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The Problem:

•Graduation Rates

•
Postsecondary Readiness
Caption: Although most of this presentation will be about state policies, it is important to start with an idea of how states compare in terms of high school results.  Dr. Sclafani gave an excellent critique of where those results fall short, so let’s just look at two indicators of the problems that she spoke about on a regional and state level.
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USA High School Graduation

Map of the U.S. color coded in three colors.

Yellow: 56% to 69%, 17 States 
Blue: 69% to 76%, 17 States 
Maroon: 76% to 90%, 17 States 

Caption: In the Northeast graduation rates range from a low of 65% in New York to a high of 84% in New Jersey. The majority of states in the region fall in middle range of graduation rates nationally. Connecticut (70%), Maine (74%), Massachusetts (73%), New Hampshire (72%), and Rhode Island (71%) all fall in the middle range. In this region, only New Jersey and Vermont (79%) fall into the highest range of graduation rates nationally. 
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USA High School Graduates With College-Ready Transcripts in 2001

Map of U.S.A. color coded in three colors.

Yellow: 26% to 35%, 17 States

Blue: 35% to 40%, 13 States

Maroon: 40% to 55%, 21 States

Caption: According to the Manhattan Institute [1] study only 36% of students, nationally, graduate high school with college ready transcripts. Greene and Foster examined student high school transcripts to determine if students had taken the requisite courses to enroll in a four-year college (4 years of English; 3 years of math; 2 years each of science, social studies and foreign language). The states in this region range from a high of 45% (Vermont) to a low of 36% (New York). With the exception of New York, all of the states in the Northeast fall into the highest 33% of college ready transcripts. 
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STATE SYSTEM SUPPORT

•Compulsory Attendance

•Teacher Education Requirements

•Per-pupil Expenditures

•State Share of Education Funding
Caption: First let’s consider some over-arching system policies.  These are just the tip of the iceberg, but it is important to begin thinking about how the system itself affects high schools.  In this cluster we have the system basics, how long do kids have to stay in school, what does the state expect of teachers, how much is spent and who pays for it.  It is not hard to see why these are important; together they form the very skeleton of a state’s school system.   Although each of these subjects could be the subject of a full presentation, let’s take a quick glance at each one.
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USA Compulsory Attendance Ages

Map of U.S.A. color coded in three colors.

Yellow: 16 Years old, 27 States

Blue: 17 Years old, 9 States

Maroon: 18 Years old, 15 States

Caption: Nationally, 27 states require students to attend school until they turn 16, 9 states until they are 17, and 15 states require that students remain in school until they are 18. In this region six states (Massachusetts, New Hampshire, New Jersey, New York, Rhode Island, and Vermont) allow students to leave at age 16, and one state (Connecticut) requires students to stay until their 18th birthdays. Only Maine allows students to leave school at age 17. [1] 
At the turn of the twentieth century, high school education was reserved for a small proportion of young people(primarily the offspring of elite and middle-income parents.  Participation in high school increased steadily in the next two decades and then again more dramatically once compulsory attendance laws emerged during the 1930s.  Strengthened policies requiring school attendance after World War II helped ensure higher wages and full employment for returning servicemen.  
 
Today, all states have policies that require students to attend school until they reach a certain age, graduate or are expelled.  The U.S. courts have held that states must recognize home schooling as an option, although state regulation of home schooling varies across the country.  Students who are not schooled at home and do not attend school are considered to be truant; their parents may face, fines, jail time or other sanctions such as withholding of welfare payments.
 
Trends.  The overall trend in the past half-century has been to raise the age at which students may leave school. Compulsory schooling ages have remained fairly stable in the past decade, but concerns about high dropout rates have sparked recent policy debates on the issue in several states.  Today, almost half the states require attendance until at least age 17. Proposals in Arizona and Michigan would raise the compulsory attendance age from 16 to 18.
 
Policy assumptions.  In states with a compulsory schooling law that ends at age 16, policymakers assume (or did when the laws were written) that for some students, finishing high school is not necessary or valuable.  At the time the laws were written, a much smaller percentage of students was expected to go on to college than is the case today, and a century ago, most jobs did not require the advanced academic preparation that so many require now.
 
Tensions.  Some states and communities offer few alternatives to the regular high school; students who are out of school but still under the age of 18 may not have many productive options to continue learning.  Requiring all young people to attend school until age 18 can marginalize those who fare least well in a traditional high school setting.  Some argue that forcing young people to attend school when they are unwilling disrupts the learning opportunities for others. 

[1] Potts, A., Blank, R.K., Williams, A. (2003). Key State Education Policies on PK-12 

Education: 2002 . Washington, DC: Council of Chief State School Officers.
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USA High School Teacher Education

Map color coded in four colors. 

Minimum degree certification in subject area:

White: No minimum degree in subject area, 20 States

Yellow: Subject area minor required, 2 States

Blue: Major or minor depending on subject, 5 States

Maroon: Subject area major required, 24 States 

Caption: Approximately 60% of the states require high school teachers to have some sort of concentration (major or minor) in the area that they teach. In the Northeast, seven states (Connecticut, Maine, New Hampshire, New Jersey, New York, Rhode Island, and Vermont) require that high school teachers have a major in their subject area.  Massachusetts’s does not have any minimum degree requirements. [1]
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Total Per-Pupil Expenditures 2000-2001

Dollars spent per pupil:

Yellow: $4,625 to $6,515, 17 States

Blue: $6,515 to $7,511, 17 States

Maroon: $7,511 to $10,993, 17 States

Caption: Across the United States, per-pupil spending ranges from $4,625 to $10,993. The states in this region range from a low of $7,065 (New Hampshire) to a high of $10,992 (New York). With the exception of New Hampshire, all of the states in this region have per-student expenditures in the top 33% of states .[1] 
Federal education funding makes up only a small portion of school dollars. In the United States, funding education is the State’s responsibility.  School boards and local school districts were created to administer State education policies, to be the State’s fiscal agent in providing schooling, and to reflect community priorities in those matters not directly covered by State law and regulation.  As illustrated in the following maps, there is a good bit of variation in how much States pay and whether the State or local district bears the greater financial burden for schooling.  
 
As a result of several decades of litigation and negotiation, the school finance structures that attempt to ensure Statewide equity are enormously complicated.  The actual amount of funding that goes into the school finance formula, however, is typically decided in the State legislature on an annual or biannual basis.
 
Trends.  School finance formulas and practices have evolved over time, resulting in regional and State-by-State differences. States are currently in a decades-long expansion of funding for schools, accompanied by much closer State scrutiny and regulation.  As State budgets tighten in today’s economy, the more costly elements of current programs and reforms are under scrutiny by budget-cutters. Since the early 1900s States have pressured or provided districts with incentives to consolidate, leading to larger districts and fewer, but larger high schools. 
 
Policy assumptions.  Larger high schools tend to have more specialized features (e.g., locker rooms, science labs) and are much more costly to build and maintain than elementary and middle schools.  High school principals are often paid more than their peers in the lower grades because the increased size and complexity of the high school requires more complex managerial skills.  High school teachers are usually paid on a standardized K–12 salary schedule that relies on coursework and years of experience as the means to higher pay. 
 
Tensions.  Some State finance formulas for school operating costs provide more money for high schools than for other levels.  Funding for schools is often Stated in terms of dollars available “per-pupil,” with various weights attached for certain students.  For instance, States give districts more money to educate students with disabilities or from low-income families than for students without special needs.  There is no general rule about whether high schools should receive heavier weighting in these formulas; in some States elementary and middle schools are weighted more heavily than high schools (NCSL, 2002).  Students enrolled in vocational and alternative schools and those enrolled in AP programs are examples of populations that generate extra funding for districts in some States.
State and local money does not really follow a particular student; the extra per-pupil funding for special needs provided through State formulas cannot typically be tracked to the schools or classrooms those students attend.  Except for specific federal and State requirements, union contracts and court decisions, school boards may allocate money as they wish.  
 
Larger, poorer districts receive more State money per-pupil (and thus are often more tightly regulated) than smaller, wealthier districts.  Basic equity questions dominate legislative and legal debates on school finance (i.e., which schools and districts get the bigger slices of the existing school finance pie and why).  Policymakers in some States are asking how much money is adequate for various groups of students rather than simply how to allocate funds equitably (Hansen, 2001).  
 
Local funding for education is usually generated through property taxes, creating the funding disparities that have sparked many lawsuits.  More recently, the ability of wealthier parents to raise private money for a particular public school is a growing concern, since poorer schools in other parts of the same district are unable to raise such funds.  Their children, therefore, do not receive the same benefits as their wealthier peers, although they may need them more. 
[1] U.S. Census Bureau. (2003, March) Public Education Finances 2001. Annual Survey of Local 

Government Finances. Washington, DC: Author
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USA State Share of 
Education Funding, 2001

Map of U.S.A. color coded in four colors:

Yellow: 37.8% to 50%, 16 States

Blue: 50% to 63%, 16 States

Maroon:  63% to 84%, 17 States

White: No Local School District, 2 States

Caption: Among the hottest educational issues today is the state’s share of education funding. Across the country the states’ share of funding can be viewed in three categories, with 20 states providing between 37.8% and 50%, 16 states providing 50% to 63%, and 17 states providing 63% to 84% of education funding. Two states/localities (Hawaii and the District of Columbia) do not have local districts. . In this region, only Vermont (77%) provides funding in the top 33% of states. Most of the other states (Connecticut, Maine, Massachusetts, New Jersey and Rhode Island) provide funding in the lowest 33%. Only New Hampshire and New York fall in the mid-range .  [1]

Federal education funding makes up only a small portion of school dollars. In the United States, funding education is the State’s responsibility.  School boards and local school districts were created to administer State education policies, to be the State’s fiscal agent in providing schooling, and to reflect community priorities in those matters not directly covered by State law and regulation.  As illustrated in the following maps, there is a good bit of variation in how much States pay and whether the State or local district bears the greater financial burden for schooling.  
 
As a result of several decades of litigation and negotiation, the school finance structures that attempt to ensure Statewide equity are enormously complicated.  The actual amount of funding that goes into the school finance formula, however, is typically decided in the State legislature on an annual or biannual basis.
 
Trends.  School finance formulas and practices have evolved over time, resulting in regional and State-by-State differences. States are currently in a decades-long expansion of funding for schools, accompanied by much closer State scrutiny and regulation.  As State budgets tighten in today’s economy, the more costly elements of current programs and reforms are under scrutiny by budget-cutters. Since the early 1900s States have pressured or provided districts with incentives to consolidate, leading to larger districts and fewer, but larger high schools. 
 
Policy assumptions.  Larger high schools tend to have more specialized features (e.g., locker rooms, science labs) and are much more costly to build and maintain than elementary and middle schools.  High school principals are often paid more than their peers in the lower grades because the increased size and complexity of the high school requires more complex managerial skills.  High school teachers are usually paid on a standardized K–12 salary schedule that relies on coursework and years of experience as the means to higher pay. 
 
Tensions.  Some State finance formulas for school operating costs provide more money for high schools than for other levels.  Funding for schools is often Stated in terms of dollars available “per-pupil,” with various weights attached for certain students.  For instance, States give districts more money to educate students with disabilities or from low-income families than for students without special needs.  There is no general rule about whether high schools should receive heavier weighting in these formulas; in some States elementary and middle schools are weighted more heavily than high schools (NCSL, 2002).  Students enrolled in vocational and alternative schools and those enrolled in AP programs are examples of populations that generate extra funding for districts in some States.
State and local money does not really follow a particular student; the extra per-pupil funding for special needs provided through State formulas cannot typically be tracked to the schools or classrooms those students attend.  Except for specific federal and State requirements, union contracts and court decisions, school boards may allocate money as they wish.  
 
Larger, poorer districts receive more State money per-pupil (and thus are often more tightly regulated) than smaller, wealthier districts.  Basic equity questions dominate legislative and legal debates on school finance (i.e., which schools and districts get the bigger slices of the existing school finance pie and why).  Policymakers in some States are asking how much money is adequate for various groups of students rather than simply how to allocate funds equitably (Hansen, 2001).  
 
Local funding for education is usually generated through property taxes, creating the funding disparities that have sparked many lawsuits.  More recently, the ability of wealthier parents to raise private money for a particular public school is a growing concern, since poorer schools in other parts of the same district are unable to raise such funds.  Their children, therefore, do not receive the same benefits as their wealthier peers, although they may need them more. 
 
[1]Carey, K. (2003, Fall). The Funding Gap: Low-Income and Minority Students Still Receive Fewer 
Dollars in Many States. Washington, DC: The Education Trust. This report uses data from the 
U.S. Census Bureau’s Public Education Finances 2001, March 2003. 
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System Support

	Policy Categories

	State A

	State B


	Compulsory Attendance

	Age 16

	Age 17


	Teacher Education

	Major or minor 

	Major or minor


	Per-pupil Expenditures

	$5,616

	$5,934


	State Share of Funding

	66.7%

	55.1%



Caption: Here are two states that we will come back to several times during the presentation.  (These are two real states; promise a gold policy star to anyone who can identify which states they are before the end of the meeting).  The differences between these two states are not huge in this category, but they are significant.  And by the end of the presentation we’ll see that the collection of policies adds up to a very different context for high school policy development.  
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RIGOROUS CURRICULUM  

•Course Credit Requirements

•Differentiated Diplomas

•Enriched Curriculum (AP Example)

•Dual Enrollment

Caption: These policies are the ones we often think of as the core high school policies, the ones that have to do with curriculum and academic expectations. Course credits and other graduation requirements are the bottom line for students and for how schools are structured; they spell out what academic content the state requires.  The other three policies in this cluster reflect other ways that states encourage a higher level of academic content for some students.  These are important because they show how states can influence academic RIGOR in high schools. Recent studies have shown that students who take rigorous high school curricula are more successful in post-secondary education. [1]

[1] Adelman, C. (1999).  Answers in the Toolbox: Academic Intensity, Attendance Patterns, and 

Bachelor’s Degree Attainment. Washington, DC: U.S. Department of Education. Also, see

Greene, 2003.
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USA States Course Credit Requirements

Map of U.S.A. in three-color codes.

Core course credits for high school graduation

Map of U.S.A.

White: Few or no course credits required, 6 States

Yellow: Less than 20 credits required, 11 States

Blue: 20 or 21 credits required, 15 States
Maroon: More than 21 credits required, 19 States
Caption: According to an annual study completed in 2002, New Jersey requires more than 21 credits to graduate from high school and one state, Connecticut, requires 20 credits to graduate from high school.  [1] Maine, New Hampshire, New York, Rhode Island and Vermont require fewer than 20 credits to graduate from high school and Massachusetts allows local districts to regulate the number of courses need to graduate.
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USA Differentiated High School Diplomas

Map of U.S.A.
Provisions for differentiated diplomas
White: One diploma for all, 25 States
Yellow: Differentiated based on test scores, 12 States
Blue: Based on multiple criteria, 12 States
Maroon: Based on GPA (AR) or coursework (FL)
Caption: Half of the states in the country allow for differentiated diplomas. The others grant only one diploma to all students who complete the high school requirements. In this region, Maine, New Hampshire and New Jersey grant only one diploma. Connecticut, Massachusetts, New York and Vermont grant multiple diplomas based on test scores, and Rhode Island grants differentiated diplomas based on multiple criteria. [1] 

Not all high school diplomas are alike. Some States offer a special diploma to students who take more rigorous coursework, achieve a high grade point average and/or post high scores on State exams.  At the other end of the scale, students in some States who score poorly on required tests or who cannot meet other graduation requirements may receive a certification of high school completion or attendance.  (In some States, these are only offered to special education students.)   
 
Trends.  The increase in the awarding of differentiated diplomas over the past two decades may be linked to policymakers’ desire to ensure that students see some value in taking harder courses or putting greater effort into their test-taking.  New York has long had separate courses and a diploma for those who take more rigorous courses based on college curriculum. Now those Regents’ courses and exams are required for all students as part of the State’s effort to increase student academic expectations.  Texas offers three graduation options.  The Distinguished Achievement Program, for instance, requires 24 credits in specific courses; the Minimum Graduation Plan allows students to take fewer advanced courses and graduate with 22 credits.
Policy assumptions.  The assumption behind differentiated diplomas is that students will be motivated to take high-level courses, achieve at a higher level than their peers and/or do better on State assessments so they can obtain special recognition or a distinguished diploma.
 
Tensions.  At the same time that States and districts work toward implementing higher standards for all students, by offering differential diplomas they send the message that not all students are expected to achieve to the highest levels.  Those students who do not see themselves as college-bound have little incentive to seek a higher-level diploma. By establishing differentiated diplomas for college-bound and non-college-bound students, policies suggest that the skills necessary for postsecondary education are not those that are needed for the workforce. Yet, multiple reports indicate that students entering the workforce or postsecondary need the same skills. Differentiated diplomas encourage employers to continue minimizing the high school diploma or student achievement in high school when making hiring decisions.

[1] Weitz, J. (2000). Differentiated High School Diplomas. ECS StateNotes: Accountability-Rewards/Sanctions. Denver, CO: Education Commission of the States. Retrieved online, February 26, 2004, from: http://www.ecs.org/clearinghouse/13/82/1382.htm 
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USA Advanced Placement Role in State Systems

Map of U.S.A.
AP incentives and system supports
White: No statute, 34 States
Yellow: AP course mandate, 1 State
Green: Financial incentives, 5 States
Maroon: AP in accountability plan, 4 States
Blue: AP mandate + incentives, 3 States
Red: Accty
 plan + incentives, 5 States 
Caption: According to a 2000 survey from the Education Commission of the States [1], 18 states have policies providing incentives and support for Advanced Placement programs. Incentives and supports for A.P. programs take a variety of forms, including providing financial incentives for schools to offer A.P. classes, mandating that schools offer A.P. classes, and creating accountability plans for A.P. programs. At that time, most of the Northeastern states did not have policy support for the AP program. Massachusetts and New Jersey, however, had state policies to encourage the use of AP programs 
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USA Advanced Placement Course Support

Map of U.S.A.
State support for AP courses
White: No statute, 40 States
Yellow: AP teacher training 2 States
Blue: Student fees paid, 4 States
Maroon: Training and fees, 5 States
Caption: The policy map above is based on a survey by the Education Commission of the States in 2000[1].  Nationally, 11 states had statutory requirements to train teachers and/or to pay test fees for students taking the A.P. exams. Massachusetts paid student fees and provided financial incentives to schools to adopt AP programs and New Jersey had an AP accountability plan. 
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USA State Advanced Placement Success

Map of U.S.A.

Number of students in State scoring 3 or higher on AP exam
Yellow: 32 to 80 students per 1000, 19 States
Blue: 80 to 160 students per 1000, 21 States
Maroon: 160 to 240 students per 1000, 11 States
Caption: The Northeast has high success rates on the Advanced Placement exams . The success rate is measured as “the number of AP exam scores "3 or above" for high school juniors and seniors [per] 1,000 HS juniors and seniors (public and private high schools) )”. [1] In this region, only New Jersey (6.8%) has A.P. success rates that fall in the lowest 33% of states nationally. Massachusetts (10.3%) and Rhode Island (13.3) fall in the middle third of the nation with regard to A.P. success rates. The remainder of the states, Connecticut (20.5%), Maine (23%), New Hampshire (20.3), New York (17.9%), and Vermont (22.6%) fall in the top 33% of states with regard to AP success .[2] In his analysis of the “High School and Beyond” database, Adelman determined that students who take AP courses are more likely to successfully complete college. [3]
Trends.  AP courses are recognized by every State, and student access to the program is expanding rapidly.  Some high schools offer a wide array of AP courses, while others do not offer the program at all.  According to the College Board:
· Twenty-six States and the District of Columbia provide extra funding or have enacted policies in support of the AP program.  These supports include offering scholarship money to students who score well on the AP tests (West Virginia) and allowing students to earn a “weighted grade” to increase their grade point average (Connecticut and South Carolina).
· The number of students taking the AP exams more than doubled in the past decade, from 330,080 in 1990 to 768,586 in 2000.
·  In 1999–2000, 32 different AP courses and exams were offered, and about 13,000 high schools participated in the AP program. Policy assumptions.  Students who take AP courses are more likely to go on to college, and those who pass the courses and tests do better than non-AP students in higher education (Adelman, 1999).  State policymakers assume that college-bound high school students benefit from the more advanced level of content and from the chance to earn higher education credit.
 
Tensions.  The greatest tension related to the AP program is the lack of access for low-income and minority youth(especially students viewed by counselors or teachers as not college-bound.  Access issues arise when AP courses are not offered in the school or are offered only to a small subset of students in a school.  Competition for the AP classes can be intense, and schools and districts often limit who may enroll based on criteria such as grade point average (i.e., only students with very high grade-point average may take AP classes and sit for the exams).  
 
Teachers can take training to teach the AP course, but are not always required to do so.  This leads to questions about the relative quality of AP instruction and whether some teachers are simply teaching to the AP test.  The AP program has been criticized for its broad-brush survey course approach and the nationally standardized curriculum’s lack of explicit connection to State standards.  Because the AP program is designed to fit neatly into a traditional upper-level high school track and 40–50 minute schedule, and because it measures progress by a single end-of-course exam, some worry that it reinforces instructional practices that seem to be ineffective for many students.
[1] The National Center for Higher Education Management Systems. (2002).  Preparation: Advanced 
Placement Exams.  Retrieved online, February 2004, from 


http://www.higheredinfo.org/dbrowser/index.php?measure=20 .
[2] The National Center for Higher Education Management Systems. (2002).  Preparation: Advanced Placement Exams.  Retrieved online, April 2004, from 

http://www.higheredinfo.org/dbrowser/index.php?submeasure=25&year=2003&level=&mode=definitions&state=0. 
[3]. Adelman, C. (1999).  Answers in the Toolbox: Academic Intensity, Attendance Patterns, and Bachelor’s Degree Attainment. Washington, DC: U.S. Department of Education.
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USA Dual Enrollment Programs


Map of U.S.A. 

Limited/comprehensive dual enrollment provisions
Yellow: Limited program, 26 States
Blue: Comprehensive program, 21 States
Maroon: No data, 4 States

When the Education Commission of the States completed this study in 2001, 3 states in the Northeast (Maine, Massachusetts and New Jersey) had statutes and administrative policies establishing comprehensive dual enrollment programs. [1] The features of a comprehensive program include students paying minimal or no tuition and fees, both high school and postsecondary credit is earned, and there are few course restrictions. Connecticut, New Hampshire, New York, Rhode Island and Vermont had limited dual enrollment programs. 
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	Policy Categories

	State A

	State B


	Compulsory Attendance

	Age 16

	Age 17


	Teacher Education

	Major or minor 

	Major or minor


	Per-pupil Expenditures

	$5,616

	$5,934


	State Share of Funding

	66.7%

	55.1%



	Course Credits

	21 Credits

	24 credits


	Differentiated Diplomas

	No

	No


	AP Role in State System

	No policy

	Accountability plan


	AP Course Support


	No policy


	No policy



	AP Success

	13.6%

	10.9%


	Dual Enrollment

	Comprehensive

	Limited



Caption: Already it is clear that these two states will have different priorities when it comes to high school policy in the future.  
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ACCOUNTABILITY

• Exit Tests

• Remediation

• Student Sanctions

• Performance rewards and performance sanctions
Caption: The exit tests, remediation and student sanctions are specific to high schools, while performance rewards and sanctions are in effect for a state’s whole K-12 system.  
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USA High School Graduation Exams

Passing state exams required for graduation
Yellow: No State exam for graduation, 27 States
Blue: Students must pass exam to graduate, 19 States
Maroon: Phasing in an exam for graduation, 5 States
Caption: Nationally, 27 states do not require that students pass an exit exam to graduate and 5 states are in the process of phasing in such an exam. The remaining 19 states require that students pass an exit exam to complete high school. In this region, Connecticut, Maine, New Hampshire, Rhode Island and Vermont do not currently require an exit exam. The remaining states, Massachusetts, New Jersey and New York require students to pass an exit exam .[1] 
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USA Remediation for Students Failing Key State Tests

State requirements and funding for remediation
White: No remediation required or funded, 30 States
Yellow: Remediation required, not funded, 4 States
Blue: Remediation funded, not required, 2 States
Maroon: Remediation required and funded, 15 States
Caption: In the Northeast, two of the three states that require students to pass exit exams also require that schools provide remediation for students who fail the exams. Both New York and New Jersey require remediation, but only New York funds it. The third state Massachusetts, funds remediation, but does not require it.[1]   
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USA State Student Sanctions

State no-pass, no-play, and/or no-drive policies

White: No student sanctions, 27 States
Yellow: No-
Pass, no-drive policy, 7 States
Blue: No-pass, no-play policy, 5 States

Maroon: Both extracurricular and driving sanctions, 12 States
Caption: About 50% of the states sanction students who fail to attend or achieve by not allowing them to participate in extracurricular activities or by taking away the driving privilege. The majority of the states with this type of policy are southern. None of the states in this region have no-pass, no play or no-pass, no-drive policies. [1] A recent State Court ruling in Kentucky struck down the no-pass, no-drive law as a violation of equal protection. 
Slide 23: USA State Performance Rewards

State rewards for school and/or district performance
White: No district or school performance rewards, 26 States
Yellow: Schools rewarded for performance, 16 States
Blue: Districts rewarded for performance, 4 States
Maroon: Schools and districts rewarded for performance, 5 States
Caption: Approximately 50% of states in the country have performance rewards for schools and/or districts. These rewards are tied to general accountability measures, and are not specific to high schools or to student success rates on exit exams. In this region, none of the states have a performance-based reward program for schools. Connecticut and New Jersey do, however, have performance-based rewards programs for districts. [1] 
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USA State Student Sanctions

State sanctions for school and/or district performance
White: No district or school performance sanctions, 12 States
Yellow: Schools sanctioned for performance, 9 States
Blue: Districts sanctioned for performance, 5 States
Maroon: Schools and districts sanctioned for performance, 25 States
Caption: Nearly 66% of the states have sanctions for districts and/or schools that fail to meet performance standards. These sanctions are tied to general accountability measures, and are not specific to high schools or to student success rates on exit exams. All but two of the states, Maine and New Hampshire, have sanction programs for schools, districts or both schools and districts. Vermont has sanctions for schools; New Jersey has sanctions for districts. The remaining states have sanctions for both schools and districts. [1] 
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Accountability

	Policies

	State A

	State B


	Exit Tests

	No

	Yes


	Remediation

	No

	Required and funded


	Student 

Sanctions

	No-pass, No-drive

	No-pass, No-play


	Performance Rewards

	No

	School


	Performance Sanctions

	No

	School



Caption: Again, the distinctions between our two sample states continue to grow.  State A has much more of a hands-off approach to accountability than State B, with no exit tests, remediation, rewards or sanctions.  In addition to the ultimate sanction for students (withholding a diploma), the state ties driving privileges to schooling.

State B, on the other hand, has an exit test for high school graduation and both requires and funds remediation.  Schools can receive rewards or sanctions based on performance, and students must meet expectations if they are to participate in extracurricular activities.

Clearly now we see that high school policy discussions in these states will proceed in very different directions.

Bottom Line: Again, states demonstrate their expectations for schools and students by having policies that hold them accountable and support them in reaching the desired goals.
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DEVELOPING A SYSTEM OF SCHOOLS

•Charter Schools

•Alternative Schools

Caption: In this cluster are just two types of policies, those that increase the array of options open to high school students.  Although there are other state policies that could go in this category – e.g., magnet schools or vouchers – there are not really enough states with such policies to do maps.  Because of our focus on policy, the many programs and pilot efforts that seek to increase options are not reflected here.

These policies are important because if a state is serious about increasing RELEVANCE and improving RELATIONSHIPS, it will need to find ways to encourage diverse schooling opportunities.  For those opportunities to take hold and thrive, they will need to be addressed in policy in most states.
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Charter Schools

State charter school policies
Yellow: No charter policy, 9 States
Blue: Policy with at-risk preference, 28 States
Maroon: Policy with no at-risk preference, 14 States
Caption: Most of the states in the Northeast have charter school policies; Maine and Vermont are the exceptions. Massachusetts, New Hampshire, and New Jersey have charter school policies that show preference for at-risk students, and Connecticut, New York and Rhode Island have charter school policies that do not have preference for at-risk students . [1] 
 
Slide 28:

Alternative Education for Disruptive Students

State legislation requiring or permitting alternative education
Yellow: Not addressed, 14 States
Blue: Voluntary for districts to offer, 28 States
Maroon: Mandatory for districts to offer, 9 States
Caption: Nationally, 28 states have state legislation that allows, but does not require, districts to provide alternative education for disruptive students.  In this region, New Hampshire and New Jersey have mandatory alternative education for such students; the rest of the states have voluntary alternative education. [1]  
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State Context Matters: A System of Diverse Schools

	Policy Categories

	State A

	State B


	Charter Schools

	Yes, at-risk preference

	Yes, at-risk preference


	Alternative Schools

	Not addressed

	Mandatory



Caption: While both of our sample states have charter school policies and both include a preference for schools serving at-risk youth, their stance on alternative schools reflects what we have already seen: State A tends to let school boards address many central issues without explicit direction, while State B regulates significantly more.  These differences create very different contexts for high school reform and improvement in one state versus the other.

Bottom Line: States provide districts with direction and support by mandating policies for creating alternatives to traditional education. This demonstrates a commitment to educating all students. 

Slide 30: Review of State Policies:

	Policy Categories

	State A

	State B


	Compulsory Attendance

	Age 16

	Age 17


	Teacher Education

	Major or minor 

	Major or minor


	Per-pupil Expenditures

	$5,616

	$5,934


	State Share of Funding

	66.7%

	55.1%


	Course Credits

	21 Credits

	24 credits


	Differentiated Diplomas

	No

	No


	AP Role in State System

	No policy

	Accountability plan


	AP Course Support


	No policy


	No policy



	AP Success

	13.6%

	10.9%


	Dual Enrollment

	Comprehensive

	Limited


	Exit Tests

	No

	Yes


	Remediation

	No

	Required and funded


	Student 

Sanctions

	No-pass, 

No-drive

	No-pass, 

No-play


	Performance

Rewards

	No

	School


	Performance

Sanctions

	No

	School


	Charter Schools

	Yes, at-risk preference

	Yes, at-risk preference


	Alternative Schools

	Not addressed

	Mandatory
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Organizational Resources for this Presentation 

Center for Education Policy

Council for Chief State School Officers 

Education Commission of the States

Education Trust

Education Week

Manhattan Institute

National Center for Higher Education Management Systems

National High School Alliance

U.S. Census Bureau

U.S. Department of Education 

Caption: Bibliographies of these databases are included in the handouts.
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Contact Information

Monica R. Martinez

Martinezm@iel.org
(202) 822-8405, ext. 168

Judy Bray

jbrayatwork@comcast.net
(303) 883-4401

The Institute for Educational Leadership

1001 Connecticut Ave. NW, Suite 310

Washington, DC  20036

www.iel.org
















































