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“...al students will leave grades 4, 8 and 12, having demonstrated competency in
challenging subject matter...”

Objective 1. “The academic performanceof all studentsat the elementary and
secondary levelswill increase significantly in every quartile, and the distribution of
minority studentsin each quartile will more closely reflect the student population as a
whole.”
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Executive Summary

March Toward Excellence: School Success and Minority Student Achievement
in Departnent of Defense School s
by Claire Snrekar, Janes W CGuthrie, Debra E. Oaens, Pearl
G Sins

Claire Smrekar, James Guthrie, Debra Owens and Pearl Sims report findings of
their year-long study of how Department of Defense schools have achieved high levels of
student learning among all students they serve. Both domestic and overseas schools
scored at or near the top of all statesin reading and writing on the 1998 National
Assessment of Educational Progress. Students who are white, African-American and
Hispanic each score well compared to their counterparts in other states, and the gap
between the performance of white students and that of African-American or Hispanic
students was narrower than this gap in other states.

The military context in which Defense Department schools operate was found to
be supportive of student achievement in specific ways, but other factors that non-military
school systems can incorporate were found to be decisive. The students served were
found to have high rates of student mobility (35% of the students change school each
year); of poverty (50% of the students qualify for free or reduced price lunch); and of
modest parental education (94% of the children of enlisted personnel, who comprise
about 80% of the DoDEA school population, have parents with no more than a high
school education.)

The study finds that the impressive success of Department of Defense schoolsin
achieving high academic standards rests on a combination of in-school and out-of-school
factors. The authors identify important policy implications for state and local education
policymakers. They make policy recommendations based on their findings that the
factors accounting for high academic achievement include:

Centralized direction-setting with local decision-making.

Policy coherence and regular data flow regarding instructional goals,
assessments, accountability, and professional training and devel opment.
Sufficient financial resources linked to instructionally relevant strategic goals.
Staff development that is job-embedded, intensive, sustained over time,
relevant to school improvement goals, and linked to student performance.
Small school size, conducive to trust, communication and sense of
community.

Academic focus and high expectations for al students.

Continuity of care for children in high quality pre-schools and after-school
programs.

A “corporate commitment” to public education that is material and symbolic
and that is visible and responsive to parents within the school community.



Goal s Panel Policy Highlights and Overview

Raising the academic achievement of all students while closing the gap in performance
between majority and affluent students and minority and disadvantaged students is the
fundamental challenge facing American education today. The National Education Goals
Panel believes that examining institutions that are successful in raising achievement and
closing the gaps can illuminate effective strategies and tactics and provide guidance to
others working to meet the same set of challenges.

The average academic performance of all students in schools operated by the Department
of Defense Education Activity (DoDEA) is high, and the performance of African-
American and Hispanic students is among the highest in the nation as measured by the
National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP). Based on the evidence of success
found in the NAEP assessment data, the Goals Panel commissioned a research group
from Vanderbilt University to examine the high achievement of African-American and
Hispanic students in DODEA schools with the intent of identifying policies and practices
that may contribute to that success. The following report is the result of their exploration.

BACKGROUND
Organization

DoDEA schools are organized in two separate but similar systems. Department of
Defense Dependent Schools (DoDDS) serve children of military personnel stationed
overseas, and Department of Defense Domestic Dependent Elementary and Secondary
Schools (DDESS) serve children of personnel stationed in the United States. Families
must live on the military base to be eligible to enroll their children in DoDEA schools.
DoDEA schools serve approximately 112,000 students, roughly equivalent in size to the
Charlotte-Mecklenburg (NC) public schools.

DoDEA islocated in the Office of the Deputy Assistant Secretary for Personnel Support,
Families and Education within the Office of the Assistant Secretary for Force
Management and Policy. Congress functionsin arole similar to that of a school board in
providing funds for the system through the federal appropriations process.

DoDEA is headed by a Director. The Deputy Director for Europe oversees 8 districts,
each with a Superintendent, and 117 schools. The Deputy Director for the Pacific
oversees 4 districts, each with a Superintendent, and 39 DoDDS schools and 4 DDESS
schoolsin Guam. The Deputy Director for DDESS/Cuba oversees 12 districts, each with
a Superintendent, and 66 DDESS schools and 1 DoDDS school in Cuba.

The Advisory Council on Dependents Education advises the Secretary of Defense and
the DoDEA Director on the maintenance of a quality educational system. Its members
are jointly appointed by the Secretaries of Defense and Education and include educators,
members of professional associations and unions, parents and a DODEA student. Area



Advisory Councils advise Deputy Directors on mattersin their regions. District Advisory
Councils and School Advisory Councils serve similar functions at their respective levels.

Demographics

On average, minority students account for 40% of DoDEA enrollment, approximately the
same ratio that is found in the public schools of New York State. Children of enlisted
personnel represent 80% of the total enrollment.

Approximately 50% of all DoDEA students qualify for free and reduced price lunch, the
common measurement for determining children from low-income households. Thisis
reflective of the generally low pay scales in the military, particularly for personnel in the
junior enlisted ranks. Since housing on military bases is segregated by rank, athough not
by race, and school attendance zones are determined much as they arein U.S. public
school systems, the concentration of low-income students can vary significantly from
school to school. The research team visited one elementary school where 36% of the
students qualified for free or reduced price lunch while in a nearby elementary school
82% of the students qualified.

The nature of military assignments results in frequent moves, resulting in a transiency
rate for DODEA schools of 35%, similar to that experienced in inner city schools.
Finally, single parent households account for only 6.2% of al military families,
contrasted with a national rate of 27%.

Achievement Results

The study was stimulated by the high performance of DoDEA students on NAEP. For
the purposes of this project, the research team focused on the results of the 1998
administration of the NAEP tests in reading and writing, particularly at the 8" grade
level. The DoDDS and DDESS regularly participate in state level NAEP assessments,
and the results allow comparisons with other participating states.

The overall performance of DODEA students on the 1998 NAEP reading and writing
assessments was impressively high.

In 8" grade writing, 38% of DDESS students scored at the level of proficient or
higher. Thiswas second only to Connecticut and above the national average of
24%.

31% of DoDDS students scored at the proficient level or higher on 8" grade
writing. This performance was surpasses only by Connecticut, DDESS, and
Maine.

In 8" grade reading, 37% of DDESS students were at the proficient level or
higher. These results were third highest in the nation, trailing only Connecticut
and Maine and above the national average of 30%.

36% of DoDDS students were at the proficient level or higher in 8" grade
reading.



In addition to high overall scores, African-American and Hispanic students in DoDEA
schools performed at high levels. As the table below shows, these students were either
first or second in the nation in 8" grade reading and writing.

NAEP Academ c Achi evenent
By Departnent of Defense System and by Ethnic G oup

Readi ng Witing
1998 8th 1998 8th
gr ade gr ade
DoDDS African American 15 2"
DoDDS Hi spani c 2" 15t
DDESS African American 2" 15t
DDESS Hi spani ¢ 15t 15t

Closing the gaps in performance between minority and white students is one of the
important goals of current efforts to improve American education. The NAEP results
indicate that DODEA schools are making important strides in achieving thisend. Asthe
table below shows, the gaps in performance on the 1998 NAEP writing assessment are
significantly below the national average.

Average 8'" Grade Witing 1998 NAEP Scal ed Scores by
Race/ Ethnicity

Race/ Per cent Aver age Gap Gap

Ethnicity |of Total Scal e VWi te VWi te
Popul at i Score V. V.
on Bl ack H spani c

DDESS

White 41 167

Bl ack 26 150 17

Hi spani c 27 153 14

DoDDS

VWhite 46 161

Bl ack 18 148 13

Hi spani c 17 153 8

Nat i on

VWi te 65 156

Bl ack 15 130 26

Hi spani c 14 129 27

The table below shows that similar evidence of gap closing can be found in the 1998
NAEP reading results.



Aver age 8'" Grade Readi ng1998 NAEP Scal ed Scores by
race/ethnicity.

Race/ Per cent Aver age Gap Gap

Et hnicity |of Total Scal e Vhite Vhite
Popul at i Scor e V. V.
on Bl ack | Hi spanic

DDESS

Wi te 42 279

Bl ack 26 253 26

Hi spani c 27 268 11 *

DoDDS

Wi te 46 276

Bl ack 19 259 17

Hi spani c 15 263 13

Nat i on

VWi te 66 270

Bl ack 15 241 29

Hi spani c 14 243 27

* Difference is not statistically significant.

FINDINGS HIGHLIGHTS

The research team identified several factors that appear to be related to the high minority
achievement and high overall achievement in DODEA schools. While it is not possiblein
a case study such as this to establish a causal relationship between the identified factors
and the achievement levels, the research can suggest that these factors may contribute to
high student achievement. Furthermore, it islikely that the combination of these factors
in a systemic whole is more effective that any single factor in isolation.

Strategic Planning

DoDEA employs a Community Strategic Planning Process to set the objectives of the
system and provide the basis for making decisions on educational, organizational, and
financial improvements. The process is designed to solicit and incorporate input from
key stakeholders—parents, faculty, administrators, support personnel, community
leaders, and military personnel.

The 1995-2000 Community Strategic Plan was built around the 8 National Education
Goals and two DoDEA goals on accountability and organizational infrastructure. The
plan provided clear direction and consistent expectations from the top while preserving
flexibility to address unique issues at the school and community levels. Thisresultsin
the development of a management model that the researchers describe as “mission,
money, and measurement from the top, and methods from the bottom,”



The process is supported by well-trained and committed |eadership at the community and
local levels to develop compatible strategic plans. Each site develops a School
Improvement Plan that is aligned with the larger plan and defines how each school will
reach the objectives laid out in the larger plan. A critical element is attention by district
superintendents to performance measures and long term goals that stimulate continuous
improvement.

Alignment of Key System Components

DoDEA schools assess every student every with a standardized test. Headquarters
provides each district and school with a detailed analysis of student performance,
disaggregated by grade level, gender and race. Educators use the school improvement
plan process to analyze the data to identify student improvement needs, select student
improvement goals tied to the strategic goals, develop additional assessment instruments,
identify interventions, and monitor and document changes in student performance.

Assessment results are used to align curriculum and professional development with
strategic learning goals. Staff professiona development activities are well funded, well
executed, and linked with student needs identified by school administrators and faculty.
All professional development activities are focused on raising student achievement, and
assessments are conducted to measure growth in educator’ s skills.

High Expectations

High expectations are the norm in DODEA schools, reflected in high standards, teachers
sense of personal accountability, and very limited use of tracking. The culture of the
system was reflected in comments made to the research team by ateacher and
superintendent.

“Your study islooking at why minority students do better. | think the
answer to that question is that all our students do better. There are no
‘minority’ students here.” (teacher, DODEA)

“1 think that the school has to accept responsibility to make the difference
for kids, not expect the kids to conform to make the difference for us.
That ismy belief. It is our job to teach the children in the way that will fit
the kids best. And no excuses.” (superintendent, DoDEA)

The 1998 NAEP reading test included a school climate survey that asked students to rate
teacher expectations for student achievement. In DDESS, 81% of the students reported
that teacher expectations were “very positive” (the highest ranking), compared to 58% in
the national sample. The responses from minority students were even more striking. 1n
DDESS, 85% of African American students and 93% of Hispanic students reported that
teacher expectations were “very positive,” compared to 52% and 53% respectively in the
national sample.

vi



Teacher Quality

Competitive pay scales and access to integrated, extensive professiona devel opment
opportunities have helped DoDEA to attract high quality teachers and maintain a stable
teaching force. Out of field teaching is extremely rare in the DoDEA system.

Child Care

DoDEA schools are linked to an array of nationally recognized pre-school programs and
after-school youth service centers. The system includes a Family Child Care component
that coordinates in-home care by certified providers. DoD commitsto a high level of
investment in staffing, training, and facilities.

Small Schools

A growing body of research suggests that small schools (defined as fewer that 350
elementary students, 600 middle school students, and 900 high school students) lead to
more productive relationships between teachers and students and a greater focus on
achievement and development. Two thirds of the middle schools in the DDESS system
aresmall. Overall alarger proportion of middle and high schools in the DODEA system
are small compared to most state systems.

“Corporate Commitment”

DodEA schools reflect an elevated “ corporate commitment” from the U.S. military that is
both material and symbolic. This commitment includes an expectation of parent
involvement in school- and home-based activities,(e.g., soldiers are instructed that their
“place of duty” isat their child's school on parent-teacher conference day, and are
relieved of work responsibilities to volunteer at school each month). This commitment to
promoting a parental role in education far surpasses the level of investment or
involvement found in most mentoring/tutoring models.

vii



Report Sunmmary

Thi s study has two principal findings:

Depart nent of Defense schools conbine in-schoo
instruction with out-of-school activities and community
conditions to construct an unusually productive set of
educational opportunities for students, particularly

m nority students.

Depart ment of Defense schools enbrace "productive
educational opportunities" that are within the grasp of
public school systens to enul ate.

Backgr ound

The United States Departnent of Defense (DoD) operates 227
el enentary and secondary schools (157 are overseas and 70
are in the United States). These schools enrol

approxi mately 112,000 students.

If all DoD students were in one school district, the DoD
system woul d be about the size of the Charlotte-Meckl enburg
(North Carolina) school district.

The DoD system if it were a state, would have enroll nments
simlar to the state public education systens (K-12) in
Wom ng, or North Dakota, or Vernont.

Forty percent of DoD school enrollnent is mnority (African
Anmerican and Hispanic). This is approximtely the sane
proportion as the K-12 school system of New York State.

The nost uni que performance feature of DoD schools is the
academ c achievenent of mnority students. However, the
performance of all DoD students is outstandi ng.

DoD Schools' Mnority Student and Overall Academ c
Per f or mance

| f the DoD school systemwere a state, its 1998 Nati onal
Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) readi ng and
witing test results would rank it nunber one in the nation
for mnority students.

viii



M nority student achi evenent aside, DoD schools perform
wel | .  When exam ning NAEP's two hi ghest student
performance categories for reading and witing (what NAEP
| abel s "Proficient” and "Advanced"), only one state
(Connecticut) ranks ahead of DoD s overseas school s
students' achi evenent and only two states (Connecticut and
Mai ne) rank ahead of DoD donestic schools' student

achi evenent .

These ranki ngs are sustai ned even when parental education
| evel is considered.

What accounts for these high | evels of performance?
DoD school s sinul taneously "do the right things,"” and "do
things right." This statement applies both to what happens
in schools and to a DoDEA out -of -school environnment that
reinforces rather than dilutes academ c | earning.

Sone observers contend that the high achi evenent in DoD
schools, particularly for mnority students, is a function
of the mddle class fam|ly and community characteristics of
such students. As will be seen in the body of this report,
such a viewis overly sinmplified. Approximtely 80% of al
DoDEA students have a DoD parent/mlitary sponsor who is
enlisted. Most enlisted personnel have a high schoo

di pl oma only and have incone |evels at or near the poverty
line. Many enlisted personnel and their famlies do not
live in confortabl e housing.

What Happens in School s

DoDEA school s enbody the best of what is known regarding
productive school managenent and operation, and they can
well serve as a nodel for the nation's public schools.

DoDEA school operation is a productive blend of both "top
down" and "bottom up" managenent. Fromthe "top" at DoDEA
headquarters flows a clear m ssion, sufficient financing,
and regul ar performance neasurenent. Fromthe "bottom"”

| ocal districts and schools are enpowered to nmanage their
operations. At the school site, no nethods of instruction
are mandated. Teachers are given the flexibility to create
| earni ng environnents within their classroons.

"Top Down"



Clear Mssion. The m ssion of DoDEA is:

"to provide, in mlitary conmunities worldw de,
exenpl ary education prograns that inspire and
prepare all students for success in a gl obal
environnment” (wwv. odeododea. edu).

DoDEA promul gates a m ssion and a vision for high
perform ng schools and inparts a sense of organizati onal
pur pose and direction through the use of strategic

pl anni ng.  The 1995-2000 Community Strategic Plan was built around the 8
National Education Goals and two DoDEA goals on accountability and
organizational infrastructure. From t hat point, efforts are nmade to
recruit and enpower able individuals as teachers and
adm ni strators. This vision is reflected frombase to base,
from commandi ng of ficer to officer. Expectations for

excel l ent schools and high | evels of achievenent are
consi stently found t hroughout the world.

Sufficient Resources. DoD schools appear to be
adequately but not lavishly financed. |In 1999, DoD schools
spent approxi mately $8,900 per pupil. This is $1,600 (22
percent) higher than the national average. However, DoD
per pupil spending is less than what typically is spent in
|arge U.S. school systens with conparabl e proportions of
mnority students (NCES, 2000).

DoD systemteachers are conpensated well. Begi nni ng DoD
teacher salaries are slightly higher than their U S. public
school counterparts. Conpensation (salary and housing
benefits) for overseas DoD teachers and upper end sal aries
for donestic DoD teachers are the equivalent of their
counterparts in large U S. public school systens. DoD
teachers report no shortage of instructional supplies and
materials. School facilities are nore than sufficient and
al nost al ways wel |l maintai ned.

Power ful and Systematic Measurenent. DoDEA
headquarters nonitors student progress and pronotes student
success regularly through a systenmatic reliance upon
standardi zed tests. Curriculum standards are specified by
grade and subject area to provide clarity and consi stency
within the system DoDEA provides every school and each
district with detail ed assessnent results. These test
results are analyzed in nmultiple ways, including
performance by grade |level, by gender, and by race.



DoDEA' s neasurenent system provi des conpel ling evidence of
the benefits of |inking assessnment with strategic
intervention for school inprovement and system w de reform
DoDEA assessnent systens are enbedded within a coherent
policy structure that links instructional goals with
accountability, supported by professional training and
devel opnment prograns.

"Bott om Up"

Enpower ed Prof essionals. DoDEA educators in the field
are provided wth decision-naking discretion and
operational |atitude to shape school and cl assroom acti ons
in a manner |ikely to achieve goals and perfornmance
targets. Teachers and adm ni strators understand and
enbrace the system goals and believe that they are
sufficiently enpowered to acconplish them DoDEA
adm nistrators are proud of the authority they have and
speak clearly regarding their intention to maintain such
operational freedom

DoDEA teachers are well|l educated and cormmitted to the
teachi ng of high academ c standards. They are unioni zed and
appear to derive professional pride fromthe strength of
their collective organization. The donestic and overseas
unions are involved in decisions at the school, district,
and system | evel.

Rich and Varied Methods. There is no mandat ed
prescriptive nmethod of instruction or school structure.
Teachers creatively utilize their talents to construct a
positive |earning environnment for their students. There is
extensive and high quality professional devel opnent
provided to staff. Teachers hold high expectations for al
students and vary curricul um based on student needs. New
teachers are assimlated into this atnosphere of dedication
and excel |l ence.

School s can vary class schedul es and the organi zati on of
instruction. Many m ddl e schools are organi zed by teans
and are characterized by an extensive coordination of
curricula across the subject areas. In addition to
coordinating curriculum teamteachers regularly strategize
regardi ng how to best serve struggling students. Most
schools have limted ability grouping or "tracking" and
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routinely include special education and | ower achieving
students wthin the regular classroom

Di scipline plans are created at the school and the district
| evel . Behavioral incidents at school sites are quickly
addressed and resolved to maintain a safe school
environnment. There is broad understanding of the ultimte
consequence of an action; a school official may contact the
parent's mlitary conmandi ng officer regarding their
child'"s behavi or.

What Happens Qut of School

A Strong Sense of Community. A strong sense of school
community is forged in the base nei ghborhoods that join
mlitary famlies in a cohesive network of discipline,
routi ne, accountability, and commtnent. Mlitary and
school staff referred often to the "village" culture of
support associated with mlitary base life, in which
famlies closely |inked by nenbership and notivation to
"nmove up in the ranks" devel op a sense of shared

responsibility for children's safety and well-being. "This
is like '"Leave it to Beaver Land', one Marine conmander
noted, "it's cloistered and it's protected, but it is a

shared responsibility."”

A culture of support in mlitary nei ghborhoods perneates
school life. Positive outcones for students stemfroma

cl ear sense of shared val ues anong famlies and teachers.
Recent research suggests characteristics associated with
"conmmunal |y organi zed" schools are found in Catholic
schools (Bryk, Lee & Holland, 1993) and in sone magnet
school s (Snrekar, 1996). W include DoD schools in this
category of "comrunal |y organi zed" schools. These schools
tend to be structured in ways that facilitate regular and
mut ual | y- supportive conmmuni cati on anong nenbers and foster
soci al cohesion and commtnent to common goal s.

Smal | Schools. A larger proportion of mddle schools
and high schools in the DoD system have small enrollnents
conpared to nost other state systens. This fact stands in
start contrast to many urban school districts in the US -
the environnents in which nost mnority students attend
school ( NCES, 1998). 1In the DoD system snall school size
contributes to greater famliarity and personal know edge
of students, their instructional needs and strengths, and
their unique famly situations.
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Recent research on school size effects strongly suggests
that |ower incone and mnority students benefit nobst from
smal l er m ddl e and high schools (Lee & Smth, 1997). The
benefits of smaller schools are linked to the

organi zational conditions and social processes facilitated
by smal |l er school settings, including a strong and focused
curriculum supportive relationships between school staff
and students, and a climate of hi gh expectations and
personal attention to students.

Mlitary Commtnment to Education and Accountability.
One of the nost significant factors |eading to the
educati onal success of DoDEA students is the value pl aced
upon education and training that perneates the mlitary
comunity, providing the foundation for parental support
and reinforcenent in ways that benefit children and pronote
student achievenent. The culture of order, discipline,
education and training in the mlitary comunity creates
i deal conditions for schools focused upon these principles
and expectati ons.

LESSONSFOR STATE AND LOCAL PUBLIC EDUCATION
DECISIONMAKERS

1. CENTRALI ZED DI RECTI ON- SETTI NG BALANCED W TH LOCAL
DECI SI ON MAKI NG

DoDEA' s managenent strategy nerges effective | eadership at
topnost levels (e.g., establishing systemm de curricul um
standards) with school- and district-level discretion in
determ ni ng day-to-day operations such as instructional
practices and personnel deci sions.

Pol i cy recomendati on:

Qur findings suggest that state and | ocal policymakers
shoul d utilize a managenent structure that functions as a
"headquarters” for creating a blueprint for expected
student | earning and academ c perfornmance. DoDEA centrally
establishes clear directions, goals, and targets w thout
dictating nethods for achieving results. This mx of top-
down and bottom up deci sion making creates |ocal capacity
and professional confidence. It also serves as a basis for
cl ear accountability. Principals and teachers know what
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they are expected to acconplish and are hel d responsi bl e
for achieving those goals. A simlar state-level priority
setting strategy can serve as a springboard to prope

hi gher acadeni ¢ achi evenent.

2. POLI CY COHERENCE, STRUCTURAL ALI GNMENT, & EFFI CI ENT
FLOW OF DATA

DoD schools reflect a strong and consi stent alignnment of
curricular goals, instructional strategies, teacher
supports, and performance assessnent results. This is
particularly evident in the area of witing, a subject area
identified by DoDEA as a curricular priority and

educati onal concern over 20 years ago.

Pol i cy reconmendati on:

DoDEA assessnent systens are enbedded within a coherent
policy structure that links instructional goals with
accountability systens supported by professional training
and devel opnment prograns. State and | ocal policynakers can
begi n by adopting a performance oriented information
exchange that is systematic, clear, and conprehensive.
States shoul d provide every school and each district with
detai |l ed student performance assessnment results. Using
DoDEA as a nodel, each school should engage in a schoo

i nprovenent process to anal yze student inprovenent needs
and sel ect student inprovenent goals. |In DoDEA, student
outconmes are specifically tied to downstream perfornmance

i mprovenment goals. Staff training and curricul ar
intervention are coordinated with a school's individual

i nprovenent plan. The ability and disposition to notice and
act on instructional problens, and to deploy resources to
solve problens are critical elements of school inprovenent
(Cohen & Ball, 1999).

3. SUFFI Cl ENT FI NANCI AL RESOURCES
DoDEA provides a high |evel of support in terns of district
and school staffing, instructional materials, facilities,

and technol ogy. The |evel of support for teachers is
generous and wel |l recogni zed throughout the system
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Pol i cy recommendati on:

Money can matter, particularly when financial support is
l'inked to specific, coordinated, and instructionally

rel evant strategic goals. State and |ocal public education
of ficials nust acknow edge the crucial inportance of
sufficient resources. These resources enhance | ocal
capacity and strengthen the local districts' and individual
schools' ability to inplenment school inprovenent goals.
Sufficient resources enable districts to offer conpetitive
salaries that attract and retain high quality teachers.
Vell maintained facilities, anple physical space, and
appropriate instructional equipnent can pronote higher

| evel s of | earning.

4. STAFF DEVELOPMENT

DoDEA prof essi onal devel opnent is linked to an i ndividual
school's pattern of student performance. It is tailored
teacher by teacher, carefully structured to enhance a
teacher's identified deficiencies, and sustained over tine.

Pol i cy reconmendati on:

Pr of essi onal devel opnent activities should be job-enbedded;
consistent with an individual school's inprovenent goals;
based upon student needs and teacher interests; nobdel ed,
repeated and practiced over a |long period of tine.

Prof essional training should include regular nonitoring by
peers or supervisors, sustained support, and regul ar

f eedback.

5. SMALL SCHOOLS

DoD schools tend to be small, |eading to robust |evels of
trust, famliarity, effective communication, and a sense of
community. Small schools lead to a strong sense of student
and fam |y engagenent, not anonymty.

Pol i cy reconmendati on:

Research evi dence and successful practice continually
reinforce the utility of small schools, particularly in
constructing effective education for | ow incone, mnority
students. A small school is defined as an el enentary
school wth fewer than 350 students, a mddle school wth
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fewer than 600, and a high school with an enroll nment of 900
or fewer (Education Wek, 2000; Lee & Smth, 1997; Wasl ey
et al, 2000). Creating smaller "learning communities"”
(Carnegi e Council on Adol escent Devel opnment, 1989) or

school s-wi t hi n-schools (Wasley et al, 2000) may very well
facilitate the organi zati onal and social conditions

evi denced in DoD schools, and could |l ead to enduring
educati onal benefits for mnority students in civilian
school s.

6. ACADEM C FOCUS AND HI GH EXPECTATI ONS FOR ALL

DoD school s enphasi ze i ndi vidual student achievenent. Hi gh
expectations are the normin DoD schools. These high
expectations are manifested in the use of el evated
standards, teachers' sense of personal accountability, and
a proactive approach to educating a highly transient
student popul ation. DoD schools do not generally group
students by academic ability (i.e. tracking). Educationa
prograns are provided that target | ower-achieving students
for in-school tutoring and homework assi stance after
school .

Policy recommendation:

M | es and Darling-Hamond (1997) found that high perform ng
school s reflect a set of common strategies used to inprove
academ c success. States shoul d adopt these strategies,
including: 1) a conmmon planning time at each school to
cooperatively develop curriculum 2) a reduced nunber of
speci al i zed progranms replaced by an integrated plan to
serve students in regular classroons (e.g., heterogeneous
groupi ng); 3) targeted student groupings designed to neet

i ndi vi dual needs and enabl e personal rel ationships; 4)
nmodi fi ed school schedules to permt nore varied and | onger
bl ocks of instructional tinme, and; 5) creatively redesigned
roles and work hours for staff to help neet goals. High
academ c rigor, supported by appropriate professional

devel opnent, restores a systenmls focus on high academ c

per f or mance.

7. CONTI NUI TY OF CARE FOR CHI LDREN
DoD schools are linked to an array of nationally recognized
pre-school progranms and after-school youth service centers.

This "continuity of care"” commtnent is evidenced by the
hi gh | evel of investnent in these top-ranked prograns in
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terms of staffing, training, and facilities. The DoDEA
prograns are wi dely recogni zed as a nati onal nobdel anong
child care providers in the U S in terns of staff
trai ni ng, educational programmng, and facilities. The
prograns neet all standards established by the National
Associ ation for the Education of Young Children (NAEYC),

t he National Association of Famly Child Care (NAFCC), and
t he National School- Age Care Associati on (NSACA).

Pol i cy recommendati on:

State and | ocal policynakers should utilize the DoDEA pre-
school and after-school progranms (e.g., youth service
centers) as nodel prograns that reflect the highest quality
standards in the world. Many of these early and "out-of-
school " educational activities contribute to enhanced
student | earning, self-esteem and achi evenent.

8. "CORPCORATE" COWM TMENT TO PUBLI C EDUCATI ON

DoD school s reflect an elevated "corporate conmtnent”
fromthe U S mlitary that is both material and synbolic.
This comm tnent includes an expectation of parent

i nvol venent in school- and hone-based activities (e.g.,
soldiers are instructed that their "place of duty" is at
their child s school on parent-teacher conference day, and
are relieved of work responsibilities to volunteer at
school each nonth). This commtnent to pronoting a
parental role in education far surpasses the |evel of

i nvestment or involvenent enbraced by nmentoring/tutoring
nodel s found i n nost busi ness-educati on partnershi ps.

Pol i cy reconmendati on:

States and communities can gain simlar |evels of corporate
comm tnment for public school students by making nore
visible the facets of the workplace that Iimt the ability
of enployees to participate in school-based activities
(particularly the ability of hourly workers). Schools tend
to structure school -based activities for traditional, stay-
at-hone nothers. At the sanme tine, a | arge nunber of
househol ds i ncl ude parents who are enployed in full-tinme
occupations that provide little flexibility and opportunity
for parents to | eave work during school hours. As schools
begin to rethink the purpose and organi zation of their
parent involvenent activities, enployers should re-eval uate
wor kpl ace policies which hinder the kind of parental

XVii



comm tnment to educational excellence that organi zed
busi ness groups are demanding in the current debate on the
quality of our nation's schools.
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| NTRODUCTI ON

"Your study is looking at why mnority students
do better. | think the answer to that question
is that all our students do better. There are no
"mnority' students here." (teacher, DoDEA)

"If you really want to nmake a difference, you
will attack the problem and we know how to
attack the problemof |ow achievenent."
(teacher, DoDEA)

Pur pose of the Study

The average academ c achi evenent of all students and of
African Anerican and H spanic students in Departnent of

Def ense (DoD) schools is anong the highest in the nation on
t he National Assessnent of Educational Progress (NAEP). The
performance of mnority students in DoD schools in 8th
grade reading and witing in 1998 ranked at the top
conpared to their counterparts in states across the nation
(see Table 1).

Policy makers and educators are continually searching for
ways to "cl ose the achi evenent gap" between white and
mnority students. The success of DoD schools with mnority
students docunented on the National Assessment of

Educati onal Progress nmade it a natural subject for the
Goal s Panel's continuing anal yses of education practice in
successful systens.

The Panel comm ssioned a research group at Vanderbilt
University to explore the high achi evenent of African
Anerican and Hispanic students enrolled in schools operated
by the Departnent of Defense. This report is the result of
t hat exploration

Table 1. Ranking of DOD minority students on NAEP conpared
to ot her states.

Readi ng 1998 Witing
8t h grade 1998 8th
gr ade
DoDDS® African Anerican 1st 2nd

! Department of Defense Dependents Schools (DoDDS) are located overseas.



DoDDS Hi spani ¢ 2Md 15t

DDESS® African American 2nd 15t
| DDESS Hi spani ¢ 15t 15t

2 The Department of Defense Domestic Dependents Elementary and Secondary Schools (DDESS) are
located inthe U.S.



Background Brief on School Achievement

The debat e anong schol ars continues regarding the degree to
whi ch an array of economic, social, cultural,

psychol ogi cal, and institutional factors influences student
achi evenent. Mbdst agree that differences in students'
performance on standardi zed tests are related to a set of
school conditions and fanmily characteristics (A exander &
Entw sl e, 1996; Jencks & Phillips, 1998; Natriello, MDII
& Pallas, 1990). |Issues of racial prejudice and soci al
justice are also crucial in this debate, that is, how
students are treated within the same school, as are
guestions related to how students spend their sumers,

whet her or not they attended a "good" pre-school, and,
later in their devel opnent and educati onal careers, how

t hey perceive their acadenic ability.

These issues and concerns create the calculus for a
conpl i cated achi evenent equation. Many critical questions
persi st regarding how and why school environnents (e.g.,
academ c rigor, academ c grouping, teacher quality, teacher
expectations) and famly environnments (e.g., famly incone,
| evel and quality of parental education, occupationa
status, famly size and structure, parents' perceived self-
efficacy, parenting style) differentially inpact student
achi evenent. O her scholars point to the "structure of

i nequality"” (WIlson, 1998) to argue that social, political,
and cultural isolation exclude certain communities from
econom ¢ nmobility and educational opportunity. These
factors overwhel mthe influence of individual |evel

anal yses of schooling and famly effects on acadenic

achi evenent and school success (Traub, 2000). W agree
that this issue is conplex, controversial and unresol ved.

This research project does not attenpt to resolve this
debate. Rather, this exploratory study is designed to
provi de a descriptive analysis of one school system —the
Department of Defense (DoDEA) schools -- that has
denonstrated high mnority student achi evenent and hi gh
achi evenent overall, as neasured by the 1998 NAEP. This is
not a conparative study, nor do we nmeke any cl ai nms of
causal ity about the effects of school environnent and
famly characteristics on student achi evenent. The study
focuses upon a set of system w de governance structures,
school conditions, instructional policies, teacher
characteristics, and admi nistrative practices that are
related to a school's capacity (Cohen & Ball, 1999 ; Cohen



& Spillane, 1992; Corcoran, 1995; Ferguson, 1998) to
produce student learning. W also explore school climte
t o exam ne whet her or not DoD schools reflect the
properties of "comrunally organi zed" schools that recent
research suggests produce hi gher achi evenent (Bryk &
Driscoll, 1988; Bryk, Lee & Holland, 1993; Col eman &

Hof fer, 1987). W include in our analyses a descriptive
portrait of the residential environnents associated with
DoD schools. W explore mlitary pay and rank |evels,
parents' educational backgrounds, nei ghborhood (base)
housi ng conditions, and social services in the DoD schools.

We present the findings fromthis study against the
backdrop of relevant research in the field in order to link
descriptive data from DoD schools to published research
findings on good schools and effective educati onal

practi ces.

Focus of the Research Study

This report describes the education prograns and policies
in Departnent of Defense schools that nmay hel p account for
high mnority achievenent. Qur report offers |essons for
state policy makers and others endeavoring to close the gap
i n academ c achi evenent anong students. Specifically, the
study focuses upon the followi ng three areas:

The organi zati onal and governnental structures that |ink
t he day-to-day operations of DoD schools and school
districts to policy-setting authorities

Organi zati onal and governnental structures refer to the
di stribution of decision making authority between centra
agendas and i ndividual schools, performance sanctions,
formal reporting lines, and nonitoring and oversi ght
arrangenents with the Departnent of Defense and Congress.

The nature and quality of instructional practices in DoD
domestic and overseas school s.

I nstructional practices refer to conditions such as student
| earni ng expectations, curriculum benchmarks, teacher
quality, staff professional devel opnent, pupil-teacher
ratios, instructional materials and supplies, assessnent
strategi es and tools, and overall |evel of financial

resour ces.



The social and econonic conditions associated with
students and their famlies in DoD donmestic and over seas
school s.

Soci al and econom c circunstances refer to housing, incone,
educat i onal backgrounds, educational opportunities and
expectations, youth services, child care and ot her
communi ty support services, the sense of community in
schools, and the level of commtnent by the mlitary
command to education and famlies.

Met hodol ogy

This is a descriptive, exploratory study designed to
enhance our understandi ng of the educational environnents
found in DoD schools |located on mlitary installations in
the U S. and overseas. Qur research teamvisited 15 mddle
schools located in 10 different school districts across the
United States, CGermany, and Japan (5 donestic districts and
5 overseas districts). Schools selected for this study
reflect at | east the average mnority student enroll nent
for the DoDDS and DDESS systens. A few schools in the
study reflect a higher-than-average mnority enroll nent.

We deliberately selected schools that vary somewhat in
size, mobility rates, installation deploynent and training
patterns, pay and rank conposition of parents, and in the
percentage of children who are eligible for free and
reduced lunch. This selection decision produced a group of
school s that reflects the depth, range, and diversity of
DoDDS and DDESS schools. Toward that end, our study's
sanple frame of five DDESS districts includes over half
(55% of all DDESS students and over half (56% of al

DDESS school s.

Approxi mately 130 interviews were conpl eted over the course
of the four nonth data collection period. W conducted in-
depth interviews with the principal and | anguage arts
teachers at each school. W probed for information on: a)
teaching and | earni ng supports; b) instructional rigor and
educat i onal phil osophy; c) expectations and educati onal

val ues of parents and patterns of involvenent; and d) out-
of -school influences on achi evenent. Parent |eaders,

assi stant principals, school counselors, and teacher union
representatives were interviewed at several (but not all)
of the schools.



At each district, mlitary conmanders and |i ai sons,
curriculum specialists, assistant superintendents, and the
di strict superintendent were interviewed. Qur interest
here rests with issues of financial supports, resource
all ocation, personnel recruitnment and sel ection, teacher
quality, accountability, |eadership styles, program
diversity and academic policy priorities. Mlitary
officials were asked specifically about housing patterns,
health care facilities, educational backgrounds of mlitary
sponsors (school parents), safety concerns, soci al
services, and mlitary operation demands (depl oynent and
training).

The Director of DoDEA and other senior staff at DoDEA s
Washi ngton, D.C. headquarters were interviewed to gain
insight and information on systemw de programpriorities
and pl anni ng, accountability mechani sns, financing, and
curricul um st andar ds.

In addition to interviews, we collected an array of schoo
and district docunents, including curriculum guides and
benchmar k standards, staff devel opnent pl ans,
accountability reports, student / fam |y denographi c data,
school handbooks, and parent newsletters. At each mlitary
installation, we collected informati on on housing, health
services, recreation services, and social services on the
base. An extensive school and base tour, and nmultiple

cl assroom observations (e.g., |anguage arts cl asses,
conput er classes, industrial drawi ng), were an essenti al
part of each full day site visit.

To ensure anonymty, we deleted the nanmes of al

partici pants and research sites; only titles, roles, and
general regions of the country are used to differentiate
participants and sites. W did not conduct any interviews
with students. Al interviews were schedul ed i n advance of
the research team s visits and were designed to be as
unobtrusive as possible. Al interviews were audi otaped
wth the perm ssion of the interview subjects and were
transcri bed verbatim

DoDEA System

The U.S. mlitary established elenentary, mddle, and high
schools for the children of service nen and wonen overseas
and in the US. shortly after World War 11. These school s
were originally adm nistered by the Service branches.



However, responsibility shifted to civilian nanagers soon
after inception (DVDC/ Westat, 1997). The schools are
organi zed in two distinct but simlar systems: The

Depart ment of Defense Dependents Schools (known as DoDDS)
overseas, and the Section 6, recently renanmed the
Departnment of Defense Donestic Dependent El enentary and
Secondary Schools (known as DDESS), in the US. (Al nost
all the DDESS schools are located in the Southeastern
United States — see Appendix D). The two systens united
under the unbrella Departnment of Defense Education Activity
(DoDEA) in 1994. Mlitary personnel nust |ive on base in
order to enroll their dependents in the DDESS system

Today, the Departnent of Defense Education Activity (DoDEA)
enrolls approxi mately 112,000 students in schools |ocated
in the U S. (DDESS system and overseas (DoDDS system
This is about the sanme nunber of students enrolled in the
Charl ot t e- Meckl enburg, (NC) school district, with the
percent mnority population simlar to the New York State
public schools proportion (average 40% m nority). Another
approxi mately 600,000 school age children of U S. active
mlitary personnel attend school in one of the nore than
600 civilian public school districts |located near mlitary
installations in the continental US (Mlitary Famly
Resource Center, 2001).3

In the DDESS (donestic) system the majority of pupils
enrolled in the schools (60% are affiliated with the U S
Arnmy. In the DoDDS system the distribution is different;
approxi mately 35% of all pupils enrolled in the overseas
systemare affiliated with the Arny, with another 32%
linked to the Air Force (see Tables 2 and 3). The schoo
districts selected for our study reflect this school

popul ati on-sponsor-affiliation pattern; that is, nost
schools in our DDESS sanple are Arny or Marine sponsor
affiliated schools.

3 A useful research follow-up to this study would be to compare DDESS student achievement and
educational environments to the achievement and environments of their counterpartsin civilian public
schools located near military installations.



Tabl e 2. Nunber of districts, schools, teachers, and
students in the DoDEA System 2000-01.

DoDDS DDESS Tot al
Districts 12 12 24
School s 157 70 227
Teachers 5,747 3675 9, 422
St udent s 77,912 34, 294 112, 206

Tabl e 3. Makeup of DoDEA student popul ation by sponsor's
servi ce, 2000-01.

Sponsor's DoDDS DDESS
Servi ce

Ar iy 35% 60%
Navy 14% 10%
Mari ne Cor ps 6% 16%
Air Force 32% 7%

Nat i onal Guard 0% 1%

Civilian 12% 5%

FI NDI NGS

| . Assessnent Systens | n DoDEA

"We get benchmarks and we determnm ne what
assessnents we want to use. You need a few

| eaders that are curriculumm nded and change-
m nded in the school to make it work." (teacher,
DoDEA)

"W take three days to assess our kids the way

t hat we hope that teachers are teaching witing.
And we love it. W get good scores. W get good
results.” (teacher, DoDEA)

Qur anal ysis of test scores across nultiple assessnent
systens confirms that students in the Departnent of Defense
school s performat a high achi evenent |evel in reading and
witing. The 1998 NAEP scores in reading and witing for

all students, and for specific sub-groups of students --
African Anerican students and Hi spanic students -- are the
hi ghest in the nation. |In addition to the NAEP scores, the
DoD student performance on the Terra Nova Achi evenent Test
and the DoDEA Witing Assessnent reflect high overal

achi evenent.

NAEP



The National Assessnent of Educational Progress (NAEP) is
known as the "Nation's Report Card" and is the only
continui ng assessnent of the nation's students in various
subj ect areas (Pellegrino et al., 1999). Since 1969,
periodi c assessnents have been conducted in reading,

mat hemati cs, science, witing, US. history, civics,
geography, and the arts. The population is sanpled for the
three types of the NAEP: National NAEP, State NAEP, and
Long-ter m NAEP.

Qur study focuses upon the State NAEP data which provides
state/jurisdiction conparisons but can not be di saggregated
by i ndividual students or schools. However, results of the
St ate NAEP can be di saggregated by subgroups (e.g., race).
In 1998, between 40 and 44 jurisdictions voluntarily
participated in the State NAEP reading and witing
assessnent.

NAEP results have been increasingly used by policy nakers
as indicators of the nation's educational health
(Pellegrino et al., 1999). The U.S. Departnent of Education
sponsors the NAEP programand it is adm nistered by the
Nati onal Center for Education Statistics (NCES). NAEP
policy is determ ned by the nonpartisan, independent
Nat i onal Assessnent Governi ng Board. NAEP has earned the
reputation as the nation's best neasure of student

achi evenent over tine.

The 1998 NAEP scores in reading and witing for DoDEA
schools are inpressively high (see Table 4). Al though this
study focuses upon the performance of mnority students,
the overall NAEP results are worthy of review. Students in
DDESS were second in the nation with 38% scoring at or
above the proficient level in witing; DoDDS students were
tied (wth Massachusetts and Texas) for fourth in the
nation with 31% scoring at or above the proficient level in
writing. This conpares favorably to the national rate of
24% In reading, only three states had a greater
percent age of students at or above the proficient |evel
than DDESS (37%9 and only five scored above DoDDS (369 .
Agai n, DoD schools are scoring well above the nation.

Table 4. Percentage of 8'" graders in top achievenent
| evel s on 1998 NAEP in public schools.

Witing Readi ng
Jurisdictio
n




Pr ofici en Advanced Tot a Pr ofici en Advanced Tot al
t [ t

Connecti cut 40 5 45 38 4 42
DDESS 32 6 38 31 6 37
Mai ne 30 2 32 38 4 42
DoDDS 30 1 31 33 3 36
Nat i on 23 1 24 28 2 30

Bl ack and Hi spanic students in DoDEA rank either first or
second in the nation for reading and witing (see Table 1).
Al t hough achi evenent gaps exi st between white students and
mnority students in witing, the gaps between Bl ack and
Wi te students and Hi spanic and Wite students are far
smaller in DoD than the nationw de conparative results in
witing (see Table 5). Al groups in DoD report higher

scal ed scores in witing than the national averages. Note:
t he DDESS system has a nuch hi gher percentage of Bl ack
students and Hi spanic students than the national average.

Table 5. Average 8" grade writing 1998 NAEP scal ed scores
by race/ethnicity.

Race/ Per cent of Aver age Gap Gap

Ethnicity Tot al Scal e Wi te VWite
Popul ati on Score v. Bl ack V.

Hi spani c

DDESS

White 41 167

Bl ack 26 150 17

Hi spani c 27 153 14

DoDDS

White 46 161

Bl ack 18 148 13

Hi spani c 17 153 8

Nati on

VWhite 65 156

Bl ack 15 130 26

Hi spani c 14 129 27

Readi ng scores for DoDEA students show a sinmlar pattern of
above average scores and snaller racial gaps (see Table 6).
There is no significant gap in reading between Wite and

Hi spani c students in DDESS. However, a gap exists between

Bl ack and White students. Again, all reading scal ed scores
are higher than the national average for conparabl e groups.
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Tabl e 6. Average 8" Grade Readi ng1998 NAEP Scal ed Scores
by race/ethnicity.

Race/ Per cent of Aver age Gap Gap White

Et hnicity Tot al Scal e Wi te V.
Popul ati on Scor e v. Bl ack Hi spani c

DDESS

VWhite 42 279

Bl ack 26 253 26

Hi spani c 27 268 11 *

DoDDS

White 46 276

Bl ack 19 259 17

Hi spanic 15 263 13

Nat i on

VWhite 66 270

Bl ack 15 241 29

Hi spani c 14 243 27

* Not significantly different.

When a parent's |evel of education is considered, a greater
per cent age of students in DoDEA schools are scoring at or
above the Proficient level in witing and reading than are
students nationwi de (see Table 7). Anong the category of
students wth a parent who has "sone education after high
school ," 37% of DDESS students obtained witing scores at
or above the proficient level, conpared to only 19% of the
students in the national sanple. |In this sanme category,
40% of DDESS students obtai ned reading scores at or above
the proficient level, conpared to 35% of the students in
the national sanple. This level ("sone education after high
school ") describes the educational backgrounds of the

maj ority of enlisted nmen and wonen with children i n DoDEA
school s; enlisted men and wonen account for approxi mately
80% of all DoDEA parents. (See Section IV of this report
for a conplete description of the educational |evels of
parents in the DoDEA system)

Table 7. Percent of grade 8 students at or above the

Proficient |evel on 1998 NAEP Witing and Readi ng by
parents' |evel of education.
System | Did not Gr aduat ed Sone education | Graduated | Unknown
finish high from high after high from
school school school col | ege
Witing
Nat i on 6 % 18% 19% 33% 3%
DDESS * * 37% 39% *x
DoDDS * 23% 29% 35% **
Readi ng 11% 23% 29% 35% **
Nat i on 11% 21% 35% 42% 12%
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DDESS *x 32% 40% 39% *x

DoDDS ** 23% 39% 43% 18%

** Sanmple size is insufficient to pernit reliable estimte

Terra Nova

The pattern of high- or above- average student achi evenent
Wi th sone persistent gaps between white and mnority
students is reflected in the annual Terra Nova achi evenent
tests adm nistered to DoDEA students (see Table 8). Since
the 1997-1998 school year, all DoDEA students in grades 3
t hrough 11 have conpleted the sane test -- the

Conpr ehensive Test of Basic Skills Fifth Edition (CTBS/5)
Terra Nova, Miultiple Assessnent. The Terra Nova is a norm
referenced achi evenent test that is typically adm nistered
to all students in a state. Scores are reported by
student-, school-, district-, and national-levels. Wen a
system has nore than 25%in the top quarter, it is
perform ng above the national quarter.

Table 8. Percent of 8'" grade DoD students in top and
bottom quarters of the 2000 Terra Nova Tests in Language
Arts and Readi ng.

Al'l DoD Wi te African Hi spanic
St udent s Anmeri can
2000 % % % % % % % %
Terra Student | Student | Student | Student | Student | Student Student | Student
Nova s S S s s S S S
Top Bot t om Top Bot t om Top Bot t om Top Bot t om
Quarter | Quarter | Quarter | Quarter | Quarter Quarter Quarter | Quarter
Language 39 7 48 5 26 12 29 8
Arts
Readi ng 32 8 41 5 16 16 22 10

A greater percentage of DoDEA students score in the top
gquarter of the Terra Nova than the nation as a whol e.
Thirty-nine percent of all students in DoDEA scored in the
top quarter in |anguage arts; 32% of all students scored in

12




the top quarter in reading, while only 7% and 8%
respectively, score in the bottomquarter. 1In Table 5, the
scores for mnority students in DoD (subgroups) are
conpared with the scores for all DoD students, as
represented by the quarters established by the total,

nati onal sanple; we are unable to conpare DoD subgroup
scores with the national Terra Nova scores, by subgroups.

The 2000 Terra Nova Tests for 8" graders in Language Arts
shows that 48% of Wiite students score in the top quarter
of the nation, while 26% and 29% of African American and

Hi spanic, respectively fall into this top quarter. In the
bottom quarter, 12% of African Americans and 8% of

Hi spanics score in this bottomrange, while only 5 % of

Wi te students score in the | owest quarter.

In reading, fewer mnority students score in the top
gquarter and nore in the bottomquarter than in | anguage
arts. Sixteen percent of African Anerican students and 22%
of Hispanic students had a score in the top quarter while
16% African Anmerican and 10% Hi spanic scored in the bottom
quarter.

DoDEA Witing Assessnent

I n 2000, 74%of the 8" graders scored distinguished or
proficient on the DoDEA Witing Assessnent (see Table 9).
Only 5% were in the | owest category, novice. The DoDEA
Witing Assessnent is a hand-scored essay that was
patterned fromthe National Witing Project. Each student's
witing |level is assessed but there are no national norns
for this assessnment. The percentage of students scoring at
each |l evel is aggregated by school, district, and system

Students across all sub-groups achieve at high | evels on

t he DoDEA Witing Assessnent although there are persistent
achi evenent gaps between White students and mnority
students. Overall, between 67% and 77% of students score
at or above the proficient level in witing. The DoDEA
Witing Assessnent results mrror the superior witing
performance of DoDEA students on the NAEP Witing exam

Tabl e 9. Perfornmance | evel percentages of 2000 DoDEA
Witing Assessnent of 8" grade students by race/ethnicity.

Per f or mance Per cent of Per cent of Per cent of Per cent of
Level Al | VWi te Bl ack Hi spani c
St udent s St udent s St udent s St udent s

Di sti ngui shed 33% 38% 25% 27%
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Pr of i ci ent

41%

39%

42%

44%

Apprentice

21%

18%

25%

23%

Novi ce

5%

5%

8%

6%

Proficient or

74%

77%

67%

71%

Above

Use of Standardi zed Test Scores: A Summary

St udi es of accountability systens highlight the focus on
student performance (Fuhrman, 1999). Schools, not schoo
districts, are often the unit of inprovement with

i ndi vi dual school inprovenent plans. Setting student

achi evenent goals for a school provides a focus for work
and increases energy devoted to instruction. Effective
educational systens clarify content standards and utilize
tests that are consistent with content standards (CORE
1998). The alignnment between standards and assessnent in
DoD school s reflects these "best practice" principles.

The m ssion of DoDEA is "to provide, in mlitary
communities worl dw de, exenplary education prograns that
inspire and prepare all students for success in a gl obal
envi ronnment "

(http://ww. odeododea. ed
iy ™ s u). Toward this goal,

"_Future Success thrugh

DoDEA noni tors student
progress and pronotes
student success

regul arly through the
use of standardized
tests. The policy of
assessing the

achi evenent of DoDEA
students every year

t hrough standardi zed testing is required by | aw (see: 20
USC 924 and DS Regul ation 2000. 6). DoDEA outlines three
pur poses of standardized tests (avail able at

htt p://ww. odeododea. edu):

Hal | way di splay of acadenmnic

1) To help teachers determ ne the strengths and needs
of students in order to work with themto inprove

t heir individual academ c skills.

2) To let parents know how their children scored in
di fferent academ c subjects.
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3) To provide accountability for DoDEA schools. The testing
information used to help determ ne how wel|l DoDEA school s
wor k includes normreferenced tests, which provide a
conpari son of the basic skills of DoDEA students with
t he achi evenents of students in non- DoDEA statew de
school s.

Qur anal ysis of DoDEA's testing measures provides
conpel li ng evidence of the benefits of |inking assessnent
with strategic intervention for school inprovenent and
systemw de reform DoDEA assessnent systens are enbedded
within a coherent policy structure that |inks instructional
goals wth accountability systens, supported by

prof essi onal training and devel opnent prograns.

The process begins with infornmati on exchange that is
systematic, clear, and conprehensive. First, DoDEA

provi des every school and each district wth detail ed
assessment results. These test results are analyzed in

mul tiple ways, including performance by grade |evel, by
gender, and by race. Each school utilizes the schoo

i nprovenent plan process to anal yze student i nprovenent
needs, select student inprovenent goals, devel op assessnent
instrunents such as pre- and post- tests, identify

i nterventions, nonitor change in student performance, and
docunent change in student performance. Student outcones
are specifically tied to strategic goals. Staff training
and curricular intervention are coordinated with the school
site plan. The ability and disposition to notice and act on
i nstructional problens, and to use resources to help solve
problems are critical elenments of school inprovenent (Cohen
& Ball, 1999). DoDEA exenplifies these school inprovenent
principles.

A vivid illustration of the alignnent across curricul um
standards, assessnent, and training, is the witing program
and DoDEA Witing Assessnment. Cl ear standards and
expectations for witing performance are outlined in the
DoDEA St andards Book for faculty and staff. The DoDEA
Witing Assessnent reflects the standards of witing
performance outlined in the curricular goals. By
effectively "teaching to the test,” witing instruction
enbraces the performance standards for good witing

eval uated by the DoDEA Witing Assessnment. |In this sense,
the witing assessnent becones the nmeans and the ends.
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Pr of essi onal devel opnent activities focus upon effective
witing instruction and student performance. School and
overall district performance levels in witing are

revi ewed each year by Ofice of Accountability in DoDEA
headquarters. Threshold |evels of achievenent are
establ i shed by DoDEA and districts are held accountable in
neeting these established benchmarks (e.g., 75% of al
students nust perform at or above the Proficient |evel on
the DoDEA Witing Assessnent). In the end, if support and
intervention do not inprove witing achi evenent, other

addi tional resources and assi stance will be provided for
schools. Recently, a handful of DoDEA sites, known as
Framewor k School s, were targeted for intervention and
enhanced resources after years of |ow student achi evenent.
Teachers nmet to identify problens and devel op conprehensive
ref orm proposal s, assisted by a DoDEA instructional |eader.
These teans focused upon a package of resources and
training that were essential for school inprovenent and
enhanced student performance. The problemidentification
process and strategic planning utilized in the Framework
School program suggests a bottom up/top-down |inked
strategy that produces positive results for students and
staff alike.

1. Structure and Gover nance

"What makes us successful? Qur ability to do
what is the right thing and this freedom from
| egi sl ative mandate."” (superintendent, DoDEA)

Managi ng a worl dw de school systemis conpl ex and
chal | engi ng. DoD schools are adm ni stered by the
Departnent of Defense Education Activity (DoDEA) in the

O fice of the Deputy Assistant Secretary for Personnel
Support, Famlies, and Education (under the Assistant
Secretary for Defense for Force Managenent and Policy,
reporting to the Secretary of Defense). This expansive,
federal system extends from DoDEA "headquarters"” to the
U.S. Congress — which acts as a school board in approving
federal appropriations for the system--to the nyriad of
districts, schools and teachers dispersed throughout the
wor | d (Defense Manpower Data Center, 2000). The ability to
link the headquarters of the operation with the front |ines
is achieved in part through a comunicati on system and
organi zati onal structure known as the Community Strategic
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Pl anni ng Process. DoDEA uses this strategic planning
process to provide a sound foundation for making
educational, organizational, and financial inprovenent.

The process is designed to solicit and incorporate

st akehol ders' (parents, faculty, adm nistrators, support
personnel, community |eaders, and mlitary personnel) input
in all decision nmaking (avail abl e at

http://ww. odedodea. edu) .

At the federal level, the Advisory Council on Dependents’
Educati on (ACDE) advises the Secretary of Defense and the
DoDEA director on maintaining a quality educational system
Menbers of the ACDE are jointly appointed by the Secretary
of Defense and Secretary of Education, and include school
adm ni strators; nmenbers of educational associations,
institutions, or agencies; nenbers of professional enployee
organi zati ons or unions; representatives fromthe mlitary
commands; parents; and a DoDEA student. Through the
Dependent s Education Council, a consultative relationship
is pronoted between the Assistant Secretary of Defense for
Force Managenent Policy, the Director of DoDEA, and the
Commanders of unified conmbatant commands, nmj or service
commands, and the Mlitary Services. The Area Advisory
Counci | advises the area deputy director on matters of
concern to a majority of the advisory conmttee. These
matters may include issues elevated fromDistrict Advisory
Councils or School Advisory Committees (avail abl e at

htt p: // www. odedodea. edu) .

Figure 1. DoDEA Headquarters Organi zati on Rel ational Chart.

DoDEA Headquarters Organization
Relational Chart

Congress
Director
DoDEA
|
I \ \
Deputy Director Deputy Director Deputy Director
Europe Pacific DDESS/Cuba
8 District 4 District 12 District
Superintendents Superintendents Superintendents
117 39 DoDDS Schools 66 DDESS Schools
Schools 4 DDESS (Guam) 1 DoDDS (Cuba)
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This strategi c planning process goes well beyond the nere
production of a docunment to be distributed to the |ocal
schools. Qur findings indicate that the strategic planning
process has served as a springboard for targeted

educati onal funding and organi zational inprovenents and has
been an effective tool to: enhance the teaching and

| earni ng process; raise the standard of |earning to ensure
excel l ence; create greater autonony at the local level in
designing strategies to neet the achi evenent goals; devel op
a common | anguage for conmuni cation anong all stakehol ders;
and establish greater accountability in support of reaching
t he expected outcones.

The process is used as a foundation for seeking additional
st akehol der input and refining the conponents addressed in
t he plan, thereby enhancing an awareness and under st andi ng
of the schools. W found strong evidence in our interviews
t hat | ocal school adm nistrators understand and "own" the
strategic direction set for the systemthrough this process
and feel enpowered to achieve the identified goals.

Simlar to those at the federal |evel, district- and
school -1 evel advisory groups work to assure conti nued
commtnent to the strategic direction and outcones of the
schools. The District Advisory Council advises the
district superintendent on nmatters of concern to a ngjority
of the advisory commttee. These matters may include

i ssues el evated from School Advisory Cormittees. The
School Advisory Comrittee is conprised of an equal nunber
of locally elected parents and full-tine professional
school enpl oyees; a senior high school student enrolled in
the school may al so be a voting nenber. Each commttee
advises its school principal on all local school-rel ated
matters, including curriculumand instruction, budget,
policies, and support functions.

This Community Strategic Plan unifies the direction for
both the overseas and the donestic schools, yet provides
the flexibility to address uni que issues and chal |l enges at
the school and community level. Individual schools utilize
t he School |nprovenment Plan to communi cate how they intend
to nmeet the goals and performance outcones outlined by

Do DEA.

Leadership at the District and Local Levels
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"We kick and scream mightily at anything that | ooks

regulatory in nature, that limts our local ability to
make decisions. W'Ill do what is right, but not
because it is regulatory.” (superintendent,
DoDEA)

"We don't have state regulators comng in or
state requirenents. W don't have | ocal county
school boards that conme in, checking on us. It

i s incunbent upon the |eadership of the systemto
ensure a good education is being provided for
kids. Now who checks that? W have custoner
satisfaction that is built into the phil osophy of
the program So if all custoners are not happy,

t he agency (DoDEA) is very responsive, extremnely
responsi ve because we are so tight-knit."
(principal, DoDEA)

“I"'m much nore accessible to ny constituents
because | don't have as many (conpared to county
superintendent). He has nore of a political
reality. He has a school board."
(superintendent, DoDEA)

DoDEA utilized the 1995-2000 Community Strategic Plan (CSP)
to rai se the education standards and advance the

organi zation to new | evel s of excellence. DoDEA s plan
uses the 8 National Education Goals and two DoDEA goal s on
Accountability and Organi zational Infrastructure. The
process outconmes have provided direction and consi stent
expectations, and have been a source of great energy for

t he DoDEA system conpelling themto refine and review the
organi zation's commtnent to inproving the quality of
education for all students.

Per haps the single nost inportant outcone of the first
strategi c planning process is the renewed attention that
the district superintendents are paying to the devel opnent
of performance neasures and mlestones for future years to
ensure continued progress toward reaching the goals and
obj ectives. These annual performance goals are begi nning
to be incorporated into the budget process and the annual
DoDEA performance contract. |In addition, staffs at al

| evel s are beginning to feel the commtnent from
"headquarters" to provide the schools with the flexibility
to address both systemw de goals and | ocal concerns.
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Regar dl ess of how dynam c the process or product of good
strategic planning, it is wrthless unless acconpani ed by
effective | eadership within each school and each district
to assure continued focus on student and staff perfornmance.
The district superintendents and school principals
i nterviewed consistently displayed a high | evel of
pr of essi onal expertise. Many described the participatory
process they utilize to pronote a vision of excellence for
all children. Principals nodel the successful |eader,
becom ng head teacher again, spending tinme in classroons
("every classroomevery week"), talking with teachers and
students. Superintendents described their regular visits
to schools and their efforts to coordi nate easy access,
regul ar commruni cati on, and supportive networks between
their district staffs and teachers. Collectively,
princi pal s and superintendents in the DoD system tend to
set high expectation for all. Their comunities see nost
of themas caring, innovative visionaries with a focus on
positive outcones for children and youth.

The District Superintendent's office is viewed as the

di ffusion network for highly professional staff

devel opnent. The District staff work to assure that schoo
personnel have the skills they need to be highly effective
classroominstructors. All DoDEA staff devel opnent pl ans

i ncl ude four levels of instruction: (1) Awareness,

know edge, and basi ¢ under st andi ng; (2) Skil

devel opnent, begi nning use, and in depth understandi ng;

(3) Application, inplenmentation, and integration of skills
into curriculum and (4) Refinenent, institutionalization
of practices, real world problens and solutions, and "Train
the Trainer" activities. Staff devel opnent activities are
wel | funded, well executed, and aligned wi th needs
identified by the school's administrators and faculty.

Each professional devel opnent activity is centered around
hel pi ng the teacher raise student achievenment. Assessnents
are conducted to neasure growh in the educator's skills.
District adm nistrators and school principals regard

cl assroom observati on and data collection as essential to

t he supervision of curriculuminplenentation efforts by

t heir teachers.

District- and school -1 evel |eaders pronote a quality
educational programin partnership with parents and the
mlitary community. Mbst inportantly, the |eadership —
superintendents and principals and their staffs -- work on
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a daily basis to understand the uni que needs of children in
the mlitary famly (Martin, 2000).

Sunmmary

The Departnent of Defense Education Activity has set forth
this primary goal for 2001-2006: "All students will neet
or exceed chal |l engi ng standards in academ c content so that
they are prepared for continuous |earning and productive
citizenship" (available at http://ww. odedodea. edu). In
order to achieve this goal, DoDEA will need to namintain

al i gnnent across four major functions. These four key
functions include: pronoting quality instruction;
supervising and evaluating this instruction; nonitoring
student perfornmance; and coordi nati ng school and comunity
resources for the continued high performance by al

students (DoDEA, 1999). The 1998 NAEP witing scores are a
strong indication that the | eadership of the DoDEA schoo
system cl early understands the power of such an

organi zati onal alignnent.

I1'l. Financial Resources

Fi nanci al resources are vital to an effective school
system The DoDEA schools are funded at sufficient |evels

to inplenent instructional goals. The cost per pupil is
hi gher than the national average. Teacher salaries are
conpetitive and schools are well staffed. |Instruction is

enhanced by state-of-the-art equi pnent and wel | - mai nt ai ned
facilities.

Cost s per Pupi

DoDEA has a hi gher average per pupil expenditure than the
nati onal average; however, these reported figures may be
m sl eadi ng. For 1998-1999 DoDEA reports that the total
expendi tures per pupil was $8,908. The overseas system has
hi gher expenditures ($9, 055) than the donestic system
($8,586). The funding levels for both systens are higher
t han the national average of $7,290.

These figures are difficult to conpare to state average per
pupi |l funding | evels, since DoDEA schools do not receive
state or federal grant prograns, private sector donations
or state departnment of education support. Suppl enent al
federal (e.g., Title l), state or private (e.g., Pew
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Foundation) funds are not reflected in published national
per pupil costs of school districts. Even though DoDEA
schools are required to provide certain federal mandates
such as special education, DoDEA schools nust utilize their
existing funding for all of these services.

Anot her difference between the national average and DoDEA
per pupil expenditures is the lack of a state departnment of
education. School districts in the U S. are under the
jurisdiction of a state and obtain various fornms of support
fromstate departnents of education. This support is not
calculated in the per pupil expense of pupil school
districts. DoDEA headquarters provides many services to its
districts and these costs are added to the per pupi

expendi ture. When DoDEA district superintendents were

i nterviewed, many reported that DoDEA headquarters provided
services simlar to state departnents of education

Teacher Sal ari es

H ghly qualified teachers are considered to be vital to the
operation of the DoD school system Thus, naintenance of
conpetitive teacher salaries is a top priority of DoDEA.
Adm ni strators believe that DoDEA still has the ability to
attract and retain effective teachers, though the

enpl oynent pool is nore limted today than in the past.

Sal aries are viewed as a neans of pronoting this practice.
The sal ary schedul es of conparabl e school districts (size,
denographics) in the U S. are reviewed regul arly by DoDEA
to establish a conpetitive salary schedule. A goal of the
organi zation is to keep pace with these simlarly sized
school districts.

The teacher salaries for both DoDDS and DDESS are displ ayed
below in Table 10, with a district of simlar size,

Char | ott e- Meckl enburg in North Carolina (see Appendices A
and B for a conplete salary schedule for each system. Two
DoDEA school districts are located in North Carolina and
all conpete for the top teachers.

Tabl e 10. Lowest and hi ghest salaries on the 2000-2001
teacher sal ary schedul es for DDESS , DoDDS and Charlotte-
Meckl enburg, NC .

Starting Sal ary Hi ghest Sal ary

System Bachel ors & no Doctorate & | ongest
years of years of experience
experience
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Over seas- DoDSS $30, 700* $63, 550*
*= plus housing
Donest i c- DDESS $29, 276 $71, 026
Charl ot t e- Meckl enbur g, $28, 068 $60, 104
NC
Teacher Sal ary
Charl ot t e- Meckl enbur g, NA $67, 013
NC
Nat i onal Board Teachers
Staffing
The allocation of staff in a DoD school district is based

on a DoDEA staffing formula. There is little flexibility in
this fornmul a because districts receive a set nunber of
positions. Schools can not elect to delete positions and
use the noney for another purpose w thout approval.

Tabl e 11. Typical staffing pattern for a DoDDS 7t h-8th
grade school of 600 students:
| Posi tion | Full tine Equivalency |
Princi pal 1.0
Assi stant Princi pal 1.0
Teachers 26
(1.0 FTE per 23
st udent s)

Seven day period Plus 12% of grades 7-8

1.0 per 70 requiring

Conmpensat ory Educati on

I nstructional Support mat h and/ or | anguage
arts

ESL 1.0 per 40 ESL
wei ght ed:
Level 1-3 Students
Level 2-2 students
Level 3-and above-1
st udent

TAG 1.0

Speci al education I dentified by casel oad

@ui dance Counsel or

1.0

| nf ormati on Speci al i st

1.0

Educati on Technol ogi st

1.0 +
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Nur se 1.0

Speci al Education Aide |Based on Sp. Ed.
t eachers

Clerical 4.0
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Facilities and Equipment

The exceptionally clean facilities
and state-of-the-art equi prment that
are a hal l mark of DoDEA school s
support enhanced teachi ng and

| earni ng. Al though these school s

} vary in age, we found themto be
uniformy clean, well-nmaintained,
and al nost al ways spacious. It is
- not uncommon for a mddle school to
include a large gym two well -

st ocked nusic roons, a nmulti-nmedia room nultiple conputers
| abs, a large cafeteria, an -

anpl e-si zed industrial arts
cl assroom and | aboratory,

wi de hal l ways and nmultiple
neeting roons for faculty and
staff. Students regularly
utilize CAD (conputer

assi sted design) software to
create their products prior
to construction in the

i ndustrial arts | aboratory.
State of the art, on-line conputer |abs are regularly used
by | anguage arts teachers for instruction and by their
students for nulti-nedia presentations using Power Point.
Conputers are nade available to students after school as
wel | as during the school day.

i-.

=
o

"
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Sunmmary of Fi nanci al Resources

DoDEA school s are sufficiently, but not |avishly financed.
The cost per pupil is higher than the national average;
however, DoDEA funding resources are restricted to solely
Depart ment of Defense nonies. Teachers are conpensated
well and their salaries are conpetitive with |Iarge school
districts. 1n general, DoDEA facilities are spacious and
clean with state-of-the-art equi pnent supporting enhanced
t eachi ng and | ear ni ng.

V. Curriculum & Instruction

"W spend a massive anmount of time on our
curriculum Now of course people said, isn't
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that teaching to the test? No. W are testing what
we are teaching." (principal, DoDEA)

Wel | -qualified teachers, high expectations, and academ c
focus characterize the Departnent of Defense schools. At a
ti me when many school districts have | arge nunbers of
vacanci es anong the teacher ranks and uncredential ed staff,
DoD has a strong teaching force. The teachers in the DoD
system have many years of experience and high | evels of
education, receive extensive on-going training and exhibit
a strong commtnent to teaching. Teachers and students
share hi gh expectations. The focus on academ cs i s evident
in the disciplinary procedures, scheduling, heterogeneous
groupi ngs, student supports, assessnment, and innovative
practi ces.

Teacher Quality

"Many years ago | earned a master's degree and
have worked for DoD for 18 years teaching 7'" and
8'" grade English. | come in early and stay late,
preparing for class, working with kids after
school, and working out different |essons for
students who are in need of a different kind of
hel p. 1'"mconstantly being offered opportunities
to develop nore skills in teaching the | anguage
arts area. W have witing process workshops,
speakers on brain research and small groups
trai ni ngs where expertise is shared. On ny own, |
went to a National Conference with sone
students." (teacher, DoDEA)

"We know what we are doing. W are good and we
are dedicated." (teacher, DoDEA)

Common i ndicators of teacher quality point to a strong
teaching force in DoD schools. These teachers tend to have
many years of teaching experience, high |evels of

education, and are fully qualified to teach their subjects.
In addition to these attributes, DoD teachers participate
in integrated and extensive professional devel opnent, and
exhibit a strong commtnent to and ent husi asm for teaching.

Teachi ng Experi ence and Degrees Attai ned
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Research has |inked teacher qualifications and ability to
student achi evenent. Robert Mendro (Archer, 1998) tracked
student performance in math and reading fromgrade 1 to 12
in the Dallas school system He found a 41 percent drop in
average standardi zed test scores for students who had
ineffective teachers for three years. A Harvard study

i ndi cated that spending nore on highly qualified teachers
produced greater gains in student performance than spendi ng
on any other item (Ferguson, 1991). Another study found
that the percentage of teachers with nmaster's degrees
accounted for 5 percent of the variation of student scores
(Berliner, 1993). A significant problemin urban
districts, where there are high concentrations of mnority
students, is that many newy hired teachers have no
teaching license or energency credential (Education \Wek,
1998).

I n DoD schools, a licensed teacher fills nearly every
position and many teachers have extensive work experience
and hol d graduate degrees. As indicated bel ow (see Table
12), 73 percent of the teaching force in DoDEA has over 10
years of experience while only 10 percent of teachers have
fewer than 3 years of experience. It is inportant to note
that 64 percent hold nmaster's degree and 2.5 percent have
doct or at es.

Tabl e 12. Percent of Tabl e 13. Percent of
DoDEA t eachers by DoDEA t eachers by
years of experience. degree | evel.

New - 2 [10% BA/ BS 34%

3-9 17% MA/ VB 64%

10 — 20 31% Doctorat e 2.5%

> 20 42%

(based the 1999-2000 DoDEA Profil es)

Pr of essi onal Devel opnent

"W probably have the best staff devel opnent
program | have ever seen or read about. | truly
bel i eve that the success we have with kids is
because of the training we give teachers. W
have to train, train, train.You have to have a
teacher who wants it. And we do. (principal
DoDEA)
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"It is alnmost |ike an extended fam |y when you cone
here. The teachers are very friendly, willing to
cooperate with each other, willing to share
information." (teacher, DoDEA)

Education literature contends that professional devel opnent
can be nore effective by closely linking training to school
initiatives to inprove practice, offering intellectual,

soci al, and enotional engagenent with ideas and col | eagues,
and providing time and foll owup support for teachers to
integrate new strategies into practice (Corcoran, 1995).

In addition, a Rand study concl uded that professional
learning is critically influenced by organizational factors
at the school site and district, such as active invol venent
of the admi nistration (MLaughlin & Marsh, 1990).
Furthernore, the study found that teacher efficacy, a
belief that the teacher can help even the nost difficult
student, was positively related to the nunber of goals

achi eved, anount of teacher change, and inproved student
performance. It is not surprising that DoD teachers
bel i eve they receive effective training.

Pr of essi onal devel opnent is strongly supported in DoD
schools. There are opportunities to take university
continui ng educati on courses throughout the world. In
addition, every district that we visited had an array of
prof essional training options available to teachers.

Al districts in the study reported extensive staff
training |inked to school goals which occurs over extended
periods of tinme. Staff devel opnent primarily reflects
school goals. Teachers have attended training workshops in
various cities but nmuch staff devel opnent occurs at the
school site. Wen the school, district or DoDEA pl aces a
priority on a certain area, well organi zed training
activities are routinely nmade available to staff. In many
cases, the training takes place over many weeks or nonths
so teachers can practice strategies in the classroons.
Curriculum specialists, principals, and fellow teachers
provi de coaching for new skills. Sharing ideas anobng
teacher teans and grade levels is a regular activity in

whi ch teachers receive hel pful ideas. Teachers uniformy
prai sed the top quality of relevant training opportunities.

DoDEA encour ages continuing education units. Teachers
based in the U S. and overseas reported that their schoo
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was |inked to at | east one university where they could
continue to gain college credit while they naintained their
full-time position. Sone overseas teachers found access to
col l ege cl asses easier overseas than in the U S. (civilian)
school districts. U S. based teachers nust maintain their
state teaching license while overseas teachers nust conply
wi th DoDDS conti nui ng education requirenents. However
training for DoD teachers is not limted to university

of feri ngs.

Commi t nent and Ent husi asm of Teachers

"We all just volunteer our tine. It is a sense
of conmmunity... Education is inportant. W al
care, and we all have a different part to play."
(principal, DoDEA)

"Alot of power is given to teachers if they want
it. W are well respected. And the salaries are
good." (teacher, DoDEA)

Wth many of the pressing problens of public education,

Li nda Darl i ng- Hammond (1990) stresses the crucial need for
t eacher professionalism She asserts that professionals
base their decisions on know edge, their first concern is
the welfare of the client, and they hold collective
responsibility for professional standards of practice and
et hics. She concludes that teacher professionalismwll

i ncrease the probability that students will be well

educat ed.

In general, DoD teachers are commtted to and enjoy their
job. They view thensel ves as professionals and work hard
to provide their students with a quality education. It is
not unusual to hear that teachers stayed after school to
work with students or attend trainings on a regul ar basis.
Throughout the system teachers enjoy conmng to work and
are enthusiastic about teaching even when they had been in
the classroom for over 20 years. One teacher stated, " A
maj or factor in feeling contented at work is our ability to
expl ore sonething new. Teachers have been allowed to
flourish here". This comm tnent and ent husiasm are
acconpani ed by high expectations from staff.
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H gh Expectations

“In ny old district (a predomi nantly African
American inner-city school), if a student didn't
pass a test, one m ght say, 'okay, you tried."'
Here they push the kids and don't allow themto
settle for less. Wien they don't succeed, the
teacher works harder to get the student to want
to excel. The curriculumis not dumm ed down.
Thi s makes kids feel good and they are able to
nmeet the extrenely high expectations.” (teacher,
DoDEA)

"I think that the school has to accept
responsibility to make the difference for kids,
not expect the kids to conformto make the
difference for us. That is ny belief. It is our
job to teach the children in the way that wl|
fit the kids best. And no excuses.”
(superintendent, DoDEA)

Ronal d Ferguson (1998) asserts that teacher expectations
i npact achi evenent, especially black student perfornmance.
He argues that teachers have | ower expectations for black
students than for whites. These expectations are based on
past performance and behavior, not nerely race. By basing
expectations on children's past performance, teachers
perpetuate racial disparities in achievenent. However,
when teachers engage in professional devel opnment activities
t hat denonstrate di sadvantaged bl ack children's abilities
to performat a high I evel, teachers' expectations often
change.

Hi gh expectations are the normin DoD schools. These high
expectations are manifested in the use of elevated
standards, teachers' sense of personal accountability, and
t heir proactive approach to educating a highly transient
st udent popul ati on.

DoD staff proudly state that they hold some of the highest
nati onal standards, which they believe contributes to their
success. Witten curriculum standards for core subject
areas exist for pre-K through 9'" grade. The rigorous
standards were obvious in classroons. As one teacher said,
"W are not satisfied with average. W want students to go
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hi gher." Teachers clearly feel a strong sense of
accountability for the achi evenent of their students. They
al so hold thenselves to high standards; "I need to be held
account abl e for being prepared every day and for doing
everything I can for each student."

Students in DoDEA schools confirmthat teachers hold high
expectations for them As part of the school climte survey
adm ni stered to students who took the 1998 NAEP readi ng
test, respondents were asked to rate teacher expectations
for student achievenent (response scale includes: very
positive/ somewhat positive/ sonewhat negative/very
negative). |In DDESS, 81% of the students reported that
teachers' expectations of students are "very positive,"”
conpared to 58%in the national public school sanple (see
Tabl e 14). \Wen disaggregated by race, the results are
even nore remarkable and relate significantly, we believe,
to the |linkage between high mnority achi evenent and

t eacher expectations in DoDEA. In the DDESS system 85% of
Bl ack students and 93% of Hi spanic students report that
teachers' expectations are "very positive" for student
performance, conpared to 52% and 53% respectively, in the
nati onal sanpl e.

Tabl e 14. Percentage of students who rated teacher
expectations of student achi evenent "very positive" on 1998
NAEP readi ng test.

Race/ Ethnicity

DDESS

Nat i on

White

70%

60%

Bl ack

85%

52%

Hi spani c

93%

53%

Coupl ed with high expectations for student achievenent is a
sense of urgency shared by DoDEA faculty nenbers. Teachers
know that their time is short with students; a typical tour
of duty is three years. \Wen school records do not arrive
with students, staff nmenbers conduct informal assessnents.
At sonme school s, counselors nay assess students'
performance | evels and at other schools teachers have

i ndi vidual tools to assess academic skills. Orientation for
new t eachers enphasi zes the need to obtain a functioning

| evel and provide individual instruction to catch students
up or fill in gaps. If teachers can not do this on their
own, they can request additional support. Hi gh nmobility in
the systemis not an acceptable reason or rationale for

| oweri ng expectations.
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Acaden ¢ Focus

"I think that the enphasis is 100% on the kids.
We have sone | ess than good teachers, but that is
the exception. | think that there is a rea
effort on the part of the system fromthe

superi ntendent on down, to support staff

devel opment and new i deas."” (teacher, DoDEA)

"I don't think it is one single factor. | think
we have very, very good schools. | think we have
a tradition of equity. | would like to make it
rat her unconfortable for people who aren't
willing to do that." (Superintendent, DoDEA)

M| es and Darling-Hanmmond (1997) found that high performng
school s reflect a set of common strategies used to inprove
academ c success. These strategies include: 1) a common
planning tinme to cooperatively develop curriculum 2) a
reduced nunber of specialized prograns replaced by an
integrated plan to serve students in the regular cl assroom
3) targeted student groupings designed to neet individua
needs and enabl e personal relationships; 4) nodified school
schedules to permt nore varied and | onger bl ocks of
instructional tine, and; 5) creatively redesigned roles and
wor k hours for staff to help neet goals. For exanple, sone
staff may be part tinme enpl oyees and work after school.

DoD school s enbrace many of these strategies to neet
academ c priorities and goals. Controlled discipline,
appropriate schedul es, heterogeneous grouping, student
support, assessnent and academ c rigor contribute to the
DoD systenis focus on hi gh academ c performance.

Order and Discipline

Severe discipline problens such as use of drugs, al cohol,
graffiti and violence are alnbst non-existent. The mlitary
does not tolerate these behaviors on post and famlies can
have their housing privileges wthdrawn. Mre conmon

di sci pline problens are attendance and mi nor acting out
behavi ors. Even these are not viewed as significant

probl ems. Sone principals report decreased classroom
behavioral problens with the inplenentation of performnce
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standards, uniforns, and "shadow ng" by parents. (Shadow ng
is a disciplinary tactic in which the parent spends the
entire day with their child at school after a series of

m sbehavi ors.) DoD schools have an option to contact the
parent's commandi ng officer. However, this option is rarely
used but everyone is aware of it. Overall, students fee
confortable at school and follow the rules.

Schedul es for Learning

Most DoD school s have schedul es that enhance | earning. Sone
school s have recently instituted bl ock schedul i ng and

team ng. Alnost all |anguage arts teachers believe this is
a superior arrangenent since it allows students tine to
read literature and wite on the sane day. Core teachers
are organi zed around teans and enjoy a planning period for
integrating | anguage arts, social studies, math and /or
science. At sone schools, this teamplanning is in addition
to their preparation period.

Limted Tracking

Het er ogeneous cl asses are the norm Special education
students and | ow achi eving students are included in the
regul ar core classroom Special education and instructional
support teachers (for |ower achieving students) typically
work in coordination with the classroomteacher. A few
school s offer honors or advanced cl asses but sonme staff
bel i eve that these classes could | ower expectations in

ot her classes. One staff nenber stated, " If we expose al
of our kids to rigorous courses, this will go a | ong way
toward bridging the mnority gap. Especially in mddle
school, kids' bodies and brains take them out of action for
a while but they are still sponges. They are absorbing a

| ot around them You don't want to drop expectations for
anyone. "

Addi ti onal Student Supports

Afterschool honmewor k prograns, tutorial periods, special
educati on, support staff and specific instructional
progranms support the general education program Afterschool
homewor k prograns are available at all schools. In
addition, sonme schools have a sem nar/tutorial block, which
al l ows students to access any of their teachers during that
peri od. Special education prograns offer appropriate
support to students with any disabilities. Although DoD
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schools do not receive Title | funds, schools have

i nstructional support teachers for math and | anguage arts
even at the mddle school |evel. Every school of sufficient
size has a full tinme nurse and counselor on site. Al
school s had at | east one conputer |ab and additiona
conmputers in the classroons. A notable support programis
t he Advancenent Via |Individual Determ nation (AVID) which
gi ves extra assistance to | ow achieving mnority students
to notivate themto go to college. Sone teachers utilize
Readi ng 180, which is a reading programfor students with
reading difficulties at the m ddl e school level. Al so

not abl e are the Readi ng Recovery prograns at sone

el enentary schools for begi nner readers who are not
progressing in reading in first grade.

The Whole Child

Many DoD teachers hold the belief that "you start with a
student fromwhere they are.” This means know ng students,
bui l ding on rel evant topics, and honoring individua

| earning styles. Teachers provide students w th hands-on
activities and challenge themto nmake rel evant inferences
and synt hesi ze information, both higher |evel thinking
skills. Teachers stay infornmed about the students' [|ives
and depl oynent of parents. There was a caring nature in the
schools we visited, and teachers seened fl exi ble to change
pl ans for the day when enotional situations occurred such
as deploynent or death. Mst teachers understand the
stresses involved in being a mlitary dependent.

Language Arts Instruction

"I teach 7'" and 8'" grade | anguage arts. Al
students participate in witing books for young
aut hors. W have finished a unit on courage and
t hey must have the character display one of the
ki nds of courage we have studied. The rest of
the story decisions are up to them It is a very
i nportant project for mddle schoolers, to | ook
back and then start to really |look forward. W
have mini | essons on nechanics but they also
begin to work on finessing the style, tone, and
the nmood of their witing." (teacher, DoDEA)

"Teachers know that witing is a priority in DoD
and that comes directly from headquarters. Every
superi ntendent has soneone that hits that



curriculumarea. And we have had wonderful people in
t hose jobs over the years."” (teacher, DoDEA)

The exceptional quality of the | anguage arts instruction in
t he DoD system has been evol ving for decades. Students read
various pieces of literature in the mddle grades. Rich
reading material is available to all students in classroons
and in school media centers. Reading assignnents are

coordi nated through the teacher teans. For those with | ower
reading skills, additional help in reading is provided.

Witing across the curriculumhas been present in the DoDDS
system (overseas schools) and the DDESS system (donestic
school s) for many years. Overseas, teachers in DoDDS
initially piloted what was to becone the National Witing
Proj ect which provides a range of strategies in order to
make every student a successful witer and | earner (Smth,
2000). Extensive, long termtraining and coachi ng was
provided to teachers throughout the world. The new witing
system has been endorsed by the entire system It

stinul ated the adoption of new curricul um standards and
assessnent. The DoDEA Witing Assessnent covers four
genres: autobi ographical incident, report of information,
probl em sol uti on, and observation. Students incorporate
the witing processes of prewiting, drafting, revising,
and witing the final draft in this 3-day assessnent.

Donestically, there has al so been a | ong-term enphasis on
writing as schools enbraced quality state prograns.

Ef fective strategies were inplenented and state witing
assessnments were adopted prior to the DoDEA standards and
assessnment. Word processing prograns and power point are
used for many assignnments. Witing across the curricul um
and witing scoring rubrics were present in every school
that we visited. As noted earlier, 74% of DoDEA 8" grader
students scored proficient or higher on DoDEAWIti ng
Assessnent (see Table 15). The long-terminvestnent in
writing has | ed to denonstrable outconmes in witing

achi evenent for DoDEA students.

Tabl e 15. Percentage of 8'" graders by performance |evel on
DoDEA Witing Assessnent.

Per cent Per cent Per cent Per cent Per cent

Di stinguish | Proficient | Apprentice | Novice Not

ed scorabl e
Al'l DoD 33% 41% 21% 5% 0%
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[ Students | |

Sunmary

Teachers in the DoD system are supported by a reliable and
resilient network of instructional and material supports.
They are well educated, well respected, and well paid.
They exenplify a focused-on-results, dedicated and

pr of essi onal teaching corps. The structural system "at
headquarters” provides a blueprint for high expectations
related to student |earning and academni c perfornmnce.
DoDEA establishes clear directions, goals, and priorities
Wi thout dictating the nethods or strategies to achieve
strong results. This is a clear illustration of planning
and execution via a bottomup/top-down structura
alignnment. Curricular goals are nested within an
assessnent and professional devel opnent systemthat is
coherent and conprehensive.

V. Soci al Context, School Community, and Mlitary
Conmi t nent

"Qur kids cone fromat |east quasi-literate hones
where the parent who is the mlitary nenber is
going to have to study, read, and prepare for
proficiency exams." (Superintendent, DoDEA)

"There is no abject poverty. Every child in our
bui l ding has a parent that goes to work every
day. One can't mnimze that effect on the
education of children. So we are one step ahead
of communities that have those issues."
(principal, DoDEA)

Par ent Denbgraphics in the DoDEA System

It is widely repeated by school officials and other
observers -- both inside and outside of the mlitary --

that every child in the DoDEA system has at |east one
parent who is enployed. Every child lives in a relatively
secure nei ghborhood with other children of simlarly

enpl oyed parents. Famly structures are different; incone
is nore stable; housing is nore secure in the mlitary than
incivilian life. Single famlies account for only 6.2% of
all mlitary famlies, far below a national rate of 27%
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(Mlitary Fam |y Resource Center, 2001; U S. Census Bureau,
2001) .

To be sure, fam |y and nei ghborhood environnents are a part
of the conpl ex achi evenent equation, as we noted earlier,
and nust be considered a dinension of the high mnority
achi evenent recorded by minority students on NAEP. Life is
different on a mlitary installation, even with the high
mobility rate (35% and transiency that mrrors many inner
city schools and nei ghborhoods. As one DoD princi pa

poi nted out, "All our kids have homes and sonebody to get
up with in the norning."

We explored the issue of famly environments (famly

i ncome, |evel of parental education, occupational
status/rank) represented in the DoDEA system by exam ning
the distribution of rank and pay grade anong DoDEA fam lies
and the educational backgrounds of mlitary enlisted
personnel and officers. The mlitary basic pay tables,
however, provide only a partial portrait of famly incone
for dual-incone famlies. The DoD data on active duty
mlitary personnel (See Appendices F and G and the

i nformati on on DoDEA famn|lies provided by school and
mlitary officials interviewed for this report, indicate
the foll ow ng:

DoDEA famlies reflect the general distribution of active
duty mlitary personnel; approxi mately 80% of school
famlies are enlisted

Most enlisted nmen and wonen have a high school diplona
only;

The majority of enlisted mlitary parents in the DoDEA
system earn a nodest average salary |linked to a pay grade
of Sergeant, Staff Sergeant, or Sergeant First C ass.
(See Appendix H for a full salary schedul e).

We believe that one of the nost significant factors | eading
to the educational success of DoDEA students is the val ue
pl aced upon education and training that perneates the
mlitary conmunity, providing the foundation for parental
support and reinforcenment in ways that benefit children and
hel p pronote student achi evenent. The culture of order,

di sci pline, education and training in the mlitary
community creates ideal conditions for schools focused upon
t hese principles and expectati ons.
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Educati on

"There is a constant focus on education and

| earning, and we think that that translates in
sone respect, to the students thensel ves because
of the focus and enphasis that they see in their
parents.” (Commander, U S. Mlitary)

"l have never worked for a commander in any
community which didn't support the school.
Whet her he agreed with me or not perhaps, he
said, 'I'mhere to support the school"'."
(principal, DoDEA)

"We're tal king about unity of command. | don't
own the schools. I'min partnership with them
When it conmes to working and ensuring that the
soldier's famly has their child prepared to go
to school and realize that they are responsible
for it, that is what the mlitary command does.
Unity of command — it is a principle of war."
(Commander, U.S. Mlitary)

The "corporate conmmtnent" to education fromthe U S
mlitary is unm stakable. The "place of duty" order to
mlitary personnel frommlitary commanders to attend each
and every parent-teacher conference is widely reported and
wel | understood by teachers, principals, and parents in
DoDEA. The order exenplifies a high level conmtnent to
education fromthe top ranks of the U S mlitary to al
enlisted personnel, as well as officers. |ndividua
mlitary units on base are encouraged to adopt schools and
to provide a range of services and assistance. The
superintendents and principals interviewed for this study
reported a generally high but variabl e degree of support
fromindividual mlitary units for the designated "adoptee"

schools. The support ranges fromfree | abor -- noving
heavy desks and conputer equi pnment at the schools, to
unpai d consulting -- tutoring students in math and readi ng

and mentoring in | eadership and personal accountability.

In addition to formal partnerships and parental invol venent
activities, DoD provides additional staffing to enhance
communi cati on between mlitary famlies and educators and
to identify and renedy school -specific problens nore
effectively. School liaisons (civilian) report directly to
garrison/ base support battalion comranders.
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DoDEA has desi gnat ed school - hone partnershi ps a high
priority, benchmark goal. Districts have responded to the
goal s outlined by DoDEA headquarters by enhanci ng

comuni cation between famlies and school s through

el ectronic nmail systens and voice mail "info |ines" that
can be easily accessed by parents. Mlitary parents are

al so encouraged to serve on School Advisory Councils (SACs)
t hat advise principals on policies and programpriorities.
The school system makes parental involvenent a possibility
t hrough an "open door" policy of involvenent; the mlitary
makes it a responsibility and obligation by Iinking
education to personal responsibility and accountability.

The mlitary's conmtnent to education is grounded in a
deep and pervasive tradition of education, training, and
pronotion. Pay grade/rank anong mlitary personnel is
anchored to a program of education that is |linked to a
system of pronotion points; the nore education credits and
degrees earned, the nore points awarded toward rank
pronotion. As one commander noted, "education in the
mlitary makes you nore valuable.” Another senior mlitary
of ficer observed: "In the corporate world, you are going
to have training, but we think it is nore structured and
nmore visible in the mlitary."

Enl i sted personnel.

According to mlitary commanders interviewed for this study
and a recent DoD (DWVDC, 2001) denographics report, 94% of
active duty enlisted nmen and wonen across all mlitary
services hold a high school diploma (see Figure 2). Sone
of these enlisted nenbers are working toward an Associ ate's
Degree (two-year coll ege degree) or have conpleted an
Associ ate's Degree; there are no data avail able on the
percentage of enlisted personnel within this group (those
with | ess than Baccal aureate Degree) who have a two-year
degr ee.

Approxi mately 2% of all enlisted personnel do not have a
hi gh school diploma or a GED (DoD, 2001). Anot her 3% of
the active duty enlisted personnel hold a Baccal aureate
Degree that was earned through participation in the
mlitary continuing education system (There are no data
on the education |evels for approximtely 1% of the
enlisted population). As highlighted above, approximately
80% of all DoDEA students have a parent/mlitary sponsor
who is enli sted.
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Figure 2. Education Level of Enlisted Personnel.

@ Bacc. Deg. (3.0%)

Adv. Deg. (0.3%)

O Less than Bacc Deg.
(94.1%)

O Unknown (0.8%)

No diploma or GED
(1.8%)

Oficers.

Among all active duty officers across all mlitary
services, 50% hold a Baccal aureate Degree only, while 40%
of all officers have a Baccal aureate Degree and an Advanced
(Masters) Degree (see Figure 3). Approximtely 20% of all
DoDEA students have a parent/mlitary sponsor who is an
of ficer.

Figure 3. Education Level of Oficers.

O Bacc. Deg. (49.9%)

@ Adv. Deg. (40%)

O Less than Bacc. Deg.
(6%)

0O Unknown (4%)

No diploma or GED
(0.1%)

-DMDC Active Duty Master File

Rank & Pay Grade

This distribution of pay grade/rank anong DoDEA mlitary
famlies reflects the pay grade/rank distribution anmong all
active duty personnel across all mlitary services (see
Tabl e 16).
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Anmong the el enentary/ m ddl e school aged chil dren whose
mlitary sponsor/parent is enlisted, a nmgjority of these
children (60% are in famlies in which the enlisted
sponsor holds the rank of Sergeant (E-5) or Staff Sergeant
(E-6) — the ranks that represent the traditional backbone
of the U S. active mlitary force — m d-grade Non-

Conmi ssioned O ficers. Another 30%of the children of
enlisted personnel are in famlies in which the enlisted
mlitary sponsor/parent holds the rank of either Sergeant
First Class (E-7), First Sergeant (E-8), or Sergeant Mjor
(E-9).

Table 16. Pay Grade Distribution of DoDEA Military Sponsors of Elem-Middle School
Ages.

Sponsor Pay Elementary/Middle School Ages
Grade Ages6-11 Ages12-14 Total Per cent
E1-E4 37,574 5,373 42,947 8%
E5-E6 212,681 66,560 279,241 4%
E7-E9 83,927 52,152 136,079 24%
W1-W5 8,895 4,482 13,377 2%
01-03 24,000 7,027 31,027 5%
04+ 47,822 21,398 69,220 12%
Total 414,899 155,992 571,891
Hi gh schools reflect a sonmewhat different mlitary parent
popul ation, with nore nenbers who are slightly ol der, have
nore years of mlitary experience, and have a higher
mlitary rank/pay grade (see Table 17). A larger
percentage of high school aged children -- approximtely
28% -- are in famlies in which the mlitary sponsor is an

of ficer Majors (O-4) and Lt. Colonels (O5).

(e.g.,

Table 17. Pay Grade Distribution of DoDEA Mlitary Sponsor
of Hi gh School Ages.

Sponsor Pay H gh School Age and Above
Gr ade Number Per cent
E1-E4 3,922 2%
E5—-E6 54,661 30%
E7-E9 73, 307 41%
W1-W5 6, 465 3.5%
01-03 6, 861 3.5%
04+ 35, 624 20%
Total 180, 840

- Def ense Manpower Data Center (2000)
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"It is a very stable, predictable life. You always

know you are going to get your next paycheck.
Everybody is enployed...but they are not wealthy.
They are not even sonetinmes mddl e class.
They're at the poverty level." (Superintendent,
DoDEA)

Pay grade/rank is linked to soldier pay and fam |y incone.
Enlisted nmen and wonen at the rank of E-4 to E-7, with four
years of service, earn a nonthly basic pay of between
$1,576 for the E-4/Corporal pay grade to $2,150 for the E-
7/ Sergeant First C ass pay grade (See Table 16). Wth eight
years of service, enlisted personnel earn nonthly pay

bet ween $1, 856 ($22,272 annually) for E-5/Sergeant to
$2,622 ($31,464 annually) for E-8/First Sergeant. (See
Appendi x H for a conplete salary schedul e).

As noted earlier, anong the el enmentary/m ddl e school aged
children whose mlitary sponsor/parent is enlisted, a
majority of these children (60% are in famlies in which
t he parent/enlisted sponsor holds the rank of Sergeant (E-
5) or Staff Sergeant (E-6) and earns annually between
$22,272 and $24,552. °

Table 18. Monthly mlitary pay (selective list), by rank.

Pay Years of Service

G ade 4 | 6 | 8
Enli sted Menbers

E-4 $1576 $1653 $1653

E-5 $1701 $1777 $1855

E- 6 $1891 $1969 $2046

E-7 $2149 $2227 $2303

E-8 0 0 $2622

Commi ssi oned Officers

o3 $3489 $3656 $3839

O 4 $3739 $3953 $4127

o5 $4280 $4450 $4450

“ Officers with the rank of Captain (O-3) with four years of
service earn nonthly basic pay of $3,489 ($41, 868

annual ly). WMajors (O4) earn a nonthly basic pay of

$3,740; Lt. Colonels (O5) earn $4,280. Wth eight years
of service, Captains earn 3,840 nonthly; Mjors earn $4, 128
and Lt. Col onels $4,451. Anong el enentary- and m ddl e
school - aged dependents of mlitary officers, the mgjority
(63% have a parent-sponsor with a rank of O-4 (Major) or

hi gher .
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O 6 $4930 $4949 $5160
o7 $6112 $6340 $6514
-ArnyTinmes (January 15, 2001).

Mlitary commanders and school officials noted in our
interviews for this report that mlitary famlies are
often, "not even sonetinmes mddle class.” W agree. The
hi gh proportion of enlisted nmen and wonen cl ustered around
the ranks of Sergeant and Staff Sergeant neans that nost
famlies with children enrolled in DoD schools are only
slightly above the poverty threshold. The U S. Census
Bureau defines poverty threshol ds according to famly size
and conposition. If a famly's total inconme (before taxes
and excl udi ng noncash benefits such as public housing,

Medi cai d, and food stanps), is |less than the poverty
threshold for that famly's size, then that famly, and
every person in that famly, is considered poor. The U S
Census Bureau's poverty threshold for a famly of four is
$19,680. The average mlitary famly has two children
(Mlitary Fam |y Resource Center, 2000). As noted above, a
Sergeant with eight years in the service earns $22,272
annual ly and a Staff Sergeant with the sane experience
earns annually $24,552. It is noteworthy that poverty is
not defined for people living in mlitary housing. These
famlies, according to the Census Bureau (1999), are

consi dered "neither as poor nor as nonpoor" (p. V).

The pay grades and salaries for DoDEA mlitary parents
expl ai n and underscore the fact that approxi mately 50% of
all students in the DoDEA systemqualify for free or
reduced lunch (DoDEA, 1999). This figure masks | arge
differences within school districts/base systens, where the
nunbers are often higher. |In one DDESS district, for
exanpl e, the percentage of pupils eligible for free or
reduced |l unch ranges froma |low of 36% in one elenentary
school with a relatively high proportion of senior enlisted
and officers' children, to a high of 82%in a nearby

el ementary school, where the vast majority of students cone
fromthe famlies of junior enlisted (e.g., E-3/Private
First C ass, E-4/Corporal, E-5/Sergeant) men and wonen.
These within-school district ranges are typical across nost
DDESS and DoDDS districts and refl ect base housing patterns
segregated by rank and school attendance policies tied to
attendance zones on base (as are civilian school district
enroll ment policies tied to nei ghborhoods).
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Soci al Services and Support Systens

"Even though their mssion is nore peacekeeping
now, | think it is a hard life. So they go away,
they |l eave famly here. W have famlies where
sonetinmes the nons don't handle it well. W have
all kinds of stuff. | think we have a little bit
hi gher incidences of child abuse...| don't think
our lower ranks are paid very well. Wen we have
so many kids on free and reduced lunch, it is
kind of a travesty."” (superintendent, DoDEA)

"The mlitary has incredible support systens.”
(principal, DoDEA)

DoD schools and their communities reflect a village life --
one stocked with an array of social and material resources
and organi zed around a network of support for famlies.

But village life is often difficult and demandi ng for
mlitary famlies. The distracting and debilitating
aspects are widely known and wel | understood: constant

nmovi ng, poor housing, |ow salaries for enlisted personnel,
[imted access to health care and child care, |ack of
spousal enpl oynent opportunities. Against the backdrop of
t hese pressing needs, the mlitary services offer
supportive prograns designed to address nmany of the demands
of the nobile and nodern, mlitary famly

Prograns and services provided for famlies who "live on
post” include the basics — housing and health care — and
extend to the anenities that nmake life nore confortable and
sustaining. Typical mlitary base services include:
grocery stores and fast food restaurants, banks, post
offices, libraries, churches, recreation centers (including
new, state-of-the-art youth service centers), fitness
centers, baseball and football fields, gymasiuns,

theatres, bowing alleys. Sone mlitary installations

i nclude riding stables, golf courses, tennis courts, and
SW mm ng pool s.

Child Care

The Departnent of Defense Child Devel opnent System (CDS)
provides full-day and part-day, child care services to pre-
school and school -age children at Child Devel opnent Centers
(CDCs) and other locations on mlitary installations. The
mlitary child care systemincludes a Famly Child Care



(FCC) component that coordinates in-hone care by certified
providers. The CDS prograns are wi dely recogni zed as a
nati onal nodel anmong child care providers in the U S. in
terms of staff training, educational progranm ng, and
facilities. The prograns neet all standards established by
t he National Association for the Education of Young
Children (NAEYC), the National Association of Famly Child
Care (NAFCC), and the National School- Age Care Association
( NSACA) .

Col l ectively, CDS prograns provide approxi mtely 174, 000
spaces of child care for infants and children up to 12
years of age; Despite the scale and scope of the program
DoD estimates that the system neets only 58% of the
mlitary famly needs (Mlitary Fam |y Resource Center,
2001). Al fees for mlitary child care are cost-shared
50/ 50 by the DoD and are provided on a sliding scale to
mlitary famlies. Despite this, the mlitary commanders
and mlitary sponsors (parents) interviewed for our study
indicated that the long-waiting lists and relatively high
fees make it a difficult and frustrating systemto access.
For enlisted men and wonen struggling to support famlies
on a nonthly salary that average about $1,850 for m d-1|evel
enl i sted personnel (Sergeants/E-5 and Staff Sergeants/E-6)
— the mlitary pay grades with the | argest proportion of
dependent infant to m ddl e school -age children), an average
nonthly child care fee of $300 (Mlitary Fam |y Resource
Center, 2001) creates acute financial strain. According to
t he GAO (2001), DoD child care costs average 7% nore per
child than civilian center costs.

Heal th Care

Many of the same issues that plague the highly regarded
mlitary child care systemare shared by the mlitary's
health care prograns. On nost military installations,
health clinics and hospitals are considered nodern and are
believed to offer high quality health care. The persistent
problemrests with availability and access. Mlitary
commanders interviewed for this study noted that long waits
and del ayed care are not uncommon for soldiers and their
famlies. As one enlisted fenale solder observed, "The
care is very good when you can get it." A comrander in
Germany noted that access to health care is the "nost
prevailing concern that the mlitary famlies have today."
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Life on Base and | npact on School Cimate: Housi ng

"I't's kind of depressing. As far as the housing
projects in Anerica, we are probably right bel ow
them" (Enlisted, U S Mlitary; nother of four)

Many of the prograns and facilities have been recently (or
are schedul ed to be) expanded and renovated in response to
a growi ng demand for inproving famly life on post. This
is particularly true in
the case of housing.

Housi ng on base is
organi zed according to
rank. The | arger, nore
di spersed and nore
attractive hones and
dupl exes are set aside
for junior and senior
officers and the nore
nodest, nore densely
situated apartnent or
duplex units are assigned to enlisted personnel.

The mlitary was the first major institution or

organi zation to recogni ze the need to integrate housing and
school s sinultaneously; this effort was initiated shortly
after World War 11. Today, mlitary housing patterns
reflect this commtnent to racial integration, although the
rank segregation in mlitary housing persists.

Qur field observations of housing on numerous mlitary
installations in the U S. and overseas confirned that nost
of the mlitary housing is shabby and cranped, and siml ar
to HUD projects. In the neighborhoods that serve junior
enlisted personnel, there is little landscaping. Tiny
yards of dry weeds, few trees, and cracked concrete

dri veways are commonpl ace. Large garbage dunpsters dot and
dom nate the | andscape. Many enlisted nei ghborhoods are
stark and depressing with snmall dupl exes that appear to
have been overl ooked and negl ected for decades. Laundry
facilities are located in the basenent in the four-story
apartnment conpl exes | ocated on nost overseas installations;
t hese high-rise buildings have no bal conies and offer only
limted open space for children to play.
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MIlitary commanders noted that housing needs are intense
and have | ong been neglected in the | ast decade's enphasis
upon troop reductions and budget cuts. The Services are
currently engaged in the first phase a 10-year housing
renovation project, with a specific focus upon the 50-year
old quarters overseas that have never been renovated. Many
of these are 4-story block structures with tiny three- and
four-bedroom apartnents. The apartnents buttress an often
noi sy and frequently cluttered stairwell that acts as an
echo chanber. A Base Support Battalion Commander in
Germany noted that the close resenbl ance between mlitary
housi ng and public housing creates resentnent and | eads to
low norale. Mlitary housing on base, however, offers a
far nore affordable option than living "on the econony"” in
t he nei ghbori ng of f-base apartnments or houses.

School principals interviewed for this study underscored
the fact that the dense and depressing housing conditions
for enlisted famlies spillover to student frustrations,

argunents, and fighting at school. "If there is sonething
going on in that stairwell, it conmes to school,” one
princi pal noted, and then added: "It's one step above
welfare. [It's not bad housing, but it's close.”

Life on Base and | npact on School Cimte: Safety and
Suppor t

"I have had the .357 Magnum brought to school

The difference between here and anot her school ?
The kid brings this, gets on the bus, packing his
. 357 Magnumwi th the hollow point bullets that he
has taken out of his dad's nightstand. Now dad
shoul d have had it | ocked up, that is a base reg.
The difference between here and sone ot her school
is he showed it to a kid and within three

m nutes, the other kid told. Qur kids tell.™
(superintendent, DoDEA)

Al t hough i nfrequent, DoDEA school s experi ence sone of the
o threats of violence associ ated
with guns and gangs. In the
U.S. and in DoDEA school s
overseas, efforts to recruit
base kids to join youth gangs
is a problemthat occurs with
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varyi ng degrees of success and frequency, dependi ng upon
the local circunstances in the community. A significant
gang probl em arose sone years ago in DoDDS schools in
Germany, and continues to be an issue in sone schoo
districts in the Southeastern United States. To be sure,
guns are a central element of mlitary life and culture.
As DoDEA teachers and adm nistrators noted, many students
are famliar with guns and ammuniti on; they may have
observed a parent clean a gun, apply the safety nmechani sm
or load it with amunition. Guns are a part of DoDEA
parents' worklife. On base, these students can hear the
sounds of gunfire that boom and crackle across the
schoolyard fromthe practice fields, sonetines |ocated | ess
than a mle away from school. But incidences in which
students bring guns to school stand out as noteworthy and
nmenor abl e for school staff because they constitute such a
rare event in the |ife of the school. |ndeed, a principal
in our study observed that mlitary base schools rem nd him
of the "good old days" some 30 years ago when di scipline

i ssues in mddle schools involved such problens as kids
running in the hallways, chew ng gum and wearing pants

wi thout belts (the hanging shirttail problenm). O her DoD
princi pals echoed this sentinent.

DoD school personnel enjoy the |uxury of worrying about the
smal | things. W believe that the explanation rests with
three integrated el enents found in DoD schools: a strong
sense of community, small school size, and a focus upon
personal accountability.

Smal | School Size

A caring, supportive school comunity is linked to student
achi evenent (Bryk & Driscoll, 1988; Bryk, Lee & Holl and,
1993; Col enan & Hoffer, 1987). The positive outcomes for
students stemfroma clear sense of shared val ues anong
famlies and teachers. Recent research suggests
characteristics associated with "comunal | y organi zed"
schools are found in Catholic schools (Bryk, Lee & Holl and,
1993) and in sone magnet schools (Snrekar, 1996). W would
add DoD schools to this category of "comunal | y organi zed"
schools. These schools tend to be structured in ways that
facilitate regular and nmutual | y-supportive conmmuni cation
anmong nenbers, foster social cohesion and conmmtnent to
common ideals, and create an el evated degree of "shared
space and shared neani ng".
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Research indi cates students | earn nore, behave better, and
are treated nore equitably in smaller schools (Lee & Smith,
1997; Lee, Smith & Croninger, 1995, Wasley et al, 2000).
Smal | er schools | ead to nore productive rel ationships

bet ween teachers and students by establishing an

envi ronnent focused on achi evenent and devel opnment, not
control and discipline (Fine, 1991; Powell, Farrar &
Cohen, 1985; Sizer, 1992). These conditions lead to a
greater sense of community, collegiality, support, and
trust (Cotton, 1996; Meier, 1995; Raywi d, 1995).

The average m ddl e school and high school is smaller in the
DoD system conpared to average m ddl e school and high
school enrollnents in nost states (NCES, 2000). A small
school is defined as an elenentary school with fewer than
350 students, a mddle school with fewer than 600, and a
hi gh school with an enrol |l nent of 900 or fewer (Education
Week, 2000; Lee & Smith, 1997; Wasley et al, 2000). The
average m ddl e school enrollnment is 466 in DoDDS and 489 in
DDESS. The national average for mddl e school enroll nent
is 595 (NCES, 2000).

Overall, two-thirds of the mddle schools (10 out of 15)

in our study s sanpl e of DDESS (domestic) and DoDDS

(overseas) districts are snall

In our five DDESS districts, 22% of the elenmentary

school s, 50% of all mddle schools, and 100% of the high

school s are small.®

Among the six |argest DDESS (donestic) districts, which

enconpass two-thirds of all students enrolled in the

DDESS systens and two-thirds of all DDESS schools, over

60% of all m ddle schools are snall.

O the total of nine mddle schools in the DDESS system

two-thirds are snall.

Approxi mately 39% of all m ddl e school students in the

DDESS system attend smal |l m ddl e school s.

® The average nunber of students enrolled in public el ementary and

m ddl e schools (schools with grade spans that include any grades from
pre-kindergarten - 8" grade) in the U S. is 484. This is the sane
average for elementary/mddle schools in the DoD system (NCES, 2000).
The average nunber of students enrolled in regular secondary high
schools in the U S. is 786; the average nunber of students enrolled in
DoD secondary schools is 457 (NCES, 2000).
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DoD ni ddl e and high schools tend to be small.® This
portrait stands in start contrast to many urban school
districts in the U S. and the environnents in which nost
mnority students attend school (Ofield & Yun, 1999; NCES,
1998). According to a recent Bank Street College of
Education study (Wasley et al, 2000), it is "not unconmon
for young urban children to attend schools of 500 to 1, 000
el enentary students, and high schools ranging from 800 to
3,000 students"” (p. 2). The Bank Street researchers report
t hat over 40% of public high schools serve over 900
students (Wasley et al, 2000). The problemis not limted
to school size. Increasing racial and social class
segregation in residential neighborhoods in the U S., neans
that mnority students who are |owincone tend to be
concentrated with other simlarly disadvantaged students in
| arge, urban m ddl e and high schools (Ofield & Yun, 1999).
| ndeed, the average Black or Latino student in the U S.
attends a school that is 70% m nority and 50% poor; one-
third of all mnority students attend schools that are 90%
mnority (NCES, 1998). The problem of concentrated poverty
is often unnoticed in these | ownorale, under-funded public
school s that serve nost mnority students in this country.
Earlier, we underscored the fact that the mlitary was the
first major institution or organization to recognize the
need to integrate housing and schools sinultaneously; this
effort was initiated shortly after World War I1. Mlitary
housing is racially integrated, a pattern that creates
naturally integrated schools on base w thout el aborate and
expensi ve "crosstown" busing.

Recent research on school size effects strongly suggests
that |Iower inconme and mnority students benefit nost from
smal l er m ddl e and high schools (Lee & Loeb, 2000; Lee &
Smth, 1997). Over a decade ago, an influential report by
The Carnegi e Council on Adol escent Devel opnent (1989)
argued that m ddl e schools represent a key strategic target
for policymakers attenpting to restructure |arge school s
“"that function as mlls" (p. 37). The Carnegie report
suggested that small schools were fundanental to education
reformand hi gh student achi evenent:

®The percentage of students in small schools in the DoD system
perhaps a nore accurate and neani ngful neasure than average enrol | nent
across an entire system of varying-sized schools (see footnote) --
conpares favorably in a state-by-state analysis of small schools (see
Appendi x C).
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The student shoul d, upon entering m ddl e grade school,
join a small community in which people — students and
adults alike — get to know each other well
to create a climate for intellectual
devel opnent. Students should feel that they
are part of a comunity of shared
educati onal purpose (p. 37).

Sense of Community & Personal Accountability

In the DoD system this small school size contributes to
greater famliarity and personal know edge of students,
their instructional needs and strengths, and their unique
famly situations. This nmeans that teachers and principals
are keenly aware when parents go "down range"” for training
— an activity that may take a nother or father away from
home for several weeks and result in added stress for the
parent or "guardian" who remains at hone. School personnel
are prepared for the difficulty such separation brings to
young students. Special care and attention to these
students' needs are part of "teaching" in these schools.
One commander noted that Family Care Plans that function as
a back-up care systemfor children when soldiers are

depl oyed, reflect this "chain of concern.” The system

i nvol ves school principals and teachers in addressing the
upheaval and separation triggered by troop training and
depl oynment. This seanl ess support systemis facilitated by
t he soci al organization of DoD schools evidenced by a high
degree of personalization and caring anong school staff.

The research on school size suggests that the benefits of
smal |l er schools may be linked to the organizational

condi tions and social processes facilitated by smaller
school settings (Lee & Loeb, 2000), including: 1) a strong
and focused curriculum 2) enduring and supportive

rel ati onshi ps between school staff and students, and; 3) a
climte of high expectations and personal attention to
students. Qur discussion earlier (see "Curriculum and

I nstruction") clearly docunents these conditions and
processes in the DoD schools. The inportant point is that
creating smaller schools may be one of the nost effective
| evers for enhancing |earning in schools characterized by
poverty and social isolation. Creating smaller "l earning
communi ties" (Carnegie Council on Adol escent Devel opnent,
1989) or school s-within-schools (Wasley et al, 2000) nay
very well facilitate the organi zational and soci al

condi tions evidenced in DoD schools, and could lead to
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enduri ng educational benefits for mnority students in
civilian schools, as well.
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On Canpus and On Base: Stability Am dst Mbility

"I think nore of the conmanders are seeing that

"if | have happy famlies, | have happy sol diers.
And if kids are happy in school and things are
going well, | have a better soldier'." (teacher,
DoDEA)

"In the Arny, there is still racism just like
any other institution. The difference is that
the Arny, | believe, identifies it and has an

institutional nmechanismfor not tolerating it."
(Senior officer, US. Arny)

Soldiers typically spend three years at one mlitary post
before being re-assigned to another post. Consequently,
school popul ations are in constant flux, wth an average
student popul ati on turnover of about 35% each school year.
Despite this high transiency, teachers seem unfazed by the
constant inflow and outflow of students. "You get the kids
and then they | eave you," one teacher remarked. But |ater
she noted that this transiency is counter-balanced by the
fact that teachers in DoD tend to be "career teachers" who
stay in one place for an average of 20-25 years,
effectively creating a foundation of stability amdst this
mobility. Staffing necessary to neet the technica
chal | enges posed by this high nobility rate is in place at
each DoD school in the formof full-tinme registration and
records clerks who are responsible for efficient transfer
of data records for each "nobilizing" student.

The strong sense of school comrunity and famliarity begins
in the base nei ghborhoods that enjoin all mlitary famlies
in a cohesive network of discipline, routine,
accountability, and commtnment. Mlitary and school staff
referred often to the "village" culture of support
associated with mlitary base life, in which famlies
closely linked by nmenbership and notivation to "nove up in
the ranks" develop a sense of shared responsibility for

children's safety and well-being. "This is Iike 'Leave it
to Beaver Land', one Marine commander noted, "it's
cloistered and it's protected, but it is a shared
responsibility.” As a consequence, kids don't get lost in

t hese robust school communities and they can't be
anonynmous. These closely-knit conmunities are a
contenporary version of the mll town of a century ago in
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whi ch work, famly, conmerce, and schooling enbraced al
menbers in a cohesive, self-contained, social structure.

These school s enbrace what researchers call social capital
"the norns, the social networks, and the rel ationships
between adults and children that are of value for the
child s grow ng up” (Col eman, 1987, p. 36). DoD schools
reflect the critical elenents of social capital that

i ncl ude shared val ues, norns, and attitudes that help
pronote trust, facilitate open and fluid comuni cati on, and
produce purposeful and neani ngful activities that benefit
students and adults alike in schools. Social capital
within the mlitary community and across racial groups is
cul tivated and sustai ned because there is an obvious and
explicit affiliation anmong nenbers. These famlies are
bound in stable, predictable, and enduring social ties that
spillover into the schools.

The conbi nati on of small ness and an enphasis on individua
responsibility and accountability are manifested in school
buil dings that are quiet, clean, and orderly. As one Arny

conmander observed: "If you notice, there is no spray
pai nting around the high school. You don't see the desks
ruined. If you go into the bathroons, they aren't graffiti

scratched. People are held accountable.”

Sunmary
"A big part of our success is that we really
encourage every kid to be successful. W push
for that.. |If teachers truly believe that every
child will learn and will succeed, they wll.

But not every teacher everywhere believes that
and not every parent believes that and certainly
not every child believes that." (teacher,
DoDEA) .

"Nobody targets mnority students. They don't do
as well here as white students, but they do
better."” (teacher, DoDEA)

DoD schools are nested within a tightly-knit community life
on US mlitary installations. Safety, support, and
cohesi on distinguish these residential, social, and

educati onal environnents. At |east one parent is enployed



(although many at a mlitary pay |evel that neets federa
poverty threshol ds); housing and health care are provided
to all nmenbers. Single parent households among mlitary
fam lies reached 6.2%this past year (a system high of 7.5%
in the Arnmy) and are increasing but are far bel ow the

nati onal average of 27% (U.S. Census, 2001; Mlitary Famly
Resource Center, 2001).

We do not ignore the absence of nei ghborhood drug activity,
gang violence and guns in these mlitary comunities. W
do not dismiss the role that safety, stability-am dst-
mobility, and parental enploynment play in enabling DoD
schools to thrive. Many of these out-of-school conditions
can't be replicated easily. But other elenments and "best
practices” found in DoD schools can be (and shoul d be)
enbraced by public school systens.

Next, we turn our attention to the |levers for schoo

i mprovenent outlined in our report. Qur intent rests with
underscoring the conditions in DoD schools that can be
enul at ed by public education systens across the U S
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LESSONSFOR STATE AND LOCAL PUBLIC EDUCATION
DECISIONMAKERS

1. CENTRALI ZED DI RECTI ON- SETTI NG BALANCED W TH LOCAL
DECI SI ON MAKI NG

DoDEA' s managenent strategy nerges effective | eadership at
topnost levels (e.g., establishing systemm de curricul um
standards) with school- and district-level discretion in
determ ni ng day-to-day operations such as instructional
practices and personnel deci sions.

Pol i cy recomendati on:

Qur findings suggest that state and | ocal policymakers
shoul d utilize a managenent structure that functions as a
"headquarters"” for creating a blueprint for expected
student | earning and academ c performance. DoDEA centrally
establishes clear directions, goals, and targets w thout
dictating nethods for achieving results. This mx of top-
down and bottom up decision nmaking creates |ocal capacity
and professional confidence. It also serves as a basis for
cl ear accountability. Principals and teachers know what
they are expected to acconplish and are held responsi bl e
for achieving those goals. A simlar state-level priority
setting strategy can serve as a springboard to prope

hi gher acadenm ¢ achi evenent.

2. POLI CY COHERENCE, STRUCTURAL ALI GNMENT, & EFFI CI ENT FLOW
OF DATA

DoD school s reflect a strong and consi stent alignnment of
curricular goals, instructional strategies, teacher
supports, and performance assessnent results. This is
particularly evident in the area of witing, a subject area
identified by DoDEA as a curricular priority and

educati onal concern over 20 years ago.

Pol i cy reconmendati on:

DoDEA assessnent systens are enbedded within a coherent
policy structure that links instructional goals with
accountability systenms supported by professional training
and devel opnent progranms. State and |ocal policynakers can
begi n by adopting a performance oriented information
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exchange that is systematic, clear, and conprehensive.
States shoul d provide every school and each district with
detai |l ed student performance assessnment results. Using
DoDEA as a nodel, each school should engage in a schoo

i nprovenent process to anal yze student inprovenent needs
and sel ect student inprovenent goals. |In DoDEA, student
outcomes are specifically tied to downstream perfornance

i mprovenment goals. Staff training and curricul ar
intervention are coordinated with a school's individual

i nprovenment plan. The ability and disposition to notice and
act on instructional problens, and to deploy resources to
solve problens are critical elements of school inprovenent
(Cohen & Ball, 1999).

3. SUFFI Cl ENT FI NANCI AL RESOURCES

DoDEA provides a high I evel of support in ternms of district
and school staffing, instructional materials, facilities,
and technol ogy. The |evel of support for teachers is
generous and well recogni zed t hroughout the system

Pol i cy reconmendati on:

Money can matter, particularly when financial support is
linked to specific, coordinated, and instructionally

rel evant strategic goals. State and |ocal public education
of ficials nust acknow edge the crucial inportance of
sufficient resources. These resources enhance | ocal
capacity and strengthen the local districts' and individual
schools' ability to inplenent school inprovenment goals.
Sufficient resources enable districts to offer conpetitive
salaries that attract and retain high quality teachers.
Well maintained facilities, anple physical space, and
appropriate instructional equipnent can pronote higher

| evel s of | earning.

4. STAFF DEVELOPMENT

DoDEA prof essi onal devel opnent is linked to an individual
school's pattern of student performance. It is tailored
teacher by teacher, carefully structured to enhance a
teacher's identified deficiencies, and sustai ned over tine.

Pol i cy reconmendati on:

Pr of essi onal devel opnment activities should be job-enbedded;
consistent with an individual school's inprovenent goals;
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based upon student needs and teacher interests; nodel ed,
repeated and practiced over a |long period of tine.

Prof essional training should include regular nonitoring by
peers or supervisors, sustained support, and regul ar

f eedback.

5. SMALL SCHOOLS
DoD schools tend to be small, |eading to robust |evels of
trust, famliarity, effective communication, and a sense of

community. Small schools lead to a strong sense of student
and fam |y engagenent, not anonymty.
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Pol i cy reconmendati on:

Research evidence and successful practice continually
reinforce the utility of small schools, particularly in
constructing effective education for |owinconme, mnority
students. A small school is defined as an elenentary
school with fewer than 350 students, a m ddle school wth
fewer than 600, and a high school with an enroll nment of 900
or fewer (Education Wek, 2000; Lee & Smth, 1997; Wasl ey
et al, 2000). Creating smaller "learning communities"”
(Carnegi e Council on Adol escent Devel opnment, 1989) or
school s-wi t hi n-school s (Wasl ey et al, 2000) may very wel |
facilitate the organi zati onal and social conditions

evi denced in DoD schools, and could |l ead to enduring
educati onal benefits for mnority students in civilian
school s.

6. ACADEM C FOCUS AND HI GH EXPECTATI ONS FOR ALL

DoD school s enphasi ze individual student achievenent. Hi gh
expectations are the normin DoD schools. These high
expectations are manifested in the use of elevated
standards, teachers' sense of personal accountability, and
a proactive approach to educating a highly transient
student popul ation. DoD schools do not generally group
students by academic ability (i.e. tracking). Educationa
progranms are provided that target |ower-achieving students
for in-school tutoring and homewor k assi stance after
school .

Policy recommendation:

M| es and Darling-Hanmmond (1997) found that high performng
schools reflect a set of commopn strategies used to inprove
academ c success. States shoul d adopt these strategies,
including: 1) a common planning time at each school to
cooperatively develop curriculum 2) a reduced nunber of
speci al i zed programnms replaced by an integrated plan to
serve students in regular classroons (e.g., heterogeneous
grouping); 3) targeted student groupings designed to neet

i ndi vi dual needs and enabl e personal rel ationships; 4)
nodi fi ed school schedules to permt nore varied and | onger
bl ocks of instructional tine, and; 5) creatively redesigned
roles and work hours for staff to help neet goals. High
academ c rigor, supported by appropriate professional

devel opnent, restores a systenmls focus on high academ c

per f or mance.
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7. CONTINUI TY OF CARE FOR CHI LDREN

DoD schools are linked to an array of nationally recognized
pre-school prograns and after-school youth service centers.
This "continuity of care" conmtnent is evidenced by the
hi gh | evel of investnent in these top-ranked prograns in
terms of staffing, training, and facilities. The DoDEA
prograns are wi dely recogni zed as a nati onal nobdel anong
child care providers in the U S in terns of staff

trai ning, educational programmng, and facilities. The
prograns neet all standards established by the National
Associ ation for the Education of Young Children (NAEYC),

t he National Association of Famly Child Care (NAFCC), and
t he National School- Age Care Associ ation (NSACA).

Pol i cy recommendati on:

State and | ocal policynmakers should utilize the DoDEA pre-
school and after-school progranms (e.g., youth service
centers) as nodel prograns that reflect the highest quality
standards in the world. Many of these early and "out-of-
school " educational activities contribute to enhanced
student | earning, self-esteem and achi evenent.

8. "CORPCORATE" COWM TMENT TO PUBLI C EDUCATI ON

DoD schools reflect an elevated "corporate conmtnent”
fromthe U S mlitary that is both material and synbolic.
This comm tnent includes an expectation of parent

i nvol venent in school - and hone-based activities (e.qg.,
soldiers are instructed that their "place of duty" is at
their child s school on parent-teacher conference day, and
are relieved of work responsibilities to volunteer at
school each nonth). This commtnent to pronoting a
parental role in education far surpasses the |evel of

i nvestment or involvenent enbraced by nmentoring/tutoring
nodel s found in nost busi ness-educati on partnershi ps.

Pol i cy recommendati on:

States and comunities can gain simlar |evels of corporate
comm tment for public school students by naking nore
visible the facets of the workplace that Iimt the ability
of enployees to participate in school-based activities
(particularly the ability of hourly workers). Schools tend
to structure school -based activities for traditional, stay-
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at-hone nothers. At the sane tine, a |arge nunber of
househol ds i ncl ude parents who are enployed in full-tine
occupations that provide little flexibility and opportunity
for parents to | eave work during school hours. As schools
begin to rethink the purpose and organization of their
parent involvenent activities, enployers should re-eval uate
wor kpl ace policies which hinder the kind of parental

comm tnment to educational excellence that organi zed

busi ness groups are demanding in the current debate on the
quality of our nation's schools.
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Appendi x A

OVERSEAS EDUCATORS SCHOOL YEAR 2000- 2001 SALARY SCHEDULE

COVPREHENSI VE SCHEDULE FOR EDUCATORS AND SPECI ALI STS

Step | Bachel or' BA15 BA30 | Master' MAL15 MA30 | Doctor
s s s S
1 30700 31740 | 32780 33820 34860 | 35900 36940
2 31860 32980 | 34095 35215 36330 | 37450 38570
3 33020 34220 | 35140 36610 37800 | 39000 40200
4 34180 35460 | 36725 38005 39270 | 40550 41830
5 35340 36700 | 38040 39400 40740 | 42100 43460
6 36500 37940 | 39355 40795 42210 | 43650 45090
7 37660 39180 | 40670 42190 43680 | 45200 46720
8 38820 40420 | 41985 43585 45150 | 46750 48350
9 39980 41660 | 43300 44980 46620 | 48300 49980
10 41140 42900 | 44615 46375 48090 | 49850 51610
11 42300 44140 | 45930 47770 49560 | 51400 53240
12 43460 45380 | 47245 49165 51030 | 52950 54870
13 44620 46620 | 48560 50560 52500 | 54500 56500
14 45780 47860 | 49875 51955 53970 | 56050 58130
15 46895 49015 | 51070 53190 55245 | 57365 59485
16 48010 50170 | 52265 54425 56520 | 58680 60840
17 49125 51325 | 53460 55660 57795 | 59995 62195
18 50240 52480 | 54655 56895 59070 | 61310 63550

1. Daily rate - Al Teaching Positions. The daily rate (DCPDS Tabl e
S101) for positions paid fromthis schedule shall be 1/190th of the
school year salary. The mnimum i ncrenent earned is one-half day.

2. Kindergarten Teachers - Half Day Sessions. The school year salary
for kindergarten teachers regularly assigned to teach one kindergarten

session (half-day) will be one-half of the basic school year salary
aut hori zed by this schedule. The m nimmumincrenment earned is one-half
day.

3. Steps 15, 16, 17, and 18 are longevity steps payabl e upon conpletion
of four years service in steps 14, 15, 16, and 17, respectively.
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Appendi x B

DDESS 2000/2001 School Y ear Comprehensive Schedule for
Classroom Teacher

St ep | Bachel or’ BA15 BA30 | Master’ MA15 MA30 EDS Doct or'
S s s S
0 29276 30306 | 31336 33499 35662 | 37825 | 40400 42975
1 30169 31199 | 32229 34392 36555 | 38718 | 41293 43868
2 31072 32102 | 33132 35295 37458 | 39621 | 42196 44771
3 31988 33018 | 34048 36211 38374 | 40537 | 43112 45687
4 32914 33944 | 34974 37137 39300 | 41463 | 44038 46613
5 33850 34880 | 35910 38073 40236 | 42399 | 44974 47549
6 34795 35825 | 36855 39018 41181 | 43344 | 45919 48494
7 35751 36781 | 37811 39974 42137 | 44300 | 46875 49450
8 36714 37744 | 38774 40937 43100 | 45263 | 47838 50413
9 37686 38716 | 39746 41909 44072 | 46235 | 48810 51385
10 38663 39693 | 40723 42886 45049 | 47212 | 49787 52362
11 39648 40678 | 41708 43871 46034 | 48197 | 50772 53347
12 40637 41667 | 42697 44860 47023 | 49186 | 51761 54336
13 41631 42661 | 43691 45854 48017 | 50180 | 52755 55330
14 42628 43658 | 44688 46851 49014 | 51177 | 53752 56327
15 43627 44657 | 45687 47850 50013 | 52176 | 54751 57326
16 44628 45658 | 46688 48851 51014 | 53177 | 55752 58327
17 45630 46660 | 47690 49853 52016 | 54179 | 56754 59329
18 46631 47661 | 48691 50854 53017 | 55180 | 57755 60330
19 47631 48661 | 49691 51854 54017 | 56180 | 58755 61330
20 48629 49659 | 50689 52852 55015 | 57178 | 59753 62328
21 49624 50654 | 51684 53847 56010 | 58173 | 60748 63323
22 50614 51644 | 52674 54837 57000 | 59163 | 61738 64313
23 51599 52629 | 53659 55822 57985 | 60148 | 62723 65298
24 52576 53606 | 54636 56799 58962 | 61125 | 63700 66275
25 53547 54577 | 55607 57770 59933 | 62096 | 64671 67246
26 54508 55538 | 56568 58731 60894 | 63057 | 65632 68207
27 55458 56488 | 57518 59681 61844 | 64007 | 66582 69157
28 56399 57429 | 58549 60622 62785 | 64948 | 67523 70098
29 57327 58357 | 59387 61550 63713 | 65876 | 68451 71026
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Appendi x C

STATE St udent Achi evenent (% scoring at or above "proficient")
8t h grade NAEP readi ng 8th grade NAEP witing
(1998) (1998)
Al abama 21 17
Al aska N A N A
Ari zona 28 21
Ar kansas 23 13
California 22 20
Col orado 30 27
Connecti cut 42 44
Del awar e 25 22
Fl ori da 23 19
Georgi a 25 23
Hawai i 19 15
I daho N A N A
I'llinois N/ A N/ A
I ndi ana N A N/ A
| owa N A N A
Kansas 35 N A
Kent ucky 29 21
Loui si ana 18 12
Mai ne 42 32
Mar yl and 31 23
Massachusetts 36 31
M chi gan N/ A N A
M nnesot a 37 25
M ssi ssi ppi 19 11
M ssouri 29 17
Mont ana 38 25
Nebr aska N A N/ A
Nevada 24 17
New Hanpshire N A N/ A
New Jer sey N/ A N/ A
New Mexi co 24 18
New Yor k 34 21
North Carolina 31 27
Nort h Dakot a N A N A
Ohi o N A N A
Okl ahoma 29 25
Or egon 33 27
Pennsyl vani a N A N A
Rhode | sl and 30 25
South Carolina 22 15
Sout h Dakot a N A N A
Tennessee 26 24
Texas 28 31
Ut ah 31 21
Ver nont N A N A
Virginia 33 27
WAshi ngt on 32 25
West Virginia 27 18
W sconsin 33 28
Wyonm ng 29 23
u. S. 31 24
DDESS 37 38
DODDS 36 31

Qual ity Counts Report 2000, Education Week




Appendi x D

West Paint
h—-—_-' Qiuarkico
Ft. Ko e

%‘ Dah gren
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.\ Ft. Berring Cobine AFE
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w‘
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-Sour ce: http://ww. odedodea. edu/ dat acentral / aneri cas. ht m
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Appendi x E

% students in high | %students in % students in
school s with 900 m ddl e school s el emrentary school s
or fewer students with 600 or fewer with 350 or fewer
(1998) students (1998) students (1998)
Al abama 50 43 18
Al aska 37 22 20
Ari zona 18 22 8
Ar kansas 76 58 29
California 11 12 6
Col or ado 27 36 24
Connecti cut 33 36 17
Del awar e 18 19 7
Fl ori da 6 4 2
Geor gi a 13 14 4
Hawai i 5 9 6
| daho a7 34 27
I11inois 27 53 21
I ndi ana 41 41 21
| owa 63 62 55
Kansas 53 61 50
Kent ucky 42 42 24
Loui si ana 32 44 15
Mai ne 69 71 56
Mar yl and 10 15 8
Massachusetts 38 35 27
M chi gan 41 41 24
M nnesot a 44 23 20
M ssi ssi ppi 54 42 13
M ssouri 49 46 28
Mont ana 57 77 60
Nebr aska 57 44 57
Nevada 17 11 6
New Hanpshire 46 46 31
New Jer sey 27 42 20
New Mexi co 27 36 21
New Yor k 31 21 8
North Carolina 29 29 11
Nort h Dakot a 67 51 64
Ohi o 44 51 25
Okl ahoma 60 53 41
Or egon 32 46 28
Pennsyl vani a 38 27 19
Rhode | sl and 30 24 41
South Carolina 27 31 11
Sout h Dakot a 63 67 62
Tennessee 29 39 14
Texas 24 26 10
Ut ah 18 12 6
Ver nont 65 93 55
Virginia 25 25 14
WAshi ngt on 28 27 13
West Virginia 57 60 56
W sconsin 43 44 32
W/om ng 58 53 71
U. S. 31 31 17

-Quality Counts Report 2000, Education Week
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Appendi x F

Active Duty Personnel by Pay G ade

Enlisted
E7-E9
12%
@ E1-E4
I EL.E4 E5-E6
i 54% OE7-EQ
Officers
07-010
1%
04'006 E 01-03
38% W1-W5
01-03 0 04-06
55% 0 07-010
W1-WbH

6%

-1999 Profile of the Military Community, Military Family Resource Center
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Appendi x G

M norities on Active Duty

6%

@ Caucasian

African American
O Hispanic American
O Other

M norities By Branch of Service

Service Oficers | Enliste
Branch d
Ar ny 21. 1% 44. 5%
Navy 16. 2% 38. 3%
Air Force 13. 7% 27.8%
Mari ne Cor ps 15. 7% 34. 0%
Tot al 17. 1% 37.2%
-DVDC, Sept. 1999
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Appendi x H

Mont hly Basic Pay Table (Effective January 1, 2001)
Years of Service
Pay <2 2 3 4 6 8 10 12
Gr ade
Commi ssioned O ficers
O 10 8518. 80 | 8818.50 | 8818.50 | 8818.50 | 8818.50 | 9156. 90 | 9156. 90 | 9664. 30
o9 7550. 10 | 7747.80 | 7912.80 | 7912.80 | 7912.80 | 8114.10 | 8114. 10 | 8451. 60
o8 6838.20 | 7062.30 | 7210.50 | 7252.20 | 7437.30 | 7747.80 | 7819.80 | 8114. 10
o7 5682. 30 | 6068.40 | 6068.40 | 6112. 50 | 6340.80 | 6514.50 | 6715. 50 | 6915. 90
O 6 4211.20 | 4626.60 | 4930.20 | 4930. 20 | 4949. 10| 5160.90 | 5189.10 | 5189. 10
o5 3368. 70 | 3954.90 | 4228.80 | 4280. 40 | 4450.50 | 4450.50 | 4584. 30 | 4831. 80
o4 2839.20 | 3457.20 | 3687.90 | 3739.50 | 3953.40 | 4127.70 | 4409.70 | 4629. 30
O3 2638.20 | 2991.00 | 3228.00 | 3489. 30 | 3656.40 | 3839. 70 | 3992. 70 | 4189. 80
o2 2301. 00 | 2620.80 | 3018.60 | 3120.30 | 3184.80 | 3184.80 | 3184.80 | 3184. 80
o1 1997.70 | 2079.00 | 2512.80 | 2512.80 | 2512.80 | 2512.80 | 2512.80 | 2512. 80
Enl i sted Menbers

E-9 0. 00 0. 00 0. 00 0. 00 0. 00 0.00 | 3126.90 | 3197. 40
E-8 0. 00 0. 00 0. 00 0. 00 0.00 | 2622.00 | 2697.90 | 2768. 40
E-7 1831.20 | 1999. 20 | 2075. 10 | 2149.80 | 2227.20 | 2303. 10 | 2379. 00 | 2454. 90
E-6 1575.00 | 1740.30 | 1817.40 | 1891.80 | 1969.50 | 2046. 00 | 2122.80 | 2196. 90
E-5 1381.80 | 1549.20| 1623.90| 1701.00 | 1777.80 | 1855.80 | 1930.50 | 2007. 90
E-4 1288.80 | 1423.80 | 1500.60 | 1576.20 | 1653.00 | 1653.00 | 1653.00 | 1653. 00
E-3 1214.70 | 1307.10 | 1383.60 | 1385.40 | 1385.40 | 1385.40 | 1385.40 | 1385. 40
E-2 1169.10 | 1169.10| 1169.10| 1169.10 | 1169.10| 1169.10 | 1169.10 | 1169.10
E-1>4 | 1042.80 | 1042.80 | 1042.80 | 1042.80 | 1042.80 | 1042.80 | 1042.80 | 1042.80
E-1<4 964. 80 0. 00 0. 00 0. 00 0. 00 0. 00 0. 00 0. 00

-ArnyTi nes (January 15, 2001)
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