally presented by Capek and Mead
has several benchmarks for success that elevated the
power of private-sector foundations on public sector issues
(Capek & Mead, 2006). The several principles that they
suggest should operate are:

• The New Foundation encourages “bottom-up” grant

making as well as effective initiative-driven grant

making (Capek and Mead, 2006, p5). This speaks
directly to the desire of the new foundation to inspire
the successful recipients of grant funds to define
and measure their impact on society, not merely sus-
tain themselves.

• The New Foundation develops mutually respectful

relationships between funders and grantees (Capek

and Mead, 2006, p5). Foundations never had to think
about relationships. People and programs came to
them for money, and relationships were secondary
to the internal ‘math’ used to define which recipient
received funding. But the new Foundation seeks to
build relationships with its grantees, in part to create
sustainability and help to measure grantee goals
against foundation objectives.

• The New Foundation includes those working “clos-

est to the ground,” grantees as well as foundation
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staff and trustees, in decision-making and priority

setting (Capek and Mead, 2006 , p5). In essence, the
new foundation seeks much more collaboration from
the full organization than in the past, hoping to learn
from the entirety of the organization, not simply the
Executive Director.

• The New Foundation makes sure decision makers

have firsthand experience and/or breadth of theo-

retical knowledge in the areas foundation’s fund

(Capek and Mead, 2006 , p5). Corporate and foun-
dation directors typically insist that funds will only
be provided directly to program givers, not third par-
ties. They don’t want to see dollars or relationships
diluted.

With these principles in place, foundations are act-
ing more like societal change agents. In an era in which
governmental dollars for exploration of new solutions con-
tinues to shrink, the importance of the Foundation is more
profound. Although government is still expected to play a
major role, the direction foundations take are more likely to
be in tone with the community they hope to serve. Marie
Groark, a spokesperson for the Gates foundation, says: “Bill
has said himself that American education is a public sector
function for a number of reasons, including the fact that our
schools are located in our communities. American educa-
tion in its definition is something we all have a role in, not
just one foundation or even one Department of Education”
(in Sturgeon, November 2006, p.48).

In other words, in spite of the iconic status many
people have elevated Bill and Melinda  Gates to because of
the positive influence their foundation has been able to have
in the field of public education, they recognize that they serve
the community and that trained educators in local schools
are the ones best equipped to directly effect positive changes
for their students. The Gates Foundation has affected change
in schools because it allows educators on the local level to
implement initiatives that the bureaucracy of federal and state
governments won’t allow public schools to do. They offer
funding to support effective learning and those efforts pay off
for the communities that receive their help.

Attributes of New Foundations

The benchmarks for successful Foundations of the
21st century, what many call the success factors for the New
Foundation are attributes that one notices in studying the
way in which these entities are re-casting themselves, and
they are decidedly more progressive than the past would
indicate (Capek and Mead 2006).

• New Foundations encourage risk taking on the part

of both foundations and grantees (Capek and Mead,

2006, p5). This is a major evolutionary shift. It is ‘new
corporate’ in nature, a survivalist instinct borne out of
the recent business experiences of leaders who have
realized incredible financial windfalls accomplished
with just such a mindset.

• New Foundations foster a “learning organization”

culture of willingness to learn, accommodate

“midcourse corrections,” and change (Capek and

Mead, 2006, p5). The status quo, often identified with
the culture of the old foundation, is gone. Inserted in
its place is a much more vibrant organization that
seeks relevancy and continuous improvements in any
set of practices and metrics to assess itself.

Leon Botstein, the President of Bard College and
the President of the Gates-funded Bard High School Early
College, says: “We are spending a mass amount of public
money poorly, and what the Gates Foundation can do is not
take it over but help direct it. He’s simply adding a critical
mass of fuel so that a large fuel-guzzling engine can be
turned around in the right direction. He’s not replacing the
engine” (in Sturgeon, November 2006, p. 50).

In many places, public education has long been
mired in bureaucracy that has prevented meaningful reform
from taking place, especially in the nation’s low-wealth com-
munities.  Since it is not bound by the constraints of govern-
mental bureaucracy, the Gates Foundation has been able to
fund creative approaches in public education.

“We aren’t doing anything that hasn’t been talked
about before by education experts,” says Chris Barbic, head
of schools at the partially Gates-supported YES College Pre-
paratory School in Houston, Texas. “The difference is that
Gates was able to bring the resources to bear to actually
implement it so it gets beyond the discussion stage. Ideas
are great, but if you don’t have the money to do it, it’s just a
report” (in Sturgeon, November 2006, p. 52).

Utilizing the funds he received from the Gates Foun-
dation, Barbic was able to implement a smaller school model
that, until the additional funding arrived, was only a great
idea. This fall he opened one new school and has plans to
open another in 2007. When his vision is fully realized, the
YES system will include 700 students in each of five schools,
all concentrating on college prep courses. Although this struc-
ture is not unique among magnet schools, it is virtually un-
heard of among traditional, big public high schools (Stur-
geon, November 2006).

Being free of political constraints and constituen-
cies, foundations have space to think, observe and listen.
They have the potential to be creative, to take risks, to fail, to
be truly innovative as they pursue new approaches to old
and new problems that hinder effective social development.
Foundations have the ability to take the big risks that can
yield big payoffs and contend with the kind of failure that the
government cannot afford. Capek & Mead (2006) suggest
that the new agenda causes foundations to do multiyear,
core support grants and stick with grantees over time.

There’s a reason for this, and it is that the foundations rec-
ognize the perilous nature of political funding and the need
for continuity to drive success. They have shifted from a
scattershot annual approach to one that is marked by the
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reality of the need to provide core monies to give recipients
the chance to succeed – and to extend the time frame as a
way of encouraging the recipient’s success, all within the
framework of a measurable set of performance goals. If it
sounds decidedly corporate, that’s because it is. Porter and
Kramer (1999) indicate that this type of business and phil-
anthropic strategy represents, metaphorically speaking, turn-
around execution. Okie (2006) states that “the example set
by Bill and Melinda Gates has been as important as the
money they’ve donated. By calling attention to global inequi-
ties, they have attracted funding from others and made it
fashionable for the rich or famous to become involved in
solving global problems” (p. 1085). Okie noted that in 2006
when Tadataka Yamada was named president of the Bill
and Melinda Gates foundation’s Global Health Program, Tachi
mentioned two new foci for giving: health information and
human-resource development. He said the foundation was
“interested in worker-training projects that will improve health
care delivery” (p. 1087).

 Governmental agencies have neither the dollars
nor the demonstrated patience that is the hallmark of today’s
new foundations.  At $60 billion dollars, the Gates endow-
ment eclipses the 20 million dollars of discretionary funding
provided by the federal department of education annually
(Sturgeon, November 2006). The Bill and Melinda Gates
Foundation offers more than one-time grants that will apply
a band-aid to complex issues within public education. Their
grants are not the “pork” politicians throw at constituents.
They provide a sustained source of funding to meaningful
new programs in schools. The Gates Foundation has been
able to make a mark on individual student achievement and,
perhaps more important in the long run, it may be changing
the paradigms for delivery of education and its anticipated
returns.

“To date, the Gates Foundation has supported
more than 2,000 new high schools across the country, in-
cluding 27 in Chicago, 175 in New York, and 85 throughout
Texas. The Gates’ network of early college high schools
totals 170 schools, allowing students in 25 states to earn
college degrees along with their undergraduate diplomas.
The Gates’ Foundation reports that is has invested $1 bil-
lion to date into facilities and programs that offer what it
terms the new 3Rs: rigorous instruction, a relevant curricu-
lum; and meaningful, supportive relationships” (Sturgeon,
November 2006, p.50). The United States government is
reluctant to select specific public educational enterprises
for experimentation.

The corporate approach of the foundations will add
three additional attributes to the work that they will employ
(Capek and Mead 2006):

• First, New Foundations now aim for “transparency,”

with clear guidelines and accessibility (Capek and

Mead, 2006, p5). In the past, murkiness about fund-
ing procedures contributed to the dim view many
held of Foundations as agents of social change.
No more. In fact, foundations are mindful of the

need to plainly communicate what they are looking
for, and many go so far as to provide assistance to
potential recipients on response formation.

• Second, New Foundations establish goal setting

and accountability that includes both internal and

external evaluations of the effectiveness and im-

pact of the foundations’ own grant making (Capek

and Mead, 2006, p5). Like their public counterparts,
grant-giving organizations relied too heavily on the
status quo and only internal impact studies to gauge
effectiveness. Today, care is being taken to offer
fund recipients the ability to assess foundation ef-
fectiveness, a guide for the recipient to help the foun-
dation to understand what the needs of potential
fund recipients are, and how to deliver foundation
resources in a manner that expedites impact
(Capek and Mead 2006).

• Finally, New Foundations work with grantees (and

cover their costs) to evaluate the quality and impact

of grantees’ work (Capek and Mead, 2006, p5). In
the past, foundations might just ‘take the word’ of
the grant recipient on the effectiveness of the funded
initiative. No longer will foundations accept prom-
ises without evidence of effectiveness. Because
foundations are committed to ongoing, multi-year
funding of core programs, they expect to do their
own analysis of the impact of the dollars they are
providing.

Foundations are interested in ongoing change.
They hope to define themselves as nimble, that is, aptly
suited to adjust to a market force or a specific unantici-
pated condition that a grant recipient discovers. They rec-
ognize that before they allocate large sums effectively, they
must provide a clear, focused vision, strategies to achieve
the vision, operative evaluative tools, ongoing high-level
communications with grant recipients, and the ability to
consistently re-tool operations to optimize impact. Effective
foundations analyze the issues, identify their priorities, de-
termine their intended results and select non-profit organi-
zations most likely to advance their agenda. The managers
of the foundation grants structure their grants in a fashion
that holds the grantee organization accountable and pro-
vides the technical support for the grantee leaders that en-
sures a high level of oversight. In the 21st Century, effective
American corporations operate under these principles and
the former CEO’s of such businesses who direct founda-
tions demand that recipients of their support, lead and be
accountable as they were in their former enterprises.

Some might define the growing impact of the foun-
dations, in a less charitable manner, as concentrations of
wealth that have an undue influence on social policy and
practice, driven as they are by the force of entrepreneurial,
sometimes idiosyncratic individuals. Creativity, innovation
and risk taking will undoubtedly result in some failures.
Interestingly, the New Foundation seems committed to col-
laborative behaviors. As Oakie observed: “By serving on the
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board of the Gates Foundation, (Buffet) will have some say
in how the funds are spent, and he made his gift contingent
on Bill or Melinda remaining at the helm” (p. 1086). His
actions reflect his “business philosophy of investing in com-
panies that have a track record” (Okie, p. 1086).  Under the
Gates Foundation rules, the $287 million dollars in grants
for AIDS research in 2006 require scientists in 19 countries
to share their data in a central repository. “Yamada pre-
dicted that such collaboration would become more com-
mon in the future, even in industry” (Okie, 1088).

The new foundations are most likely to adopt these two
principles:

• Win support from other foundations and corpora-

tions for grant recipients.

• Build collaborative partnerships with other founda-

tions that can increase and publicize for public ben-

efit both the grantees’ and foundations’ own exper-

tise (Capek & Mead).

It is hard to resist the power of the New Foundation
for public good, and equally difficult to poke holes in the
efforts of these entities. As Botstein states: “People are im-
pressed with anything that has the Gates name on it, be-
cause it speaks of innovation, excellence and the contem-
porary. It’s about brains and the economic power of knowl-
edge” (in Sturgeon, p. 52).

In the face of a lack of trust for elected officials in the
United States and many other countries today, the New Foun-
dations have stepped in to offer reliability, innovation, and
demonstrable impact in stark contrast to the plodding, costly,
and largely ineffective governmental efforts at innovation.

Putting their energy, money and talent to work in
collaborative efforts, such as Gates and Buffet have done, is
a powerful new strategy. Just as foundations can work to
empower educators, or health care professionals, or com-
munity developers in furthering their own goals without “re-
inventing the wheel,” they can also work to increase the value
of their own dollars by partnering with other foundations that
share their values. The largest concentration of assets is
likely to have the greatest immediate impact, and the leader-
ship set by the largest Foundations could have an untold
positive influence on the practices of many others. Because
they are free of typical government restrictions, the New Foun-
dations are more responsive to social problems and can
intervene in a more direct manner.

New Foundations are also more nimble when it
comes to partnering with peer organizations. Their part-
nerships allow them to avoid duplicate costs and enable
them to maximize their investments in effecting social
change. On a state level, the New York based Wallace
Foundation has committed to innovation and the develop-
ment of a new foundation of social change based upon
shared knowledge.

A Wallace educational leadership initiative, SAELP –
State Action for Educational Leadership Project – is aimed to
strengthen the ability of principals and superintendents to
improve student learning. It was advanced in New York State
by identifying relevant research and supporting the recom-
mendations of the New York State Blue Ribbon Panel on
School Leadership. This grant expanded the knowledge
base of research regarding the importance of school and
district leadership to the achievement of students. The four
year grant, originally developed within the New York State
Education Department, fostered networking among cities
within and outside of New York State and developed an
electronic structure for communication that fostered an in-
tensive dialogue concerning critical issues for urban
schools. This level of partnership between the Wallace
Foundation and the New York State Education Department
demonstrates the power of the foundations to affect new
thinking. New Foundations like Wallace are no longer in-
terested in merely funding novel ideas, they are actively
seeking knowledge-based and research supported pro-
grams to impact change and they will choose their part-
ners carefully. Interestingly, it is the creative partnerships
and the advanced level of collaboration that the new foun-
dations require that may ultimately create the largest posi-
tive effect on society and, in particular, education in the United
States.

Summary

This paper presented the critical elements that
private philanthropic organizations such as the Gates Foun-
dation and the Wallace Foundation employed to provide
unfettered support to innovative ideas brought forth within
the public sector. Foundations seek new responsibilities
to lead social progress and add to the problem-solving
capacity of the nation and the world. As they expand, they
may even replace government’s reach. The independence
of foundations is an advantage to society as a whole inso-
far as their funding can counterbalance the forces of short-
term political markets and the financial limits on govern-
ment. One wonders how to ensure the good character of
the leaders of foundations. Perhaps, the transparency of
the foundation’s records and the vigilance of the free press
are our best guarantees of equity, fairness and benevo-
lence.

In short, foundations no longer simply offer chari-
table gifts and short-term funding for social action. Because
of the models established by the Gates Foundation and the
Wallace Foundation, private foundations offer flexible re-
sponses to social challenges, long term commitments, and
models that require accountability of all participants. In 2008,
foundations intend to serve as catalysts for innovation in
ways that governmental enterprises fail to do. Governmental
leaders often lack vision, flexibility, and accountability. Gov-
ernments desire to satisfy immediate political ends. Foun-
dations intend to make a lasting difference. They represent
new sources of hope much as the older institutions did for
past generations.
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SCHOOL DISTRICT ALMANAC Publications:

Data Points,  Vital Signs, and  Budget Pulse

Order Now: Publications featuring statistical data available to

Superintendents and School Board Members

- helpful for short and long term planning of educational goals

For more information, call
(631) 360-0800, ext. 123.

To partner with a modern foundation, one must
demonstrate a vision that improves the lives of those who
have a specific need, clear goals and strategies to achieve
the vision, criteria to measure progress and a collaborative
plan that consolidates resources into an effective enter-
prise.  If you have such a vision, it may be time to explore a
partnership with a foundation.
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INTRODUCTION

Among the largest financial decisions that a person will make,
deciding whether to go to college and where to go, are a few
of the highest importance.  The average yearly cost to attend
a four-year private college is $21,235 and to attend a four-
year public institution is $5,491 (2005-06 College Costs
2006).  This significant financial investment offers an indi-
vidual the opportunity to gain skills and knowledge that will
last throughout life.   More specifically, an undergraduate
college education enables an individual to express “thoughts
clearly in speech and writing, grasp abstract concepts and
theories, and increase their understanding of their world
and community” (Why Get a College Degree 2006).   But for
many, college attendance has a practical purpose, because
coveted positions require successful completion of the un-
dergraduate degree.  Yet, there are varying views on how a
general education curriculum should be defined.

The results of a national study undertaken by the Associa-
tion of Colleges and Universities found that students today
require a practical integrated liberal undergraduate educa-
tion.  A liberal education is “a practical education because it
develops just those capacities needed by every thinking adult:
analytical skills, effective communication, practical intelli-
gence, ethical judgment, and social responsibility” (Greater
Expectations 2002, 26).  An engaging practical liberal edu-

cation must prepare students to meet expectations both in
college and after graduation, regardless of the chosen insti-
tution or course of study (Humphreys & Davenport 2005).  An
undergraduate education is a combination of three facets of
educational focus: the major – which offers depth into a dis-
cipline, the electives and/or a minor – which offer a second-
ary focus or exploration into a range of topics, and the breadth
of general education.  General education is the “part of a
liberal eduation curriculum shared by all students.  It pro-
vides broad exposure to multiple disciplines and forms the
basis for developing important intellectual and civic capaci-
ties.  General education can take many different forms”
(Greater Expectations 2002, 25).

The purpose of this study is to explore the different forms
and features of a general education curriculum.  The research
questions for this study are, what is being done by the more
selective top-tier insitutions?  And, what can Long Island re-
gional colleges learn from the general education curriculums
offered by the more selective institutions?

METHOD

Sample
The sampling frame for this study included 100% of the de-
gree granting (Baccalaureate) colleges and universities in
close proximity to the Long Island region.  This sampling
frame included institutions in the states of Connecticut, New
Jersey, New York, Massachusetts, and Pennsylvania (east-
ern schools only) ranked as more or most selective
(America’s Best Colleges 2005).  The admissions offices of
the resulting 85 schools were contacted and a printed un-
dergraduate catalog requested.  Although many had online
catalogs, a printed catalog was preferred to do this research.
As of the writing of this report, a total of 27 undergraduate
catalogs were received.  These 27 colleges and universities
formed the final sample for this research study.

Data collected
For each school reviewed, the structure of its general educa-

tion program was captured.  Three categories sufficiently
described all structures.  They were:

a. Distribution system (including other requirements).
The school was identified as such if the students had a
choice of courses from which to select that would satisfy
the specific general education requirements.  The term
distribution system or core may or may not have been
used by the school.  Various terms were used, such as,
divisional requirements, discipline requirements, gen-
eral institute requirements, general university require-
ments, distribution requirements.

b. Common core (including other requirements). The
school was identified as such if the students’ choices
were limited.  Choice may still exist, but courses were
developed specifically for the students to satisfy the spe-
cific general education requirement.  It was the intent of
the school that students experience a common core of
knowledge.

c. Combination system (including other require-
ments). The school was identified as such if both sys-
tems were combined.  A series of common courses
may create a small foundation upon which a distribu-
tion system rests; or the school may have referred to the
system as a distribution system, but may not have pro-
vided students with many courses from which to choose.

Exploring the Forms and Features of an

Undergraduate General Education Curriculum
By Maureen L. MacKenzie, Ph.D.
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Once the broad categories were identified, then the follow-
ing data was collected:

a.  The categories within which the general education
courses were distributed.  In addition to the names of the
categories, the common core courses or categories were
captured.

b.   Additional features of the general education program
were captured, such as proficiencies required, requirements
across the curriculum (e.g., intensive writing), whether stu-
dents are required to take first year seminars, or other con-
straints or rules that may be of interest to regional colleges.

Though not as essential, the other information that was cap-
tured was:  the year the institution was founded, the athletic
division, the type of school as identified in the catalog lan-
guage, the number of undergraduates, and tidbits pulled
from the institution’s mission statement or general educa-
tion statement.

A limitation was the lack of consistency across these
schools as to how the undergraduate catalog was struc-
tured.  Some schools provided strong details, while some
schools provided minimal details.  Also, language was in-
consistent.

FINDINGS AND RESULTS

Findings
• 59.3% of the top-tier institutions (16) used a distribution

system coupled with additional features or requirements.
• 11.1% of the institutions (3) established a common core

of knowledge for their undergraduates.
• The remaining 29.6% of the institutions (8) established

a combination system drawing elements from both a
distribution system and a common core of knowledge.

Although there were category labels that appeared more
often than others, it was clear that schools had different styles
in grouping their disciplines.  For example, some schools
kept “arts” as a separate category, some schools combined
“art & humanities”, some schools kept “humanities” as a
separate category, one school combined “art and literature”,
while another school labeled the category “creative expres-
sion” by combining writing, art, dance, performance, choir,
and music.  Similarly, natural science, physical science, math,
quantitative reasoning, and technology found various ways
of being combined and labeled across different schools.

The most common “categories” for the general education
requirements were:
• Arts
• Humanities
• Natural/Physical Sciences
• Social Sciences
• Numeric & Symbolic Reasoning/Math
• Foreign Languages

A category to distinguish non-western cultures appeared in
various forms:
• Cultures of Africa, Asia, and the Americas
• Non-Western Cultural Heritage (included courses in An-

thropology, Political science, Music & Religion)
• Historical Analysis (included courses in East Asian stud-

ies, Near Eastern studies, Religions)

Another general education requirement category for a few of
the schools was a course in cultural diversity, which found
labels such as:
• Continuity and Change in the West
• Diversity & Multiculturalism
• Community, Culture and Society
• Cultural and Social Science
• Global Diversity
• U.S. Diversity

The 27 schools’ general education programs reviewed, all ranked as MORE or MOST selective, were:

St Institution City 

CT Quinnipiac University Hamden 

CT Trinity College Hartford 

CT University of Connecticut Storrs 

CT Wesleyan University Middletown 

CT Yale University New Haven 

MA Boston University Boston 

MA Brandeis University Waltham 

MA Emerson College Boston 

MA Hampshire College  Amherst 

MA Mass Institute of Tech (MIT) Cambridge 

MA Mount Holyoke College South Hadley 

MA Worcester Polytechnic  Worcester 

NJ Princeton University Princeton 

 

St Institution City 
NJ Ramapo College Mahwah 
NY Colgate University Hamilton 

NY Hamilton College Clinton 

NY Hobart & William Smith Geneva 

NY Skidmore College Saratoga Sprg 

NY Stony Brook University   Stony Brook 

NY SUNY Albany Albany 

NY Vassar College Poughkeepsie 

PA Bryn Mawr College Bryn Mawr 

PA Franklin & Marshall Lancaster 

PA Gettysburg College Gettysburg 

PA Swarthmore College Swarthmore 

PA Elizabethtown College Elizabethtown 

PA St Joseph's University Philadelphia 
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If an institution had a special focus, it may have appeared in
its general education distribution requirements.  For ex-
ample, Emerson College had heavy communication and
expression requirements, while MIT had a heavy and spe-
cific science core, even for non-science majors.  For the few
schools with a common core of knowledge, courses included
some of the following:
• The Craft of Language
• The Human Person
• Fundamentals of Speech Communication
• Texts and Contexts

When considering features or requirements of the general
education program, many of the schools had a writing profi-

ciency component.  Students entering could provide evidence
of proficiency with a strong verbal SAT I score, an AP exam or
sufficient performance on the college placement/entrance
evaluation exam.  Similarly, many schools had a “writing

across the curriculum” component.  Rather than students
taking an English writing course, other courses either in the
general education disciplines or in the major and minor sat-
isfied the writing intensive component.

Many of these top-tier schools had either or both a foreign lan-
guage proficiency requirement that could be satisfied with an
SAT II score, an AP score, or passing a 3rd year NYS Regents
exam, and/or an in-school foreign language requirement.

Similar to writing, many of the schools required a quantita-

tive reasoning (numeric and symbolic reasoning) proficiency.
For some schools, incoming students may provide evidence
of proficiency with SAT I scores, ACT scores, AP scores, or
college entrance exam.  Some schools, though few, did not
mention a quantitative requirement.  This may be the result
of such highly selective admission requirements, that the
school does not need to test for this proficiency.  Also, the
math requirements may be embedded within the majors.

Noticeably, the general education requirements of these top-
tier schools focused on breadth rather than depth.  Except
for one of the schools with a common core, course sequence
requirements did not exist within the general education cur-
riculum.  For example, students could take as little as 1
course in each category.  If more than 1 course was re-
quired, sequencing was not a constraint.

Another trend was the existence of 1st year seminars to help
students make the transition into college. Many of these 1st year
seminars also satisfied the writing-intensive requirement.

The findings suggested that schools did not constrain stu-
dents from transferring general education courses from other
institutions.  Many of the most selective schools resisted ac-
cepting AP exams as credit, but accepted coursework from
other accredited institutions prior to the student matriculating.
Swarthmore was an exception.  It did accept general education
transfer credits but required that 2 credits in each of the 3 divi-
sions be completed at Swarthmore.  Although there were resi-
dency requirements for the schools, they did not appear to be
within the general education component of the curriculum.

A few interesting and note-worthy general education features/
components that emerged during this research:

• MIT has a freshman-grading program – if a C or better is
earned, then a “P” appears in the student’s record.  If a
D or an F is earned, then the course earns no credit and
will never appear on any external reports/transcripts.
This policy permits students to explore challenging top-
ics without fearing non-reversible GPA damage.

• Hampshire College requires students to compile a portfo-
lio of writing samples and course evaluations from all gen-
eral education classes taken in the 1st two semesters.
The advisor reviews the portfolio to determine if the stu-
dent can move on to the next step in his or her program.

• Hampshire College has a community service require-
ment in the general education program.

• University of Connecticut and SUNY Albany each have
an information literacy component, similar to the “writ-
ing across the curriculum” program.  Courses within
different disciplines can be tagged as appropriate to
satisfy this proficiency requirement.

Summary:  The results of this research may provide Long Is-
land and regional colleges with a broader perspective of what
top-tier schools are doing to ensure a strong foundation in the
liberal arts and sciences for their undergraduate students.  The
mission statements of these schools consistently demonstrate
a commitment to a practical liberal education and to promote
the value of an integrated curriculum that spans the entire un-
dergraduate curriculum.  Sentiments within the mission state-
ment or in the general education overview support the student’s
personal and academic interests, and as a result offer the
student a flexible, yet challenging curriculum.
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Dear Colleague:

If you wish to subscribe to our research publication entitled:  “Long Island Education
Review,” please complete the order form below.  The subscription fee gives you two
issues per year.  The journal is well respected and contains juried papers from a variety
of educators, graduate students and other professionals.

An Institutional Membership is $220.00 for 25 subscriptions,  for your graduate
students.

SCOPE Member School Districts: $15  per year - Includes postage and handling
Non-Member School Districts: $25  per year - Includes postage and handling
Student copies: $12 per year  - Includes postage and handling

Name:__________________________District:___________________________
Address:_________________________________________________________
Telephone #____________________________
Subscription starting issue date_________________
email_____________________________________

Quantity:_______ Purchase Order #___________________________

For your convenience, we also accept Visa, Mastercard, Discover, and American Express.

Type of Credit Card _________________________________
Credit Card #______________________________________
Expiration Date ____________________________________

Signature__________________________________

Send requests for additional copies to: SCOPE, 100 Lawrence Ave., Smithtown, NY
11787.  You may also fax your request to (631) 360-8489, Attention:  Judy Coffey.

If you or individuals on your staff would like to submit an article for publication it must
be received by  September 15, 2008.  A board of distinguished educators will review
all articles received.  The next edition will be published in October 2008.

Sincerely,

Joseph J. Del Rosso
Joseph J. Del Rosso
Executive Director, SCOPE


