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Accountability in American Public Education

—— An Overview of the Current Situation —

Morimitsu NAKAMURA

Throughout this century, great efforts and progress have been made toward the goal of universal

quality education in the US. However, in the process, scholastic standards have slipped to unexpectedly

low levels in core subjects. Recent research has revealed that education is the top priority among

American voters, and policy makers are espousing more governmental investment in education. This has

resulted in significant budget increases in most states earmarked for education. Nevertheless, minority

students and those from socially or economically disadvantaged backgrounds are often at risk of failure.

- Is American public education effectively utilizing the increased funding? Many feel that accountability is

crucial as such questions arise. This paper first reviews the concept of accountability and its history, and

examines how extensively it has been systematized as a part of education policy. It then considers the

future of accountability in American education.
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