
This publication was developed out of a series of essays focused on education reform, originally 
posted on Mark: my words and written by Central College President Mark Putnam in spring 2012. 
As federal, state and local governments contemplate policy and funding changes for education at 
all levels, this publication is intended to provide some context for these discussions.
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Back to the Future
The curse of every generation is a loss of memory. The committee reports, task force results 

and plans of the past frequently are overtaken by events and gradually drift from our collective 
consciousness. Most Americans look at the circumstances of today without any appreciation for the 
origins of what surrounds us. Were our predecessors unaware of the results of their actions? Were 
their deliberations and decisions reached in a vacuum? What were they thinking?

It’s an easy trap. Today, as a nation, we look at our schools and colleges through the lens of “now” 
without any appreciation for the lens of “then.” And so it is with education reform. The rhetoric of 
the day is frightening. If we accept the claims of policy makers in the present, then we are witnessing 
mass societal failure in educating our students. We are A Nation at Risk that is Academically Adrift 
as we Decline by Degrees. As a result, we are told we need dramatic change so No Child is Left Behind 
as we Race to the Top.  

Let’s explore the origins of our approach to education as a nation. Rediscovering the roots of 
our system is enlightening. Can we find the error of our ways – to see where we got off track? The 
revelation is as a nation we have misunderstood the problem. As we focused our attention on the 
means, we lost sight of our intended end: a strong and stable democracy. That was the real aspiration. 
We have taken our ideals about the purposes of education and exchanged them for something much 
less profound.  

These origins of our purpose can be found in The Truman Report. This is where the system of 
education as we know it today was imagined. The intentions were quite different than today’s 
aspirations. There is an enormous disconnect between what we, as a nation, set out to do more 65 
years ago and our apparent dissatisfaction with the results.

Go back to 1946. 
President Harry S. Truman 
was leading our country at 
a time when the wounds 
of war and the pain of 
economic collapse were still 
raw. The GI Bill was adopted 
in 1944 to accommodate 
returning veterans and the 

United Nations was in its infancy. Fears of totalitarianism were pronounced, and global cooperation 
was high on the agenda. Yet this was a decade before the Russian satellite, Sputnik, circled the globe 
exacerbating “Cold War” tensions, and several years before the Supreme Court’s Brown v. Board of 
Education decision began reshaping our expectations regarding equality. It was a time of immense 
societal change complicated significantly by a changing global landscape.  

Into this swirling context, President Truman appointed the first presidential commission to focus 
on education. He was clearly motivated by the needs of veterans returning from World War II, but 

 
“We are A Nation at Risk that is 
Academically Adrift as we Decline by 
Degrees. As a result, we are told we 
need dramatic change so No Child is 
Left Behind as we Race to the Top.”  
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his charge also included a much broader agenda for the nation. In his letter of appointment to the 
commissioners, the President noted:

“It seems particularly important, therefore, that we should now reexamine our system of higher 
education in terms of its objectives, methods, and facilities; and in the light of the social role it has to 
play.

“These matters are of such far-reaching national importance that I have decided to appoint a 
Presidential Commission 
on Higher Education. This 
Commission will be composed 
of outstanding civic and 
educational leaders and 
will be charged with an 
examination of the functions 
of higher education in our 
democracy and of the means by which they can best be performed…

“Among the more specific questions with which I hope the Commission will concern itself are: ways 
and means of expanding educational opportunities for all able young people; the adequacy of curricula, 
particularly in the fields of international affairs and social understanding; the desirability of establishing 
a series of intermediate technical institutes; the financial structure of higher education with particular 
reference to the requirements for the rapid expansion of physical facilities…”

This was a seminal moment not only for higher education, but also for our entire education 
system. The report of this commission, chaired by George F. Zook, was entitled Higher Education for 
American Democracy (1947), sometimes called The Truman Report. The full report in six volumes 
outlines an agenda for education that is the origin of the system we have today. These are the minutes 
of the first meeting regarding education in the modern era. Sometimes it reads like prophecy.

The opening words of the report call our attention to the fundamental reasons for education. We 
would do well to ponder these words for they will reshape our thinking about what we are trying 
to achieve.  

“American society is a democracy: that is, its folkways and institutions, its arts and sciences and 
religions are based on the principle of equal freedom and equal rights for all its members, regardless 
of race, faith, sex, occupation, or economic status. The law of the land, providing equal justice for the 
poor as well as the rich, for the weak as well as the strong, is one instrument by which a democratic 
society establishes, maintains, and protects this equality among different persons and groups. The 
other instrument is education, which, as all the leaders in the making of democracy have pointed 
out again and again, is necessary to give effect to the equality prescribed by law.” 

Would we place education at a level on par with the rule of law? Is education a public good or a 
private good? 

 
“American society is a democracy... 
providing equal justice for the poor 
as well as the rich, ... education is 
necessary to give effect to the equality 
prescibed by law.”
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What’s in it for Me?
In his State of the Union address for 2012, President Obama hailed our teachers, noting the tireless effort and 

self-sacrifice they devote to the education of our children. His nod to teachers was important at a time when 
many are feeling the effects of shrinking budgets, accusations of incompetence, and shifting expectations as 
one education reform fad leads to another. We have a lot to consider about education in this country as our 
public policy choices have yielded less than stellar results for nearly 40 years. That’s a long time to be failing. 
Go back to a rather basic question: What are we trying to achieve?  

We hear a lot about global economic competitiveness and fears of falling test scores. Significant references 
are made to the need for job training to prepare highly skilled workers for a knowledge economy. Demands 
certainly are growing for greater efficiency and productivity in all our educational settings. This perspective 
was evidenced in a simple statement made by the President during his speech:

“We know a good teacher can increase the lifetime income of a classroom by over $250,000.”
Is that the bottom-line now? It’s unknown how such a figure is derived, but what’s more puzzling was the 

sense that our aims for educating the citizens of this nation seem to be focused entirely on personal economic 
outcomes. Is that what we are trying to achieve? At one level it makes sense given the financial pressures 
experienced through the Great Recession. Yet, is our current focus on the obvious near-term need for jobs 
imperiling our long-term future as a society? Is the tyranny of the urgent crowding out that which is most 
important to us? Given our rhetoric, one could easily draw the conclusion the effectiveness of education 
should be measured by the growth in personal income. Is that the purpose of education?

Consider whether the purpose of education is a public good or a private good. This is, of course, a false 
dichotomy. Forcing the question, however, enables us to ponder the balances between individual success and 
collective well-being.

To explore this issue, we revisit The Truman Report as it reflects the earliest thinking about the role of 
education in a democracy in the modern era. The report states: 

The first goal in education for democracy 
is the full, rounded, and continuing 
development of the person. The discovery, 
training, and utilization of individual 
talents is of fundamental importance in 
a free society. To liberate and perfect the 
intrinsic powers of every citizen is the 
central purpose of democracy, and its 

furtherance of individual self-realization is its greatest glory. 
Here we establish the importance of individual success. It is essential a democratic society enables its 

citizens to unleash creativity, innovate relentlessly and realize individual fulfillment and accomplishment. We 
benefit personally and society benefits collectively. So, isn’t it right to focus education on the economic success 
of individuals? Shouldn’t we assume personal achievement will automatically lead to collective well-being?  

The report continues:
If our colleges and universities are to graduate individuals who have learned how to be free, they will have to 

concern themselves with the development of self-discipline and self-reliance, of ethical principles as a guide for 
conduct, of sensitivity to injustice and inequality, of insight into human motives and aspirations, of discriminating 

 
“We hear a lot about global 
economic competitiveness 
and fears of falling test 
scores.”  
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appreciation of a wide range of human values, of the spirit of democratic compromise and cooperation.
Responsibility for the development of these personal qualities cannot be left as heretofore to some courses or a 

few departments or scattered extracurricular organizations; it must become a part of every phase of college life. 
Personal liberty is a core value deeply rooted in the lives of Americans. Yet, the writers of The Truman Report 

draw our attention to the role of citizenship in our society. Citizens find virtue in interpreting private gain 
in the context of the public good. Education plays a critical role in sustaining a democracy by modeling and 
reinforcing the need for us to 
work together and understand 
our journey as a people.

The report continues:
Higher education has always 

attempted to teach young 
people both spiritual and 
material values. The classroom 
has imparted the principle of 
collective responsibility for liberty – the rule that no one person’s right to freedom can be maintained unless all 
men [and women] work together to make secure the freedom of all.

But these efforts have not always been effective. All too often the benefits of education have been sought and 
used for personal and private profit, to the neglect of public and social service. Yet individual freedom entails 
communal responsibility. The democratic way of life can endure only as private careers and social obligations 
are made to mesh, as personal ambition is reconciled with public responsibility. 

The vision for education placed before our nation in The Truman Report 65 years ago was lofty. It was not 
a recipe for the creation of personal wealth. It was not a formula for national economic development. It was 
an assertion that a society rich with democratic values will yield shared success. Accordingly, the role of 
education is to facilitate the creation and dissemination of knowledge for the public good; to develop the skills 
needed among citizens for sustaining individual freedom and a collective well-being; and to nurture a shared 
experience sufficient for ensuring equality and justice. How have we done?

It seems we have a problem. Our vision for building this system of education held in its sights a set of ideals 
related to a healthy democracy. Despite the challenges of recovering economically from the Great Depression 
and the horrors of World War II, the focus of our previous generation of leaders was on sustaining the social 
fabric of this nation. They saw firsthand how badly things can go when a society loses its collective sense of 
purpose and direction.  

Education for democracy is intended to transfer the collective well-being from generation to generation by 
strengthening the societal framework on which a healthy nation can build sustainable outcomes in growth 
and development. Decisions in this setting are made for the long-term benefit of a people rich in diversity, but 
committed to unity. Investments in the future are made at all levels knowing first and foremost that we work 
for our successors.

These ideals informed the development of our system of education in the 1940s. How did we move from 
education for democracy to education for personal income? Has our focus on testing and accountability 
advanced our collective purpose? Is education reform on the right track? 

 
“Education for democracy is intended 
to transfer the collective well-being 
from generation to generation ... for 
the long-term benefit of people rich in 
diversity, but committed to unity. ”



6

Trapped in the Hall of Mirrors
Wandering through the funhouse at the carnival eventually leads us to the hall of mirrors. We see images 

all based in reality. Yet, the images multiply, making it difficult to find the actual source. What we see is 
often distorted, not providing an authentic view. Eventually the mirrors become obstacles in our path as 
what appears to be the way out of the funhouse is just another reflection of non-reality. The pathway through 
education reform for the last 50 years has been a journey through such a place.

In 1983 under the direction of United States Secretary of Education, Terrel Bell, the National Commission 
on Excellence in Education released its report, A Nation at Risk. The report was ostensibly intended for U.S. 
President Ronald Reagan, though his level of interest in the project as the commission was appointed in 
1981 was not at all connected to his education policy agenda. The President’s priorities focused on allowing 
voluntary prayer in schools, creating tax credits for tuition, and shuttering the U.S. Department of Education. 
It was Secretary Bell who argued our schools needed attention and thus, he created the commission. The 
report has great historical importance not because it produced great results. Rather, its candor and clarity 
helped us to define the problem. The opening thoughts are chilling:

If an unfriendly foreign power had attempted to impose on America the mediocre educational performance 
that exists today, we might well have viewed it as an act of war. As it stands, we have allowed this to happen to 
ourselves. We have even squandered the gains in student achievement made in the wake of the Sputnik challenge. 
Moreover, we have dismantled essential support systems, which helped make those gains possible. We have, in 
effect, been committing an act of unthinking, unilateral educational disarmament.

Our society and its educational institutions seem to have lost sight of the basic purposes of schooling, and of the 
high expectations and disciplined effort needed to attain them. 

What happened between the time of The Truman Report in 1947 and A Nation at Risk in 1983? How did 
we lose our way? Our national drive for expanding educational opportunity was gaining momentum through 
the 1950s and accelerated in 1957 as Sputnik circled the globe exacerbating Cold War tensions and propelling 

the emerging space race. 
Yet, something happened 
along the way, reminding 
us education mirrors our 
society and culture. It’s 
important we recognize 
where the images we see 
in our hall of mirrors are 
originating. Some would 
argue schools are the 
source of the problem. 

But in this context, a school is simply another mirror of societal patterns and trends that are constantly being 
reshaped and reflected by cultural change. Through the 1960s our society evolved as life in America took 
a dramatic turn. The social “revolution” of the 1960s, the expansion of the civil rights movement, and the 
diversification of the American population had profound and far-reaching effects on our society, complicating 
and intensifying the challenges facing our growing educational enterprise. The response of our schools to these 
changing patterns, though well-intended, compounded the effects as change and reform became distorted 
reflections of one another.

“Mirrors become obstacles in our path 
as what appears to be the way out of 
the funhouse is just another reflection 
of non-reality. The pathway through 
education reform for the last  50 years 
has been a journey through such a place.”  
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Diane Ravitch, in her 2010 book, The Death and Life of the Great American School System, draws our 
attention to this social setting. She notes:

A Nation at Risk (ANAR) was a response to the radical school reforms of the 1960s and late 1970s. Whoever 
remembers that era fondly is sure to dislike ANAR; conversely, whoever was skeptical toward the free wheeling 
reforms of those years is likely to admire ANAR. No one who lived at that time will forget the proliferation of 
experiments and movements in the nation’s schools. Reformers differed mainly in terms of how radical their 
proposals were. 

The combined educational 
effects of societal change and 
curricular reform came clearly 
into view in the early 1970s as 
a 14-year steady decline in SAT 
scores sounded alarms that echo 
to this day. The College Board 
began studying the trends 
and issued a series of reports. 
Of particular interest are two 
reports, the first of which was released in 1977, On Further Examination, and the second in 1985, Student 
Change, Program Change: Why the SAT Scores Kept Falling. The 1985 report offers the following summary:

The first leg of the Scholastic Aptitude Test (SAT) score decline occurred mainly in the 1960s. It seemed to 
be explained fairly satisfactorily by the evidence that the composition of the test-taking group had changed to 
include a larger portion of students with relatively low-developed ability, mirroring the increased holding power 
of education for teenagers. In studies made during the 1970s, no comparable underlying change was found to 
explain the second (mainly 1970s) segment of the decline, which was ascribed instead to a complex of factors – 
“pervasive influences” – in both school and society.

The argument is that several of the “pervasive influences” invoked to explain the continuation of the decline in the 
1970s are best understood as adaptive responses of the schools to the appearance of a greater diversity of students 
in senior high school…It is hypothesized that the continuation of the decline in the 1970s, was in substantial 
part, the direct consequence of those school-related changes and thus was a delayed, indirect consequence of the 
compositional shift.

The declines seem to have been reciprocal rather than unrelated. Student changes begat program changes, and 
each new condition in its turn, led to lower scores. 

This is where the journey through the hall of mirrors began. The results have been an unending series of 
federal and state initiatives designed to address the nation’s ailing schools. Yet, we find ourselves unsatisfied 
with our progress. Why have all these reform efforts failed? 

 
“The results have been an unending 
series of federal and state initiatives 
designed to address the nation’s ailing 
schools. Yet, we find ourselves unsatisfied 
with our progess. Why have all these 
reform efforts failed?”
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Does One-Size-Fit-All?
According to the Digest of Education Statistics for 2010, produced by the National Center for Education 

Statistics in the U.S. Department of Education, there are currently about 55 million students enrolled in K-12 
education in the United States. If you add students at all levels of post-secondary education, the number 
reaches approximately 75 million. By 2019, that number is expected to reach 82 million. This projected 
number exceeds the entire current population of Germany. These students are enrolled in more than 139,000 
educational institutions across the country.

The number of teachers in K-12 education alone totals about 3.7 million and there are approximately136,000 
school administrators at this level. Nearly 21 million of the students in these schools are eligible for the federally 
funded reduced fee/free lunch program, while 6.5 million students are served under IDEA, the Individuals 
with Disabilities Education Act. Education in the U.S. is a system of incredible scope and complexity.

In general, the opinions we express about schools are often informed by observations we made through 
our particular experience – teachers and classrooms we have known. Yet, the immense scale of education in 
this country far exceeds our ability to describe it in simple terms. Still, we tend to generalize from school to 
school, community to community, and state to state. Does it seem like there is a standard recipe used by state 
and federal governments for this purpose? If so, it probably reads something like this:
•	 Begin with a healthy portion of generalization sufficient to explain the entire problem.
•	 Then carefully oversimplify the circumstances to avoid complexity, ambiguity and cognitive dissonance.
•	 Reduce understanding to small set of solutions for purposes of implementation.
•	 Add a measure of false precision to be confident that a means-end reversal can be achieved.
•	 Mix the above in a “blue ribbon” panel, commission or agency. Stir vigorously.
•	 Present the one-size-fits-all results in the form of a written report, with charts and photographs.
•	 Garnish with an executive summary.
•	 Serve at a press conference. 

We have been trying to bake the 
one-size-fits-all education reform 
solution for nearly 50 years. In our 
very large policy bowl, we have mixed 
various portions of innovative teaching 
methods, curricular standards, 
classroom technology, vouchers, 
charter schools, privatization, 

organizational redesign, high-stakes testing, financial incentives, institutional sanctions, and teacher quality 
and preparation. We then periodically hit the puree button to see what we get.  What we pour out is confusion, 
conflict and very little in the way of results.     

Ravitch chronicles a seemingly endless history of failed school reform initiatives across the United States. It’s 
a breath-taking pattern of lowering standards and gaming the system to achieve phantom results in response 
to government demands. She notes:

Reformers imagine that it is easy to create a successful school, but it is not. They imagine that the lessons of a 
successful school are obvious and can be easily transferred to other schools, just as one might take an industrial 
process or a new piece of machinery and install it in a new plant without error. But a school is successful for many 

 
“We have been trying to bake the 
one-size-fits-all education reform 
solution for nearly 50 years.”  
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reasons including the personalities of its leader and teachers; the social interactions among them; the culture of 
the school; the students and their families; the way the school implements policies and programs dictated by the 
state and federal government; the quality of the school’s curriculum and instruction; the resources of the school 
and the community; and many other factors. When a school is successful, it is hard to know which factor was 
most important or if it was a combination of factors. Even the principal and teachers may not know for sure…
Success whether defined as high test scores or graduation rates or student satisfaction, cannot be bottled and 
dispensed at will. This may explain why there are so few examples of low-performing schools that have been 
“turned around” into high performing schools. And it may 
explain why schools are not very good at replicating the 
success of model schools, whether the models are charters 
or regular public schools. Certainly schools can improve and 
learn from one another, but school improvements – if they 
are real – occur incrementally as a result of sustained effort 
over years. 

The latest one-size-fits-all approach is all about the 
teachers. Let’s check the key ingredients for our recipe. 
•	 We have decided that since little else has worked on an aggregate scale across schools, it must be the 

teachers who are the problem. Step one – generalize. Check.
•	 So, if we hold teachers accountable for student outcomes based on standardized test scores regardless of 

the context and circumstances, we can certainly achieve results. Step two – oversimplify. Check.
•	 In order to do this, we need to rate teachers on a scale each year based on current levels of student 

performance. Step three – reduce. Check.
•	 We then take the ratings and rank the teachers so we know which ones are performing well. That way, 

we can identify the bad teachers and get rid of them. Step four – false precision. Check.
Let’s look at one example of the results. New York Times reporters Sharon Otterman and Robert Gebeloff 

reported in 2012 on the release of teacher ratings for elementary and middle schools in New York. They note 
the ratings are “based on how much [teachers] help their students perform on standardized tests.”  They 
indicate, “The ratings have high margins of error, are now nearly two years out of date and are based on tests 
that the state has now acknowledged became too predictable and easy to pass over time.”

Yet, the results are still reported in precise terms and here is the effect as outlined in the article:
Though parents can get a peek inside school buildings for the first time to see differences among teachers, it does 

not help if the underlying information is incorrect, Elizabeth Phillips, the principal of P.S. 321, said.
“What people don’t understand is that they are just not accurate,” she said. “We are talking about minute 

differences in test scores that cause teachers to score in the lowest percentiles,” like a teacher whom she finds great 
and who scored in the sixth percentile because her students went to a 3.92 average test score from a 3.97, out of 
a possible 4.

Seriously?
If we continue to generalize, oversimplify, reduce and rely on false precision, we will invariably expend 

precious resources in time, energy and money with little to show for it.
How can we get back to being educators? 

 
“How can we get back 
   to being educators?”
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Restoring Optimism, A Liberal Arts President’s Perspective
A mythology has grown up around international standardized test scores for math and reading.  It’s an 

appealing historic narrative for Americans – one laced with nostalgia for the “halcyon days” of education. A 
time when we were number one in the world in education as measured by student performance on these tests. 
The problem – it’s not true.  

Ravitch notes the following:
“When the first international assessments were administered in the mid-1960s, our students ranked at or near 

the bottom of those nations tested. In the 1970s, 1980s, and 1990s, American students were often in the bottom 
quartile or near the international average, never first in the international rankings.”

It appears our rhetoric regarding the international standing of the United States in education begins with 
a flawed premise.  

So what are we trying to achieve? Is performance on tests that exclude subjects like history, science and the 
arts sufficiently broad and definitive to be the best measure of our education?  Does the organizational design 
of the school system have a causal effect on student learning outcomes? Will market competition lead to more 
effective teaching and better schools?

As I have been thinking about my own vision for education, I find myself running counter to conventional 
wisdom. For me, education is not transactional; it’s relational. It’s not efficient; but it can be highly effective. 
Most of all, it’s not simple; it’s incredibly complex.

When I begin with these core ideas, I find my categories for understanding and interpreting educational 
settings begin to change. First, student learning and development begins with a gift of time. Our global society 
has for millennia valued the relationship between teacher and student. It’s not a transaction. It can’t be effective 
when it is blindly and rigidly confined. A rich educational setting enables a teacher to be in relationship with 
students. One student is not the same as another. Each classroom has a unique culture and group dynamic. 
One year is not the same as the next. Every teacher has a unique personality. It takes immense time and energy 

to plan learning activities, 
implement approaches 
effectively, assess progress, 
and make adjustments. 
This requires teachers 
to be students of their 
own practice, to grow 
from experience, and to 
develop new methods 
for facilitating learning. 

Teaching is a profession of great value to society, and something amazing happens when we create the time and 
space for teaching and learning in a relational context. What I want most for our students is the opportunity 
to spend time with dedicated and well-prepared teachers.

Second, the content of learning is of the utmost importance. Basic skills in math and reading are indeed 
essential. Yet when we reduce the expanding body of knowledge to such a limited range of academic interests, 
we rob the future of inspired and innovative citizens. Learning is about nurturing curiosity. As questions 
emerge, interest grows and the motivation for learning increases.

“For me, education is not transactional; 
it’s relational. It’s not efficient; but it can 
be highly effective. Most of all, it’s not 
simple; it’s incredibly complex.”  
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Ravitch offers this articulation of the desired content for learning:
“Certainly we want them to be able to read and write and be numerate. Those are the basic skills on which all 

other learning builds. But that is not enough. We want to prepare them for a useful life. We want them to be able 
to think for themselves when they are out in the world on their own. We want them to have good character and 
to make sound decisions about their life, their work, and their health. We want them to face life’s joys and travails 
with courage and humor.  We hope that they will be kind and compassionate in their dealings with others. We 
want them to have a sense of 
justice and fairness. We want 
them to understand our 
nation and our world and the 
challenges we face. We want 
them to be active, responsible 
citizens prepared to think issues 
through carefully, to listen to 
differing views, and to reach 
decisions rationally. We want 
them to learn science and 
mathematics so they understand the problems of modern life and participate in finding solutions. We want them 
to enjoy the rich artistic and cultural heritage of our society and other societies.”

Third, effective learning involves living in community. There is something very powerful about 
interdependence. I see this in many students today. They live openly among their friends. They learn and 
work in teams. They value a shared vocabulary and common experience. Whether in virtual or face-to-face 
settings, students are building relational environments that are highly interdependent and interconnected.  

Those of us who grew up in earlier times often misinterpret what is happening among our students in their 
use of technology. We tend to think of this as a dichotomy of two worlds: the virtual and the real. Students 
don’t see things this way. For them it’s all one experience – fully integrated communication through many 
channels, all of which are valid and effective.

A learning community is much the same. Those of us who are not native to this evolving digital world find 
it strange. Most of us are just trying to adapt and stay current. Our students, by contrast, have grown-up in 
this setting and find it to be completely natural. Accordingly, students draw their learning from many sources, 
but in a setting that is far more social and interactive. I remember as a youngster often hearing my teachers 
say, “Do your own work.” Today’s students cannot relate to this. Individual study carrels in libraries are being 
replaced by tables in cafes. Team learning and group projects are far more common. We write by revision as 
assignments are often iterative and process oriented.

If learning in a relational context requires extended time, rich content, and a sense of community, it is 
no wonder that education reform efforts have consistently failed. It’s time to renew our commitment as 
educators who will embrace an amazingly diverse generation of students, in highly contextual learning 
environments, with the aim of developing great citizens. Education for democracy should be our aim as 
teachers, administrators, parents, and students. Let’s rally together to create learning environments that will 
inspire and restore optimism.

 
“It’s time to renew our commitment as 
educators who will embrace an amazingly 
diverse generation of students, in highly 
contextual learning environments, with 
the aim of developing great citizens.”
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