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ABSTRACT

Beginning in 2002, mayoral control of New York City public schools brought far-reaching and controversial policy innovations such as corporate style governance at the expense of the teachers’ union, accountability systems based on student test score data, and expanded school choice, including an increase in the number of charter schools.  The guiding vision of these policies was the creation of high-performing schools by remaking public education in the image of free market capitalism.  How has this neoliberal experiment fared?  In order to answer this question, I examine the nature and logic of the New York reforms, review data on student outcomes, probe the meaning of the data, and outline alternatives to the neoliberal policy paradigm.  My findings are highly relevant to municipalities in the United States and the world that look to New York City as a model of school reform to be emulated or eschewed.

Both supporters and critics of Mayor Michael Bloomberg’s school reforms in New York agree on one thing: the reforms have been far-reaching and consequential—for good or ill—and contain important lessons for citizens and policymakers concerned with public education.  As for just what lessons should be drawn, the debate could hardly be more heated.  On the one hand, data on student outcomes (e.g. test scores and graduation rates) seem to indicate significant academic progress due to “Children First,” the package of reforms implemented since Albany instituted mayoral control of the City’s schools in 2002 (Kemple 2011).  On the other hand, some research, journalism, and concrete observations of how the policies are playing out in the real world—observations by stakeholders including administrators, teachers, and parents—indicate a disappointing record at best and at worst a policy disaster of epic proportions.
  

In this paper, I aim to present a conceptual framework that can make sense of these contradictions and provide a coherent basis for education policy.  In constructing this framework, I draw on my training as a political scientist, my reading in the education policy field, observations and reflections from my eleven years of experience as a New York City public school teacher (which spanned the periods before and during Bloomberg’s reforms), and my ongoing communications with stakeholders in the City’s schools.      

A Case Study in School Reform

Mayor Bloomberg’s appointment for schools chancellor in 2002 was Joel Klein, a former corporate lawyer and antitrust prosecutor with no experience as an educator or schools administrator.
 This appointment was consistent with Bloomberg’s plan of imposing corporate-style governance on the school system and circumventing education professionals, whom he perceived as obstacles to reform.  Bloomberg and Klein legitimized the plan by calling it “Children First,” which implied that education professionals were putting their own selfish agendas before the needs of the children they served.

The guiding vision of Children First was the creation of high-performing schools by remaking public education in the image of corporate capitalism.  Bloomberg and Klein tried two successive strategies for implementing this vision.  The first was to transform the entire system into a single corporate-type entity by replacing the City’s 32 school district offices with a centralized bureaucracy.  The new system featured ten regional superintendents under the chancellor, about a hundred “local instructional superintendents” under them, and an army of math and literacy “coaches” to enforce curriculum and instructional mandates developed by outside consultants.
 

While retaining some elements of this centrally planned system, in 2006 Bloomberg and Klein shifted to a second and fundamentally different, market-based paradigm in which the City’s schools were viewed not as one big corporation but as a collection of competing enterprises (D’Agostino 2009).  The Mayor and Chancellor framed the new approach as building on the previous one, which they declared a success.  However, it is hard to see how managing principals as employees in a vast bureaucracy prepared them for small-scale entrepreneurship.  Indeed, critics pointed to myriad failures of Bloomberg’s bureaucratic experiment (Ravitch et al 2009), which suggests it was abandoned in favor of a fundamentally different approach.   

While still required to deliver an endless flow of reports to “Tweed” (the chancellor’s headquarters adjacent to City Hall), principals were given more control over their budgets and were now expected to perform like entrepreneurs whose success or failure would be determined by their students’ test scores, much as businesspeople are evaluated by their profit statements.  Instead of instituting system-wide reforms, such as new curriculum and instructional mandates, the role of top managers in Tweed was now to establish rules for the City’s educational market, to monitor the performance of schools and teachers (mainly as measured by test score data and graduation rates), and to design and manage incentive systems driven by that data.  

In this neoliberal model, schools are businesses and the chancellor is a kind of portfolio manager, who invests the taxpayers’ money and decides which academic businesses to keep and which to unload (Bulkley et al 2010).  Principals are the CEOs (though without the power and astronomical pay of corporate CEOs), teachers are the workers, and test scores are the return on investment, as well as value-added measures of teacher productivity.  Parents are the customers who shop for schools, which in this context are service providers.  And what are the children in Children First?  They enter the system as raw material and emerge (ideally) as final products.  

Whether schools are considered units of a single corporation (as the Mayor originally envisioned), or multiple businesses accountable to investors for earnings (as he came to view them), there was little in the professional training of principals to prepare them for this new world of education reform.  Bloomberg’s solution was to enlist former General Electric CEO Jack Welch to create a “Leadership Academy,” which trained new principals in corporate doctrines and practices, bypassing traditional principal training conducted by colleges of education (Casey 2006; Hoffman 2005).  

As in the case of Klein, Welch’s lack of knowledge or experience with public education was viewed as an asset, not a liability.  One of the axioms of the neoliberal reformers is that public education is failing because education professionals have been insulated from the rigors of competition and data-based accountability (Hess 2006), rigors that make corporate CEOs highly qualified to lead and to teach leadership across a range of fields.  As one of the highest paid CEOs of his day, Welch was viewed as a legendary management guru.
  His mantra was simple—identify and reward your highest performers; identify and fire your lowest performers (Welch 2005).  This formula equated job security with complacency, thus delegitimizing the United Federation of Teachers, the City’s teachers’ union.

Mayor Bloomberg’s experiment in school reform, in summary, was fundamentally an effort to improve the performance of education professionals by engineering the appropriate incentives, with student test scores the criterion for identifying the highest and lowest performing principals and teachers.
  In addition to merit pay or dismissal, incentives based on performance ratings would include public praise or humiliation through release of individual teachers’ ratings to the media (Otterman and Gabeloff 2012; Pallas2012; Winerip 2012) and publication of school “report cards” (Pallas and Jennings 2009; Pallas 2013a).  According to neoliberal theory, an incentives-based management regime of this sort would attract and retain the best teachers and eliminate under-performers, insuring the best possible teaching force at any given time, while creating competitive pressure for continual improvement (Hess 2006).  

In an unscripted moment in a 2011 speech at M.I.T., Bloomberg stated this vision in the starkest possible terms (Giordano 2011).  In his ideal world, the Mayor said, he would double the compensation of the top half of New York City’s public school teachers and fire the bottom half. Even though class sizes would double under his ideal plan, the City’s children would all have good teachers and would be better off than before, he said.  Whether intended literally or as hyperbole, this statement encapsulates the fundamental assumption of Children First and most neoliberal school reform: that rewarding and punishing individual educators is the path to excellence (Hanushek and Hoxby 2005b). I will probe the validity of that assumption in the remainder of this paper.
Interpreting Student Outcome Data


James Kemple (2011) conducted a study of the likely impact of Children First on student test scores and graduation rates, encompassing the period 1999 through 2009.  This includes the four years before the Bloomberg reforms and the first seven years after the reforms began (counting 2002-2003 as the first year of the reforms).  Using comparative interrupted time series analysis, he constructed a “counterfactual” trajectory for these variables that would be expected to occur in the absence of Children First.  The analysis controlled for four factors likely to influence student outcomes other than Bloomberg’s policies:

1. Reforms and trends that were under way prior to Children First;

2. National and state education policies concurrent with Children First, captured by comparison of NYC with other districts affected by these policies; 

3. Changes in the state tests and scoring methods; and, 

4. Demographic factors associated with academic performance including socio-economic and racial-ethnic composition of the schools. 

Kemple’s model attributes statistically significant improvements of student outcomes to Children First.  Specifically, on average 58% of New York City’s 4th and 8th grade students achieved proficiency on the state math and English tests during the first seven years of Children First, compared to the 49% that would have been expected to achieve proficiency in the absence of the policies, an improvement of 9 percentage points over the counterfactual.
  It should also be noted that the gap between actual and counterfactual increased over time, so that in 2009 the improvement attributable to Children First was 17 percentage points over the counterfactual.  While the 9 point difference fails to capture this cumulative improvement over time, the 17 point difference based on a single year is not reliable inasmuch as state test scores exhibit considerable volatility from year to year.  Perhaps the best summary of Kemple’s findings is that Children First probably improved student test scores by 9 to 17 percentage points higher than what would have occurred without the policies.

As for the high school outcomes, four-year graduation rates were available for the cohorts beginning in the first three years of the Bloomberg reforms.  For the 2003 and 2004 cohorts, Children First outperformed the counterfactual by 2 percentage points but the difference was not statistically significant.  For the 2005 cohort, Children First outperformed the counterfactual by 7 percentage points, with p < .001.

While Kemple’s research is sophisticated and rigorous in a technical sense—the best of its kind to my knowledge—the author does not discuss what is undoubtedly the most troubling limitation of the data on which his model is based.  Specifically, the attachment of serious consequences to test results is known to corrupt data in ways that make evaluation of individual school districts highly problematic, a case of “Campbell’s Law” (Campbell 1976; Koss 2009; Nichols and Berliner 2008).  The most dramatic illustration of this phenomenon is the problem of cheating, a familiar fact of life in American schools and the subject of periodic high profile scandals such as the 2013 indictment of an Atlanta school official who had been named Superintendent of the Year only four years earlier (Resnikoff 2013).  
While cheating is not a new phenomenon or limited to the United States, there is reason to believe that neoliberal incentive schemes such as No Child Left Behind and Children First have greatly exacerbated the problem.  Specifically, it follows from Campbell’s Law that the more data-driven and incentive-based a district’s management, the worse the cheating problem will be, even if top officials themselves do not cheat (Nichols and Berliner 2007).  Given that New York City has taken data-driven and incentive-based management much further than other districts, it is reasonable to assume that the City’s test data are more corrupt and inflated than elsewhere.  Far from confronting this problem, Kemple actually suggests that attaching high stakes to tests improves the quality of the data, since students and educators then take the tests more seriously.

In addition to score inflation due to cheating, Campbell’s law suggests that better test data under Children First reflect other processes unrelated to improved student learning, especially narrowing of the curriculum and teaching to the test.  Though not addressing Campbell’s law, Kemple acknowledges that the specific features of Children First responsible for the improved test scores are beyond the scope of his model.  Narrowing of the curriculum and teaching to the test may be among the most important factors accounting for the impact of Bloomberg’s policies on test scores, topics that will occupy education researchers for years to come.  

As for the first of these factors, the City’s schools under Children First allocated an unprecedented proportion of instructional time to math and English language arts—the subjects on which the policies primarily would be evaluated—at the expense of science, social studies, the arts, physical education and student-chosen electives (Dillon 2006).  In addition to this narrowing of the curriculum, a greater proportion of the time spent teaching math and English under Children First was devoted to test-like instruction at the expense of inquiry-type activities, projects, problem solving in teams, and other forms of instruction that make education exciting and relevant to children (Crocco and Costigan 2007).  To the extent that such narrowing of the curriculum and teaching to the test account for New York’s higher test scores under Children First, the data do not indicate progress but on the contrary a deterioration of educational quality under the policies.

In order to implement such test-focused priorities, the Mayor and Chancellor spent hundreds of millions of dollars every year on highly paid consultants; the personnel and infrastructure to deploy information systems, testing programs, school and teacher evaluation schemes, and the like; and hundreds of operatives dispatched into the schools from Tweed to insure the compliance of principals with Bloomberg’s agenda.  This meant hundreds of millions of dollars not spent on smaller class sizes, adequate classroom space, athletic facilities, science laboratories, art rooms, health and wellness programs, and other resources associated with  a quality education but less likely to translate into higher math and English test scores.  

In addition, Bloomberg’s reforms required administrative and pedagogical staff to spend unprecedented amounts of time reading memos and reports from the chancellor, sitting in mandated meetings, collecting and entering data, and writing reports—all designed to meet the organizational needs of Children First and ultimately to increase test scores.  All of this was time not spent meeting the individual needs of students, another aspect of a quality education neglected because it had little payoff in higher test scores.
School Reform and State Capitalism
In order to understand the grip that neoliberal ideology has on the field of education policy in the United States, it is necessary to put the school reform movement into a broader historical context.  D’Agostino (2012) argues that teachers, other public employees, and union officials have become scapegoats at a time of popular discontent with chronic high unemployment, decline of the middle class, and increasing poverty.  Political and corporate elites perpetuate an ideology that blames unionized teachers for not preparing the nation’s youth to compete in the global economy, deflecting attention from a political-economic system that offshores jobs and concentrates wealth and power at the expense of the middle class.  Similarly, the plight of millions of minority families trapped in poverty is blamed not on the failures of American state capitalism but on the failure of teachers to give minority youth the skills they need to get into college (D’Agostino 2012).


In reality, of course, America today produces hundreds of thousands of college graduates every year who cannot find employment requiring a college degree, if they can find employment at all (Bybee 2013; Matgouranis 2010) .  This means that the education system cannot be the limiting factor for the country’s economic performance.  It also means that college is no longer a secure path to middle class prosperity for minority youth, or for anyone else.  These truths are highly inconvenient for people who control vast resources and bear responsibility, if anyone does, for the state of the country.  

The way scapegoating educators upholds the power of such elites can be illustrated by three examples.  In 2011, the Bloomberg administration awarded a contract to repair the Alexander Hamilton Bridge to a subsidiary of the China State Construction Engineering Company (Semple 2011).  While undercutting the employment of American engineers in favor of cheaper labor, this same mayor blamed an allegedly broken public education system for not producing enough engineers.
In the 1980’s and 1990s, General Electric CEO Jack Welch reportedly enriched himself and his stockholders through a series of predatory strategies that included dodging environmental regulations, overbilling the Department of Defense, abandoning U.S.-based manufacturing in favor of cheaper labor abroad, and abandoning manufacturing altogether in favor of acquiring lucrative financial service companies (O’Boyle 1998).  Instead of accepting accountability for such actions, Welch went on the offensive, training principals to hold teachers accountable for not saving the U.S. economy and lifting minority youth out of poverty (Casey 2006; Hoffman 2005).  

Finally, the Waltons, who became the richest family in the world on low wage American and Chinese labor, have donated hundreds of millions of dollars to organizations that attack labor unions and work to privatize and de-unionize public education (Kumashiro 2012; Ravitch 2010).  In summary, neoliberal school reform appears to be the expression of a larger political-economic system. This becomes apparent to anyone who connects the dots between what corporate elites do in their day jobs and what they say and do as would-be saviors of American public education (Kusmashiro 2012; Ravitch 2010, Chapter 10).   

Beyond Neoliberalism: A Policy Framework for Creating Quality Schools


Professional educators have had clear and uniform standards of educational quality for decades, promulgated by the various “National Council” organizations for Mathematics, English, Social Studies, and other disciplines.  The Common Core State Standards Initiative is developing similar standards for K to 12 education (Hansel and Durban 2010).  Depending on how these standards are used, and who is entrusted to assess student performance in relation to them, the result will be either quality schools that cultivate human intelligence or a world in which students, teachers, and principals are manipulated with rewards and punishments by remote power holders who monitor their performance data.  


The first requirement for creating quality schools is the recognition that high stakes standardized testing has little to do with educational excellence and much to do with power.  Indeed, even letter grades generated by teachers are fundamentally about power.  If the role of a teacher is to teach—not to sort winners and losers on behalf of a competitive social system—attaching a letter grade to a student’s performance accomplishes nothing and only kills the excitement of authentic learning and conditions children to disregard its intrinsic value (Kohn 1999).  Teachers know through their own informal and formal assessments when a given student has met a given academic standard, say, being able to solve first degree equations in one variable.  If the student has not met the standard, the teacher also knows how to support their further learning.  Measuring student performance with grades contributes nothing to this process, but it does serve to satisfy the desire of some students and parents for information that can be used to construct social hierarchies (Kohn 1999).

Standardized testing—ways of measuring student knowledge or skill that are consistent across different teachers and schools—performs a similar ranking function for society as a whole.  The use of such data for college admissions is a topic beyond the scope of this paper.  As for the use of standardized test scores to rate schools and teachers, that is a recent practice in the United States that became national policy in 2001 with the No Child Left Behind Act, a bipartisan school reform law that most education researchers now regard as a failure.  Evaluation of teachers and schools based on test scores is a novel policy idea devised by American economists (Hargreaves and Fullan 2012; Pallas 2013a) and is not practiced in any of the world’s other academically high performing countries. 
Fortunately, there are many schools in the United States—such as members of the Coalition of Essential Schools (2013)—where education is entrusted to educators and quality results are achieved without standardized testing or “accountability” schemes.  Before the Bloomberg era, New York City had dozens of alternative high schools that operated under such principles (Hantzapoulos and Tyner-Mullings 2012; Meier 2009).  For five years I had the good fortune to teach in one of these schools, whose success was celebrated in the film Homeless to Harvard (Levin 2003); I know from personal experience that viable alternatives to test-based accountability exist. 

Internationally, alternatives to the neoliberal model include the school systems of Finland and other academically and economically high performing countries in Europe and Asia (Darling-Hammond 2010; Hargreaves and Fullan 2012; Ravitch 2012; Sahlberg 2011).  Many of these school systems are unionized and all of them provide professional autonomy, job security, and respect to teachers and principals.  None of these quality school systems feature merit pay or value-added teacher evaluation systems. Finland hardly evaluates its teachers at all, yet ranks near the top of the world on international assessments; nor is it plagued by the kind of cheating epidemic familiar to Americans (Sahlberg 2011).  Nor are educators in high performing systems expected to compensate for high rates of child poverty and large discrepancies in per student funding in favor of affluent students, inequities that advanced societies elsewhere simply do not tolerate (Darling-Hammond 2012).
No student can leave the crippling effects of poverty at the door when entering a school or maintain a focus on academic excellence when they return every day to an environment in which basic needs are going unmet (Kozol 1991, 2005).  The equal opportunity of all children to excel academically therefore requires policies in other domains besides education, such as a Green New Deal that can create productive and sustainable jobs and other programs to eliminate poverty (D’Agostino 2012).  Public investment of this sort, in turn, will require a massive redeployment of resources from unproductive and unsustainable uses such as unnecessary military programs and the fossil fuel industry.  Many of these resources should be allocated to underfunded school districts.  Returning war veterans, for example, can be retrained to build and maintain adequate facilities for schools and neighborhoods.  Displaced white collar workers can be retrained as teachers, corporate secretaries as school support staff, and so on.

Obviously, a rational redeployment of human and physical resources of this sort cannot be accomplished without major involvement of government.  While such uses of government are regarded as simple common sense and are the norm in Germany, South Korea, and many other successful advanced industrial societies, this is of course anathema to America’s neoliberal elite.  It will therefore take a powerful progressive movement in the United States to institute rational public policies that can create general prosperity.  Until that time, Americans must acknowledge and accept the inherent limits on what even the best public schools can do to compensate for the crippling effects of poverty.

With that proviso, I outline here a policy framework for creating quality public schools.  One indispensable requirement is adequate and equitable funding (Darling-Hammond 2010; Kozol 1991, 2005).  This can be accomplished by allocating state and federal education money in ways that compensate for inequities due to local funding, which is already practiced by Massachusetts, Minnesota, and some other states (Adler 2010).  The only condition attached to such compensatory revenue streams should be complete transparency in the way education money is spent.  Educators, parents, and other stakeholders—not local, state and federal power holders—should be enabled to monitor the use of funds in their own schools.  While ultimate budgetary authority belongs in the hands of principals, transparency helps ensure that money is spent in ways consistent with stakeholder priorities, which legitimately vary from school to school.   
All public schools should enjoy the autonomy currently granted only to charter schools.  Most of the resources currently spent on district and state education bureaucracies can and should be redeployed to uses that directly support classroom instruction.  While some administration above the school level will of course be needed, the monitoring and management of schools by public officials remote from the immediate stakeholders are unnecessary and contribute little or nothing to educational quality.  The eligibility requirements for operating public schools should be few and simple, such as the credentialing of school leaders and faculty by accredited schools of education, provision of a minimum number of classroom hours, and compliance with relevant education statutes.

Except for mandatory common curriculum standards, matters of curriculum, instruction, and assessment should be left to individual school faculties and other stakeholders.  Curriculum standards such those promulgated by the “National Council” organizations and the Common Core State Standards Initiative are specific enough to guide the creation of textbooks but general enough to give individual teachers and schools considerable latitude about what to teach and how to teach it.  It could be required, for example, that two-thirds of every schools’ instructional time must be devoted to common core standards (e.g. every student must be taught about the Chinese revolution, how to solve equations, etc.).  Some schools may use textbooks to meet these standards, however, while others may create their own project-based curricula.  Some may teach reading using phonics and skill-based methods, others using whole language methods.  Some schools may choose to participate in standardized tests, others to develop their own portfolio-type assessments.  
As this range of curriculum, instruction, and assessment options suggests, views about what constitutes educational quality vary. Decisions about such matters should be made by each school’s education professionals, through a collaborative process that includes dialogue with parents and students.  The stakeholders must then hold one another accountable so that every member of the community does their part in creating and maintaining a quality school. Such a system of “stakeholder based accountability” (D’Agostino 2012) stands in contrast to the neoliberal notion that educators should be accountable for their test scores to remote power holders in city halls, state education departments, and the federal Department of Education.  

 Yet, there is another neoliberal concept—the principle of stakeholder choice—that is compatible with the policy framework I am presenting here.  Unfortunately, data driven accountability generally trumps stakeholder choice in the real world of school reform.  Claiming to empower stakeholders, for example, the Bloomberg administration has opened up an unprecedented number of charter schools and other small schools of choice on the theory that parents and children should be free to apply to their preferred schools.  Similarly, the City created an “Open Market” to enable teachers to apply to schools in which they would most like to work, and principals to offer jobs to the teachers they would most like to hire.  All of this is intelligent and benign in theory.
But New York’s Open Market for educators and system of school choice for parents and students has evolved in practice in a way that is far from intelligent and benign.  The reason is that the potential for human flourishing and individuation inherent in stakeholder choice has been stifled by the other main component of the neoliberal agenda—data based accountability. This latter component has created a zero sum game that pits teacher against teacher and school against school in a destructive competition for a scarce position at the high end of a statistical distribution.
  
And at the low end, it has led to the public humiliation of teachers and schools through the publication of their performance ratings, a particularly grotesque practice in light of the unreliability of the data and the arbitrary nature of the statistical models used to generate the ratings (Baker et al 2010; Dillon 2010; McCaffrey et al 2003; Otterman and Gebeloff 2012; Pallas and Jennings 2009; Pallas 2012, 2013a).  In addition, the Bloomberg administration has closed dozens of high schools that it deemed “low performing,” even though students, parents, and teachers—stakeholders who know better than anyone what is going on in a school and how well it is working—objected strenuously to the closings (Cramer 2011).    
The upshot of this analysis is that neoliberal school reformers have not resolved the fundamental question of who should have the power to determine educational quality—the local stakeholders or the remote policy-makers.  Or more precisely, the reformers have empowered the stakeholders in theory but reserve the right for policymakers to trump their decisions based on school statistics, the main source of information available to non-stakeholders for determining educational quality.  I argue, on the contrary, that misguided schemes to quantify academic achievement should be discarded and the power to decide educational quality vested decisively in the stakeholders.  Only then will the potential to create excellent schools inherent in the principle of stakeholder choice be realized.
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� When Klein left in 2010–2011, Bloomberg appointed Cathie Black, a publishing executive who lasted less than four months in the job. Klein went on to work as a lawyer for Rupert Murdoch, reportedly to help News Corporation make seed investments in “entrepreneurial ventures that cater to the educational marketplace.” (Stelter and Arango 2010).





� Policymakers in Albany had not anticipated this extreme centralization of power.  Their 2002 legislation establishing mayoral control had retained the 32 local school districts and simply gave the mayor authority to hire the chancellor and appoint a majority of the Board of Education, which would have meant a sharing of power between City Hall and the local communities (Haimson 2009).   





�According to The Wall Street Journal staff writer and editor Thomas F. O’Boyle, however, Welch increased the profitability of GE through predatory financial strategies that had nothing to do with the skillful management of people or the creation of wealth (O’Boyle 1998).  See also page 11, below.





� In theory, “value-added” statistical models can isolate teacher effectiveness and measure it separately from other factors that affect student test scores, such as class size and prior skill level of students (Hanushek and Hoxby 2005a).  For critical analyses of this methodology and the management theory on which it is based, see Adler (2013); Baker et al (2010); D’Agostino (2013); Hargreaves and Fullan (2012); Kumashiro (2012); McCaffery et al (2003). 


� I obtained these numbers by averaging the percentage of students proficient in the 4th grade English language arts, 4th grade mathematics, 8th grade English language arts, and 8th grade mathematics assessments for each of the years from 2003 through 2009, which comes to an average proficiency rate of 58% across both grades, both subjects, and the seven years (28 data points).  I made the same calculation for the counterfactuals, which had a grand average of 49% proficient.  Kemple gives p < .01 for the actual/counterfactual  difference on the 2009 8th grade math assessment and p < .001 for the other three assessments that year.  He did not report the counterfactuals and significance levels for the other years (I read the counterfactuals from his graphs). 


� Kemple writes, “ . . . NAEP [the National Assessment of Educational Progress] does not carry negative or positive consequences either for schools and systems or for students, and therefore, schools and students may not take NAEP as seriously as state tests.” (Kemple 2011, 274).  The author’s insinuation that state test data are of higher quality than NAEP data disregards the consensus of education researchers, who regard NAEP as superior precisely because, among other reasons, it’s lack of consequences make it less subject to Campbell’s Law (Koretz 2008, 236-237).    


� The Open Market, as implemented under Bloomberg, has also created a bias against more experienced and higher paid teachers, which results from the practice of paying teachers from the budgets of individual schools.  Contradicting the Mayor’s stated policy that teachers should be hired entirely on the basis of merit, this practice gives principals an incentive to hire lower paid teachers, irrespective of merit. Due to extensive school closures, unprecedented numbers of tenured teachers in the City have lost their appointments in individual schools (tenure is granted in the system, not in individual schools).  Displaced teachers who are not rehired in the Open Market are then assigned to the Absent Teacher Reserve (ATR), a pool of teachers used as substitutes to cover absences.  Many critics of these policies view them as an attack on the careers of veteran teachers and part of a strategy to weaken and eventually eliminate tenure (Combier 2013; Weiner 2012).  The remedy to this problem is not to abolish the Open Market but to pay teacher salaries from a central budget controlled either by the city (as before Bloomberg) or the state.





