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Preface

For several decades, educational institutions and educational policy have
been insulated from public and expert scrutiny. We know appallingly little
about the essential elements of school-policy formulation. While studies of
power arid decision making proliferate, there has been an apparent reluctance
on the part of social scientists to extend such studies to school politics and
school politicians. Particularly with regard to large cities, such information
is of critical importance if we are to encourage the development of imaginative
school policy. The present study of decision making in the New York City
school system explores the political forces and the individuals who affect ed-
ucational policy.

The study was conducted over a three-year period. It was initiated as a con-
sultant's report to New York City's Temporary Commission or City Finances.
The later parts of the study were performed pursuant to a contract with the
U.S. Department of Health, Education and Welfare, Office of Education, un-
der the provisions of the Cooperative Research Program. I am indebted to
both organizations for their financial support!

Research conducted by Shiela Gordon, Rhoda Howard, Cynthia Moten,
Beverly Span, and Leslie Zolna of the commission staff contributed to the
findings. Additional research assistance was provided by Wendy Gismot under
a grant from the U.S. Office of Education. And it was through Betty Terrell's
exceptional efforts that the final manuscript was typed and submitted in time.

T. E. Hollander, Studies Director for the Education Task Force of the Tem-
porary Commission, played a major role in raising significant questions, dis-
cussing key concepts, and exploring the solutions proposed. I would also like
to express my appreciation to Allen Rosenthal who provided incisive critical
and editorial comment at various stages of the study.

Finally, I would like to thank Harris Dienstfrey for his invaluable editorial
assistance.
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CHAPTER 1

An Approach to Power and Participation
Pluralist concepts of democracy historically have been hinged to a partici-
patory political system. Although modern empirical studies of power have
adjusted and redefined some of the unrealistic notions about how a democratic
system works, the concept of participation is still used to distinguish open
political systems from closed political systems. Almond and Verba, for a typi-
cal example, distinguish the democratic state as one that "offers the ordinary
man the opportunity to take part in the political decision-making process as
an influential citizen."' In general, the concept of participation has been re-
fined from one of broad public participation as it is manifested in voting, peti-
tions, and referenda to a stress on the participation of representative leader-
ship through civic and interest-group action. Nevertheless, participation re-
mains the most significant measure of the character and fluidity of a political
system.

In technical terms, the two approaches toward studying political behavior
in a community the pluralist and the power elite schools of analysisdis-
agree on the technique for measuring participation.2 The pluralists have de-
scribed power in most larger cities as polylithic, many-sided. Their findings
generally identify nonoverlapping, multiple elites. The power elitists have
maintained that power structures are predominantly monolithic. These dif-
ferences have been the cause of a prolonged exchange on methodological ap-
proach. But the basic issue, for the purposes of this book, a study of policy-
making in the New York City school system, is the general agreement on the
matter of participation.

In all of the major studies of decision making in large cities, several areas
of policy have been surveyed to substantiate or disprove hypotheses related
to the distribution of power. In general, the findings indicate that functional
specialization each area of activity creating its own specialists and profes-
sionalshas also resulted in specialization in policymaking. Indeed, looking
at the aggregate of city functions, the pluralists have cited the lack of overlap
in leadership from one function to another as evidence of a polylithic power
structure or a satisfactorily open participatory system. 'This conclusion is sug-
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gested in Dahl's study of New Haven (Who Governs?), Sayre and Kaufman's
study of New York City (Governing New York City), and Banfield's study of
Chicago (Political Influence).3 Although each of the studies identified relatively
closed decision-making systems in each of the functional areas surveyed,
afl saw the overall system as open. The assumption implied in the"pluralistic"
studies is that although a few men may control decisions in a given functional
area, the multiplicity of elite groups over a city-wide basis is the more relevant
datum in classifying the political system. For example, Sayre and Kaufman
indicate that the central city forces (the mayor and the Board of Estimate) do
not really play an integrative role in most areas, yet the authors do not con-
sider that this situation contradicts their overall evaluation of the whole sys-
tem.4,

It is clear that functional specialization naturally will produce several dis-
tinctive elites within a community, each responsible for policy in a particular
area of specialty. Further, if one analyzes more than one function or type of
policy, no single group will ever appear to control all of the decisions made
in a community. Professionalization and bureaucratic development have as-
sured us of that. But it should also be clear that the only test of the viability
of a multiple elite system as a truly participatory political system is the rela-
tionship of decision making within a subsystem (or functional area) to the sys-
tem as a whole. Any judgment of the total system must include consideration
of the relative openness of various subsystems, their responsiveness to change,
and their ability to convert the demands of "clients" into policiesP As one stu-
dent of political research has noted, the pluralists assume that "specialization
means that American democracies at the community level are better than they
might otherwise be" but they have paid little attention "to the implications
of the finding that relatively small numbers of men predominate as active par-
ticipants over time within a particular domain." 6

It is quite possible to imagine distinctive patterns of relative openness in
certain functional areas, and lack of openness in others. In short, there is no
reason to assume that the mere existence of different areas of activity, each with
its own group of policymakers, is equivalent to an open political system.

The School as a Political Subsystem
City school systems as political subsystems are worthy of specialized analysis

for several reasons. First, school systems are traditionally viewed as arousing
more public interest than any other civic activity and, therefore, in principle,
should entail a wider base of public participation than other areas of speciali-
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zation. A lack of wide participation in this area, thus, would be likely to in-
dicate similar or more restricted public activity in other areas of civic con-
cern. In addition, school professionals pride themselves on encouraging public
participation in school affairs. Their own ideological underpinnings commit
them to public involvement. A study of school policymaking can evaluate how
meaningful that ideology has been in achieving participation. Another reason
for singling out the school system for analysis is the radical change that has
occurred in school populations in large cities over the last two decades. This
change has presented a severe challenge to school policymakers and school
policy. But perhaps the most immediately important reason for analyzing the
area of educational policy is the sheer dearth of information on how school
policy is made and who makes it. Educators themselves have been far more
concerned with the substance of educational policy and have only recently
indicated any interest in the policymaking process. Not to be ignored, finally,
is the fact that education represents the largest item of local expenditure and
by most standards is the most important local government function.

Until recently, social scientists have virtually ignored the school system as
a political institution. The 1954 Supreme Court decision exposed this system
to public view and invited studies of desegregation policy. Public involvement
and concern was aroused and gradually extended beyond the question of de-
segregation. As experts began to explore educational policy on school inte-
gration, they could not avoid the larger issues of how school systems are or-
ganized and how decisions are made.? In the last decade there has been an in-
creasing concern with these questions, although published materials are still
scarce.

This study of the New York City school system is an effort to describe who
participates in school policymaking. Its first purpose is to evaluate the rela-
tive openness of the system by describing how school policy is made in several
important areas. But it is no less concerned with reassessing Sayre
and Kaufman's conclusion that "no single elite dominates the political govern-
mental system of New York." In regard to this second purpose, it carefully
examines the school system in terms of Sayre and Kaufman's view that the slow
process of change in policy in New York City is due to the government's open
channels of access and the city's diversity of interest groups.8 Hopefully, the
type of analysis attempted here has broader implications for the conceptual
rationalization of the pluralistic view of power.
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CHAPTER II

The Participants
Within any school system, the potential participants in the policymaking pro-
cess are essentially the same. Legal power is usually divided between a board
of education and the superintendent. The bureaucracy breaks down into the
central administrative bureaucracy, field administrators, top supervisory
staff, and middle management. Organizations representing each of these
groups are common in the larger school districts, and the activities of each
can be significant. Teachers and teacher organizations, parents and parent
organizations, are also potential participants. Specialized education interest
groups (ad hoc and permanent) have been active in many communities, and
their role can be a vital one. In the general community, there are other po-
tential participants local, state, and federal officials, civic groups, the press,
business organizations, and individual entrepreneurs seeking the rewards of
the school system. Interrelationships, between these potential participants,
the relative power of each, and their role in particular decisions, differs with
the nature of the issues and the political environment of the school system.

Participation in school policy formulation can take three forms: (1) closed
only the professionals in the system participate; (2) limited the board
of education and/or the mayor and specialized educational interest groups
participate; and (3) wide groups not wholly concerned with school policy
participate.

The Board of Education
The Board of Education in New York City is the official policymaking body

for the school system, and its nine members are responsible for long-range
educational planning. Traditionally, the appointments of the mayor, who
selected the Board until 1961, when his selection was mediated by a civic
screening panel, had reflected careful consideration of local interests as well
as political favor. The balance of interest was reflected in an implicit religious
formula of 3:3:3 three Catholics, three Jews, and three Protestants and
in the appointment of either a Negro or Puerto Rican or both. Geographic
distribution demanded by the by-laws assured borough representation. The
religious and racial balances, interestingly enough, are continued in
the current selection process.1 (See Table 1.)
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TABLE 1

MEMBERS OF BOARD OF EDUCATION:
PERSONAL DATA, 1966

Sex Age Religion

M F 40-49 50-59 60-69 Protestant Catholic Jewish

8 1 2 4 3 3 3 3

There was little question prior to 1961 that the mayor would exercise some
measure of control over the Board, and the Board members, in turn, could
use their political influence with the mayor. Strong Board presidents who
were politically oriented served as the channel for communication with the
mayor.2

The screening-panel procedure instituted in 1961 strengthened the role of
the civic groups and reduced the influence of the mayor. Members of the
Board nominated by civic groups are less likely to be intimates of the mayor,
and they are less likely to consult with him on school problems. However,
people outside the formal school structure, interviewed during this study
about the new appointment procedure, expressed dissatisfaction with the lack
of political "know-how" of Board members. They pointed out that Board mem-
bers lack personal influence and no longer can play the political role expected
of them by school groups. Of the nine members of the current Board, there
are three lawyers, one accountant, one businessman, one labor union official,
a civic activist, and two educators. (See Table 2.)

TABLE 2
MEMBERS OF THE BOARD OF EDUCATION:

EDUCATION AND PROFESSIONAL STATUS, 1966

Education levels
Masters degree 2
Law degree 3

Doctorate 3

Professional Background°

Teacher, lecturer, or professor 6
Labor leader 2
Accountant 1

Attorney 3

Civic organizations in education 1

a
Totals are more than 9 because of overlap.
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The Board's role has been largely one of balancing conflicting pressures
and interests. Essentially it is a mediator rather than an initiator of policy.
As the spokesman for official policy, the Board nominally participates in all
major decisions. It spends a great deal of its time, however, on sensitive issues
where the balance of power in the Board fails to produce a consensus. These
are not necessarily major areas of policy. For example, site-selection contro-
versies have recently occupied an undue amount of Board time. (The Board
reviews all questions of site selection when there is disagreement. This is a
rather frequent occurrence, particularly since the question of school integra-
tion is usually involved.) Other seemingly unimportant but sensitive policy
issues have taken up much Board time because the system provides no other
way to settle them.

In the five areas selected for examination in the current study budget,
curriculum, selection of superintendent, salary, and integration the Board's
role ranged from superficial participation (in the budget process) to formu-
lation and promulgation of policy and failure to achieve it (in school inte-
gration). On the two major salary increases to emerge in recent years, the
Board participated in early negotiations but was satisfied to shift final respon-
sibility to the mayor or his mediators. Selecting a superintendent is the area
in which the Board exercised most direct power.

In more general terms, however, the traditional Board had never fulfilled
its obligations for long-range planning, and the new Board has not shown any
tendency to be more successful in this area than its predecessor. (It seems to
be the case that prior to 1961 individual members of the Board were involved
in policymaking essentially as a result of their own political stature and their
association with the mayor.) In recent years, moreover, the lack of a strong
staff has greatly limited the level and character of Board participation. The
argument for and against a Board staff has been a continuing one in New York
City. Prior to the 1961 upheaval, the Board maintained a strong committee
system with a staff assigned to each committee. In 1962, the new Board aban-
doned this system as an act of good faith to a new superintendent from out-

. side the New York City school system (Calvin Gross). But without staff the
Board cannot realistically challenge or review the programs of the admin-
istrative bureaucracy, and in 1965 the Board again began to expand its own
staff. Nonetheless, as the school system has grown larger and more complex
and policies demand more specialized knowledge, the Board has had to with-
draw from an effective policy role a pattern to be seen in several other city
school systems.3 The bureaucracy and special-interest groups have gained
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power by means of their expertise, while the Board, lacking expertise and
political leverage, has lost power.

Local School Boards
In 1961, the Board of Education was empowgyed to appoint local board mem-

bers for 25 new district boards.4 (District selection panels submit two or three
names for each vacancy to the district superintendents, who pass the list on
to the Board.) The activation of such local school boards was, in part, a recog-
nition of the inadequacy of both one city-wide Board and a system too over-
centralized to respond to local needs. The local boards, however, were given
no real authority in the determination of school policy. Generally, they have
acted as community buffers, holding hearings and discussing narrow local
issues, yet they have not had the authority to resolve local problems. Local
boards view themselves as preservers of narrow local interests, particularly
with regard to integration policy. Officially, the boards rarely act as a body;
members are more prone to voice personal views on issues. Local boards do
not have the information or facility, much less the authority, to follow through
on matters that affect policy."

The Board of Education has been reluctant to delegate powers to local
boards for fear that they would encroach upon its own authority. District sup-
erintendents arc also hesitant to enhance the position of the local boards for
fear that they might interfere with local school administration. As a compro-
mise, the local boards have been assigned the power to hold hearings -- which,
it seems fair to note, is harmless enough.

Under a 1965 reorganization plan, the 25 districts were increased to 31. The
new plan was to promote greater emphasis on decentralized policymaking,
utilizing the district superintendent arid the local boards more effectively.
There is no indication, however, that the plan provides for any basic redis-
tribution of power in the system. Budgeting and personnel policy continue
to be centralized, and there is no provision for flexibility in initiating new
programs. The present school superintendent has indicated, in an interview,
that budgetary procedures in themselves prevent any effective decentraliza-
tion of the city school system and that policy formulation will remain a head-
quarters responsibility so long as these procedures are unchanged.

The Superintendent

One of the most confusing aspects of school administration in New York
City has been the growth in power of the administrative staff while the super-
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intendent has remained a relatively limited chief executive. In part, it is the
very strength of the bureaucracy that has undermined the role of the super-
intendent .5

Nine superintendents have served the city school system since 1898. (See
Table 3.) As the table shows, the first superintendent's tenure was the longest,
a period of 20 years. The other eight superintendents have had notably shorter
terms of office. The two superintendents preceding the present incumbent
(Bernard Donovan) served respectively four- and three-year terms. The rel-
atively short tenure in office of the last four superintendents has undoubtedly
taken its toll so far as the power of the office is concerned. (The high casualty
rate of superintendents appears to be characteristic of several large cities.6)
Open conflict between the superintendent and the Board was evidenced in
three of the last four administrations, one such conflict resulting in the super-
intendent's dismissal.? Although over the long run the Board has lost power
vis -a -vis the bureaucracy and special-interest groups, vis-a -vis the superin-
tendent, it still remains the more powerful. The last two Board presidents have

TABLE 3

SUPERINTENDENTS OF SCHOOLS IN NEW YORK CITY,
1898-1965

Name Dale Years of Office

William II. Maxwell 1898.1918 20

William L. Ettinger 1918.1928 6

William J. O'Shea 1928.1934 10

Harold G. Campbell 1934-1942 8

John E, Wade 1942-1047 5

William Jansen 1947-1958 11

John Theobald 1058.1062 4

Calvin Gross° 1962.1965 3

Bernard Donovan 1965-

a
I he only superitstemknt who had no previous experience in the

New York City school system.
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proudly claimed that they devoted at least 45 hours a week to their jobs, indi-
cating both a day-to-day involvement in school affairs that in all probability
ought to be left to the superintendent and a general lack of reliance on the
superintendent for policy recommendations.

Individual superintendents vary in the degree to which they exercise the
powers of the office. Such differences can be measured in terms of their rela-
tionship to the Board and to the supervisory staff, and in their rapport with
public-interest groups.

But despite such variance, there are important structural limitations to the
superintendent's executive powers. The superintendent in New York City
lacks the most essential power of a strong executive, the power of appointment
and removal. The system's supervisory staff is developed completely through
promotion from the ranks. Tenured supervisors hold top policymaking jobs,
allowing the superintendent little flexibility in appointments. All assistant
superintendents receive tenure after a three-year probationary period. The
ingrown quality of the staff was increased by the last previous superintendent
(Gross), who further encumbered his own appointive powers by establishing a
procedure under which the existing assistant superintendents provided him
with a list of recommended candidates for the selection of future assistant
superintendents. While the list has no official status, any deviation from its
recommendations would most assuredly incur the wrath of the group that had
drawn it up. The superintendent is further debilitated by his dependency on
the Board of Examiners. It is not uncommon for the Examiners to delay ex-
amination and approval of candidates for assistant superintendent whom the
superintendent may wish to appoint to his own staff.

The effect of all this is that no superintendent can rely on his own team of
trusted advisors. He cannot freely develop his own advisory staff and is en-
cumbered by the appointments and promotions made by his predecessors.
Appointments from outside the system are almost nonexistent. (It appears
that any superintendent from outside the system, and not himself subject to
its loyalties, is likely to find his task all the more difficult. The only such sup-
erintendent in New York history is Calvin Gross, who occupied the office from
1962-65. A magazine article, written after his dismissal, correctly noted that
"Gross could have made a real dent on the New York City schools if only he
had had a handful of trusted special assistants."8)

Loyalties developed within such an environment are strong and are based
largely on who appointed whom. Top level deputy and assistant superinten-
dents have moved up in the separate divisions of the system, and their loyal-

*
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ties are based on their associations in these divisions. Some individuals un-
doubtedly think they should have been superintendent. This results in much
backbiting and petty jealousies.

The superintendent thus must cope with the potentially competing interests
df his own supervisory bureaucracy.9Further, on occasion, directives and policy
statements issued by the superintendent on key policies have been attacked
by his own supervisory staff, both by the staff's professional organizations
and, officially, through the organized committees on which the staff members
sit.

In March of 1964, the Council of Supervisory Associations a professional
organization made up of the various supervisory associations -- issued a gen-
eral statement condemning policies of the then superintendent (Gross) and
noting his failure to consult with his professional staff before making decisions.
In a more recent controversy the High School Principals Association criticized
the incumbent superintendent (Donovan) for interfering with a principal's
decision on school dress regulation.19

In the area of the budget, the superintendents' lack of power is also notable.
Several days spent in the budget office at headquarters indicated that the bud-
get office staff did not act in either a policymaking or an advisory capacity.
Budget estimates are based essentially on preestablished ratios of books and
teachers to pupils, with slight adjustments according to the type of school.
Budget approvals come from division heads and are reviewed in hearings con-
trolled by the same people. In short, the budget-making process is quite out-
side the control of the superintendent. (This is discussed more fully in the
next chapter.) The last previous superintendent met with his budget director
only once a year.

The procedures and influences in the choice of the superintendent pre-
condition his ability to control the system he must direct. His choice is so much
dependent upon his ability to rise within that system that he can hardly be ex-
pected to challenge it once he takes office. His own rise to power is an indica-
tion of his acceptance of established interests and loyalties; his success as super-
intendent is a further measure of his willingness to support and enhance those
interests.

The Bureaucracy
The education bureaucracy in New York City must be viewed in at least

two separate categories: (1) the headquarters staff and (2) the operational field
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staff. A precise figure on the size of the headquarters staff is difficult to deter-
mine; it is estimated to be somewhere around 3,000. At least four-to-five-hun-
dred people working at headquarters do not appear in its budget. Although
serving as full-time headquarters personnel, they are paid out of local school
budgets. The operational field staff includes some 2,200 principals and assist-
ant principals, 31 district superintendents, and 740 department chairmen.
(See Appendix A.)

A core supervisory group which holds much of the decision-making power
includes some 30 headquarters staff members including the executive deputy
superintendent and the deputy superintendent in charge of instruction and
curriculum, the Board of Examiners, 20 of the 30 assistant superintendents,
and a few active directors of special bureaus. Much of the power which has
been lodged in this central staff has prevented the expansion of the role of
the district superintendents, who function in a liaison capacity and who al-
though nominally supervisory, practically speaking are an anachronism in
the system.

With the exception of two assistant superintendents, who had experience in
school systems outside of New York City, the entire core supervisory group
was bred within the New York City school system many as principals, al-
most all with long experience at headquarters. A review of the background
of the 26 top supervisory staff members revealed that their careers followed
a general pattern. Having served as principals or assistant principals, they
were brought into the Board on special assignment and/or had served on spe-
cial committees (usually as a result of contacts already established at head-
quarters).

Although no extensive analysis of the ethnic and religious back-
grounds of supervisors was attempted, it was evident that the supervisors were
predominantly Catholic and Jewish. The more recent appointments include a
larger proportion of Jews, while the highest ranking positions are held by
Catholics, In 1965 the three top`ranking officials were Catholic. There are very
few Negroes in supervisory positions at headquarters and a limited number
of Negro school principals throughout the city. (See Tables 4, 5, and 6.) Assign-
ment to headquarters staff by school division. reinforces the loyalties of staff
members to that division and its supervisory staff. In all school reorganization
proposals, these loyalties have repeatedly fostered preservation of
the status quo.
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TABLE 4

ASSISTANT SUPERINTENDENTS, HEADQUARTERS
(Sample of 26)

Highest Graduate Degree Held, 1966

None 2

Masters 16

Law
a

Doctorate 8

arwo superintendents held a law and a masters degree.

TABLE 5

ASSISTANT SUPERINTENDENTS, HEADQUARTERS
(Sample of 26)

Age, 1966a

40-50 2

51.60 13

61-70 11

a
Some ages represent estimates based on biographical data.

TABLE 6

ASSISTANT SUPERINTENDENTS, FIELD
(Sample of 26)

Years in Present Position Years in NYC School Systema

0.5 6-10 10.20 21.80 81.40 41.50
.1011.

20 6 1 6 14

a
Some figures are estimates based on biographical data.
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In almost every area of school policy it was evident that those at headquarters,
particularly the core of 30-odd supervisors, were major policymakers. They
exercise power individually as heads of divisions and departments, and as a
group they act to reinforce their individual decisions. Overcentralization has
long plagued the New York City school system, and several studies have stressed
the need for thorough administrative reorganization.n Yet it seems clear
that the Board's efforts along these lines, led by the last two superintendents,
have been thwarted by the vested interests of the staff in maintaining the
status quo.12

District Superintendents
The supervisors in the field are the district superintendents. These men

represent the only means by which the present structure can achieve any ad-
ministrative decentralization and the system's only source of professional liai-
son with local school needs. A detailed questioning of nine of the 25 district
superintendents indicated that the superintendents do not participate in the
formulation of school policy. Most of the individuals interviewed complained
that they were not involved significantly in budgeting, curriculum implemen-
tation, assignment of personnel, or formulation of general school policy. Very
few had meaningful relations with headquarters staff. Theircontact with schools
was limited to periodic visits and to meetings with principals, but rarely with
teachers. The superintendents believed that even if they could pinpoint special
local needs, there was not much that they could do about dealing with them.
(See Apperdix B.) In part, then, the ineffectiveness of the superintendents
is due to their own narrow understanding of their function.

But it is also due to their general lack of budgetary and personnel powers.
District superintendents have no discretion in the distribution of funds and
only the most limited kind of discretion in the assignment of personnel. Their
staffs are small and largely clerical. In practical terms, district superinten-
dents act as a buffer for parent dissatisfaction that remains unresolved by the
school principal. The superintendents' lack of participation in policy decisions
gives support to the central conclusion of this study, that the central super-
visory staff has cornered the power market.'3

Supervisory Associations

As already noted, the Council of Supervisory Associations, organized in
1962, is a professional organization made up of the various individual super-
visory associations -- including those for high school principals, junior high
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school principals, elementary school principals, assistant principals, high
school chairmen, the Board of Examiners, assistant superintendents, and asso-
ciate superintendents. Invariably, policies which require fundamental insti-
tutional change are challenged by the supervisory staff through the Council,
which has close to 3,000 members. Through the individual associations, and
jointly through the Council, even though it has no formal position in the school
system, the vested interests of the supervisory staff exert a strong influence
in education policy." The Council has openly opposed the Princeton Plan,
school busing, the comprehensive high school plan, the dropping of I.Q. ex-
aminations, and school pairingafter they were adopted as official policy
by the Board and by the superintendent.15 It is noteworthy that with one ex-
ception (dropping the I.Q. examinations) none of these policies was imple-
mented.

The Teachers and the Union

Because of the power it wields in collective bargaining, the United Federa-
tion of Teachers is among the system's major policymakers. The Union, whose
membership in New York City is over 30,000, is the official bargaining agent
for the city's teachers. The Union contract determines wide areas of personnel
practices,,expenditures, and teaching allotments. Because salaries and tea-
chers' benefits represent close to half the total education budget, the Union
is directly involved in matters of finance. The potential power of the Union
to participate in other policy areas has not been fully realized because of its
own decision to concentrate its attention on salary scales and related benefits.
The teachers as a group do not participate, for example, in the most obvious
area in which their expertise would be extremely helpful, the development
of curriculum. (With the exception of a few high school specialists, the Bureau
of Curriculum Research, for its part, has made no effort to involve teachers
in its programs.) Nor is there any evidence to indicate that teachers were con-
sulted on integration policy or about the problems of ghetto schools. Teachers
are not at all involved in budgeting or selection of the superintendent, either
through the Union or as individuals .16

In sum, the Union can be viewed as representing another large "professional"
group engaged in policymaking in education that functions as a satellite rather
than as a core group. Its membership comprises the largest group of profes-
sionals in the school system. In the few limited areas (outside of salary policy
and related fringe benefits) on which it has taken a public position, it appears
to have been motivated largely by a desire to maintain the status quo. The Union
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has publicly and privately fought transfers of experienced teachers to difficult
schools, and the rotation plan has reamined a voluntary program. It has also
questioned the advisability of a 4:4:4 school reorganization because the plan
threatened the status of the junior high school teacher. On the other hand, it
has advanced the More Effective Schools proposal, that called for the creation
of several specially staffed schools with low pupil-teacher ratios. From inter-
views conducted with Union leaders, it was clear that they themselves saw a
conflict between, on the one hand, educational and professional goals, and, on
the other, the narrow interests of its membership. In some instances the Union
leaders expressed concern that their own positions of power might be threat-
ened if they violated the narrower interests of their membership.

Local Civic and Interest Groups
It should be clear from this description that education decision making is

closely circumscribed within the functional specialization of the New York
City political system. However, the professional school bureaucracy is answer-
able in some circumstances to an organized clientele that reflects the same
kind of specialization. Specifically, two interest groups in New York City share
the responsibility for overseeing education policy : the United Parents Asso-
ciation and the Public Education Association. Board membership in both or-
ganizations overlap, and the two professional staffs work closely together.

The United Parents Association is a central city-wide organization made
up of delegates elected by local school-parent associations that have chosen
to join the central city agency. The Parents Association is generally reformist
in orientation, although it is highly selective in its campaigns. Its leadership
has been drawn largely from the Jewish community.17 Its general membership
is drawn largely trom middle-class white parents, who are primarily concerned
with local school problems and facilities. The Association accordingly has
directed much of its attention to these issues. In recent years, site selection
controversies and school integration problems have occupied much of its time.

The Association speaks for parents and maintains a direct concern with the
immediate effects of policy on local school situations. It has at times taken
general policy positions on "key" issues and when possible makes use of direct
influence with Board of Education members. A current member of the Board
was an officer of the Association prior to her appointment and still maintains
active communication with it. The Association's executive director was re-
cently appointed a staff advisor to the Board. The Association has supported
the appointment of supervisory staff in the Board of Education and appears
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to have viable contacts within the bureaucracy. Although it is unlikely that
the Association could stimulate city-wide support for certain policies, it has
effectively used this threat to influence staff and Board decisions. By and large,
however, the Association supports current school policy and offers little in
the way of alternatives.

The Public Education Association is a composite group representing pro-_
fessional education interests in the city that are outside of the school system
itself. Board members of the PEA represent the major civic groups in the city.
The Association's activities have centered on the long-range educational
aspects of school policy. Its strategy has been to study special problems and
to make public recommendations based on its studies. One of the Association's
reports contributed significantly to rethinking and reshaping school policy
on vocational schools.18 In 'general, the views of the United Parents Associa-
tion and Public Education Association on any issue are never far apart, although
the latter has tended to support greater independence for the school system
in all areas, while the former seems to prefer continued reliance on financial
support from the city.

Since 1961, the screening-panel method of selecting the Board of Education
has given the two Associations a more direct role in the selection of Board
members. Both groups are represented on the panel and exercise a notable
influence in the nomination process.

As will be seen, the Public Education Association has directly attempted to
influence the selection of the last four superintendents. An increase in its in-
fluence became apparent when the new Board was instituted in 1961. Prior
to that time, the Association had not been successful in its efforts to bring in
an outsider as superintendent, and its recommendations had been virtually
ignored. It has been an important influence, however, in the last two appoint-
ments.

On the whole, the role of both Associations as overseers of educational policy
is supportive rather than critical. Their inclination is to work within the struc-
ture, focusing on particular problems. Neither has suggested any radical
change. Both groups exercise little influence in the area of curriculum. On
occasion, one, or both, have made general statements regarding the need for
the inclusion of certain material in the curriculum, or for greater emphasis
in a given field, but such concern is sporadic and unfocused. Both have
supported increased school expenditures and larger city and state appropria-
tions.
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The Press

Education reporting in the New York City press is rather limited. The New
York Times has an education editor (currently, Fred Hechinger), but his weekly
and sparse columns are concerned largely with national education matters.
Periodically, local school issues that have implication for other school systems
are covered. A regular Times education reporter (Leonard Buder) is mare
intimately concerned with local matters. His column appears several times
a week, except of course when there is a controversy worthy of a daily news
story. School desegregation controversies receive a great deal of attention.
Buder's constant attention to school affairs serves the purpose of providing
a select group of Times' readers with information that might otherwise be hid-
den. He has not, however, delved into school problems independently. The
paper's editorials on education are generally supportive of the school system
anc mild in their approach.

The only other newspaper which reports on education regularly is the World
Journal Tribune (a column formerly carried in one of its predecessors, the World
Telegram). This paper runs a school page in the early edition, more a service
to teachers than to anyone else. It lists openings, exam results, appointments,
and meeting;,.

The only recent critical article on the school system was as a part of a series
on the "City In Crisis" in the now defunct Herald Tribune (also incorporated
in the World Journal Tribune). Its focus was primarily on the schools' lack of
adequate resources.19

Joseph Pois, in his study of a school board crisis in Chicago, notes that news-
paper scrutiny has had a very important impact on the board operations in that
city. He implies that reporting on the board's position and the votes within
it touches sensitive areas of concern,20 Reporting in New York papers is not
so probing.
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CHAPTER III

The Educational Environment

A Changing Population
The school system is the city in microcosm. Its problems are the problems
of a metropolis, its current needs a reflection of the increasing pressures of
a changing population. The ability of the system to adapt to such changes
is integral to its success or failure. Much depends upon .the responsiveness
of those with power and their ability to develop policies appropriate to the
task. No small part of the task is the sheer magnitude of its context. The size
and political complexity of large cities cannot be overestimated as an impor-.
tant aspect of the problem of educational change.

In New York City, the total school register increased 16 per cent' during
the last decade. In itself, the increase is not substantial. What is important
is the radical change in the composition of the school population.

The critical factor in the change has been the loss of over 800,000 of the
city's middle-class whites and the influx of 700,000 Puerto Ricans and Negroes.
Between 1957-58 and 1964-65, while the number of Negro and Puerto Rican
pupils in the public schools increased by 64 and 46 per cent respectively, the
number of white (other) pupils decreased by 13 per cent.2 Negro and Puerto
Rican children comprised over 45 per cent of the school population in 1964-
65, compared with 32 per cent in 1957-58. Population forecasts indicate that
no matter what policies are adopted for the public schools, the proportion of
Negro and Puerto Rican pupils will exceed 66 per cent in 1970 and 70 per cent
in 1975.3

A high proportion of these children do and will come from homes where the
problems associated with poverty overshadow all others. Thus, the city's schools
must recognize and cope with the consequences in their students of family
instability, low educational level of parents, lack of parental supervision, poor
housing, and poor health. The schools must also overcome basic educational
handicaps common to such young people, including poor speech and language
problems, fewer indirect learning experiences, fewer opportunities for solving
problems, and less interaction between adults and children .4
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The problems for the schools have been aggravated further by the shift of
white middle-class students from public to private schools and by the concen-
tration of the Negro and Puerto Rican population in certain sections of the
city, and especially in certain boroughs. Manhattan is most affected; its school
population is now over 70 per cent Negro and Puerto Rican.5 (See Table I,
Appendix A.)

Coping with a school population that has changed so rapidly requires, first
of all, immense efforts by those responsible for educational policy and, sec-
ondly, large changes in the school system itself.

Demands and Needs

The New York City school system has been the beneficiary of substantial
increases in funds and personnel over the last decade with seemingly little
effective change in the calibre of the system as a whole and with only limited
success in special programs.

There has been, for one thing, a substantial growth in the number of teachers.
While from 1954 to 1964 pupil enrollment rose 16 per cent, the increase of edu-
cational employees was double that, or 37 per cent. (See Table IV, Appendix
A.) At the elementary school level, the number of instructional positions in-
creased by 24 per cent, while enrollment rose only 4.5 per cent. In particular,
the number of guidance, remedial reading, library, and other special service
teachers grew sizably.6

However, despite the large and generally disproportionate (to enrollment)
increases in instructional staff, there has been little change in class size. The ma-
jority of classes in New York City schools have had and continue to have 30
or more pupils. The "improvement" in pupil-teacher ratio has come about
through an increase in teaching positions outside the classroom.

For example, of the 2,500 new teachers added to the elementary school staff
in the past ten years, 1,000 teach the teachers that is, they provide one pre-
paration period a week for regular classroom teachers. Further, 100 of the new
"service teachers" do not teach at all, but are assigned to field superintendents'
offices as coordinators of reading, science, mathematics, or health.

Many of the new special service teachers have been included in new programs
geared toward educationally backward children. The host of such new pro-
grams, includes Higher Horizons, after school study centers, corrective read-
ing programs, reading clinics, the new summer elementary school programs,
prekindergarten programs, early identification and prevention programs, jun-
ior guidance and career guidance programs. While each program takes a
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slightly different tack (e.g., corrective feading is for retarded readers, while
the reading clinic is for children whose reading ability appears hampered by
emotional problems), all of them are based on the premise that compensatory
and complementary services will bring to the "culturally deprived" child the
advantages enjoyed by his "culturally privileged" counterpart.

Although a listing of these programs is impressive, the results have been
far from successful. Where evaluations have been made, as in the case of the
Higher Horizons program, there have been very few notable results.? In other
cases, the programs represent more narrowly conveived experiments affecting
only a small number of students. The basic point is this, that no fundamental
changes in the school system have been made to meet the vast changes in the city's
population. The issue can be put even more strongly. The New York City
school system has appeared paralyzed in the face of the massive school prob-
lems of the postwar years. Despite its series of compensatory programs, it has
shown itself unable to adapt or innovate adequately to stem a precipitous down-
hill trend. Large, cumbersome, and burdened by a congested bureaucracy, the
school system has suffered from inertia or has responded dilatorily to the new
major demands being made on it.

The personnel of the system are variously aware of its failures, and different
groups ascribe the blame to different sources. While the administrators in the
system berate poor teaching, the teachers are critical of the supervisory staff;
and the Board of Education divides responsibility between the two. Certainly,
the selection of highly qualified personnel on every level would add consider-
ably to the system. A recent profile of a school principal in a Manhattan ghetto
school suggests the contribution that can be made by thoughtul, creative, and
talented people within the system.8 However, the procedures for selection of
personnel, the standards for maintaining or enhancing one's position, and the
environment in which one functions are all a product of the total complex of
the system's decision-making structure.

For example, while several major studies over the past dozen years have
called for drastic changes in the Board of Examiners in order to improve and
facilitate the selection of teachers and promotions to administrative ranks,
the Board of Examiners has remained solidly intact. Further, while the Preusse
(1959) and other major studies have called for reorganization of the school
system, only in 1965 was a plan offered, and procedures for implementation of
that plan have not been forthcoming. And while study after study (Strayer-
Yavner, 1951; Preusse, 1959; Heald, 1959; Schinnerer, 1961; Gulick, 1963)
has called for a clear differentiation between the duties of the Board of Edu.
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cation and the superintendent, the line is still unclear and the position of the
superintendent of schools is still relatively weak.9 Significantly, while the
Board of Education initially set out a strong program for integration, delay
and indecision hamstrung the program and debilitated it. In effect, the prob-
lems are known, but very little is done.

Any indictment of the city school system can be fortified with an array of
evidence that illustrates deficiencies in teaching, administration, school plant,
and most significantly, the performance of students. More than half the city's
pupils are behind the national norms of their grade level. In two series of
tests given to the city's school children, results showed that 53.9 per cent of
the second graders were below national norms in reading, as were three-fifths
of the pupils in the fourth grade. In the administration of the Iowa Achieve-
ment tests, 54.5 per cent of the fourth graders and 58.6 per cent of the sixth
graders were below national norms. In arithmetic, 59.8 per cent of the fourth
graders scored below national norms, as did 60.6 per cent of the sixth graders.'°
This evidence in and of itself is indicative of the failure of New York City's
school system. Such conditions as the obsolete school plants, lack of adequate
textbooks, and outdated facilities could also be cited.11

A persistent lack of fundamental change in basic components of the educa-
tional system is the most incriminating evidence. New York City has not wit-
nessed any meaningful change in curriculum, administrative structure, teach-
ing recruitment, appointment and training, or general organization for at least
three decades. The source of educational policy, how and by whom decisions
are made, therefore is a matter of vital concern.

Educational policy encompasses all of the decisions related to the operation
of the school system. To determine how policy is made and the relative power
of the various participants to influence decisions, this analysis focused on
a cross section of school policy. The selection was based on the need to include
different types of policy, while allowing for the widest possible variation in
the degrees of participation and kinds of participants. Policy was viewed not
as a matter of single decisions but in the context of a continuum as a series
of decisions of the same kind made over a period of time.

Five areas were selected for intensh e study: (I) appointment of the super-
intendent; (2) increases in teachers' salaries; (3) budgeting; (4) school inte-
gration; and (5) curriculum development 12

Over a period of a year and. a half, all newspaper items in two daily news-
papers were analyzed, with the object of recording all public statements and
reports on education policy. These items were categorized by participant and
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issue, providing a general picture of the public roles and concerns of all par-
ticipants. A series of detailed, selective interviews with Board of Education
members and their professional staff were then conducted. Findings were
cross-checked in interviews with participants outside the school system, in-
cluding staff members of the Public Education Association, United Federation
of Teachers, and other civic groups. Lawyers and educators, knowledgeable
in school affairs, were also consulted. A special survey questionnaire was de-
veloped for longer interviews with half the field superintendents in the system.
The files of civic groups were researched for relevant data on specific issues.
Finally, a search was made of all professional and popular literature for ac-
counts of decision making in other school systems for comparative purposes.
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CHAPTER IV

Professionals Decide: The Monopolization of Budgeting
and Curriculum Policy

Lack of innovation and continued reliance on past programs and practices
is especially notable in two major areas of school policy, curriculum develop-
ment and budgeting. Both of these areas of policy are so completely controlled
by the supervisory bureaucracy at headquarters that even satellite groups
with special interests in such matters have been removed from policy deci-
sions. Thus, these two areas provide examples of closed participation func-
tional specialization in more or less pure form.

School Budgeting

Budgeting policy can be a major instrument for developing a continuous
evaluation of and innovation within a system, or it can be a bookkeeping op-
eration supporting the status quo. Developments on the federal level indicate
the potential of budget review as a source of alternative policy formulation.
Comprehensive program planning and review combined with budget analysis
is spreading from the Defense Department to other agencies in the federal
government. These new techniques, which rely on the most up-to-date tech-
nological developments, offer the means for more broadly conceived policy-
making.

The implications of budget policy are so enormous that they reflect on all
other aspects of educational policy. The Board of Education, in contrast to
other city departments, has wide discretion. It is the only city agency with
a "lump-sum" appropriation rather than the usual "line-item" appropriation,
thereby effectively giving it complete control over its expense budget.

The Board has received a lump-sum appropriation since 1962.1 A 1963 mem-
orandum of understanding, signed by the mayor, the comptroller, and the
president of the Board of Education, spells out the freedom of the Board to
allocate and administer its funds. The Board can shift funds from one pro-
gram to another without specific approval of the mayor, the Board of Esti-
mate, or the Bureau of the Budget, though in certain instances it must hold
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public hearings. The Board needs the approval of the mayor only for increases
in the total budget allotment.2 Further, the Board's control of its budget is es-
sentially free from state control.3

The only non-Board personnel who participate in the budget process are
the two budget examiners assigned to the Board of Education by the city's
budget director. In June or July each year, the examiners submit a five-year
budget estimate to the director. The estimate is based on conversations with
operating division administrators; on a review of current programs, new pro-
grams, class size, pupil register; and on projections of the data developed from
this review. In September, the examiners meet with the headquarters staff to
discuss the budget for the coming fiscal year on the basis of revised pupil regis-
ters and other changes that may have taken place. Although the examiners are
directed to make field visits, ostensibly to determine whether utilization of
facilities is in line with the figures cited in the justification cif the current year's
budget, they have little time for that kind of activity.

The examiners' only job is to provide the mayor and budget director with
estimates of the funds needed to continue existing programs. Their estimates
are taken from the Board's own staff. Their function is purely one of liaison,
and they are not in any way involved in school programing or the determina-
tion of budget policy.

Though the Board has extensive control over its area of concern, its budget
making, as with most units of government, is incremental, fragmented, and
nonprogrammatic. Determination of the size and content of a given year's
budget is based on the previous year's budget, with allowances for increased
costs of equipment, supplies, scheduled salary increments, and increased rates
of pay.

There is very little flexibility in the budget because of the tremendous
number of commitments that are made years in advance. It has been estimated
that mandated expenditures make up to 60 per cent of the budget. Most items
are automatically approved year after year.

An important part of budgeting policy is the establishment of standards for
the entire school system. The only standard established by law (in the bylaws
of the Board) is the ratio of assistant principals and administrative assistants
to teachers. Otherwise, determinations of average class size, teacher-student
ratio, the ratio of clerks to pupils, the per capita allotment for textbooks and
supplies, and the allocation of librarians and other teaching positions are made
each year.

Allocations of books and supplies are made in November for the coming

-9,111111



25

fiscal year, based on the amount of money that had been available for this pur-
pose during the previous year. This allocation is then broken down into a per
capita amount for each of the three categories of schools in the system spe-
cial service, more effective, and regular.4 The differential is decided upon by
the superintendent in charge of each operating division.5 Withheld from this
allocation is an amount estimated for reserves in case there should be a cut-
back, a new program, Ix- an unforeseen contingency.

In addition, the bureaus of Home Economics, Industrial Arts, Health Edu-
cation, and CRMD services, and other special bureaus get lump-sum amounts
that they in turn allocate to the schools, also on the basis of the number of
special classes and the number of students.

Local boards and district superintendents have little or no discretion in the
development of the budget. Adjustments to local needs are nonexistent (ex-
cept in formulas established for special service category schools). Individual
principals have no budget leeway; they are restricted by headquarters policies
and directives. (Each district superintendent and principal has a small fund
to meet special costs.) A result of this procedure is that experimentation or
new programs are possible only as they are developed at headquarters and
given budget confirmation.

Budgeting, in short, is a central operation, developed at school headquarters
and controlled by the core supervisory staff. The supervisory staff's discus-
sions, held from the middle of August to the middle of September, define
budgeting objectives and govern preparation of budget requests by the various
divisions and bureaus. In late September, each division submits its formal
budget requests to the school system's Office of Business Affairs. Justification
for requests is outlined in the forms that accompany submissions. Each super-
intendent who heads a division at headquarters reviews requests under his
jurisdiction prior to their submission and again in hearings after submission.

The compilation prepared by the Office of Business Affairs is submitted to
the superintendent of schools in early November and then to the Board of
Education. Public hearings are held by the Board at the end of December,
and the budget is adopted by December 30.

Final acceptance must await the presentation of the entire city budget by
the mayor to the Board of Estimate and the City Council in the following April.
Public hearings are scheduled when the mayor presents his budget to the Board
of Estimate. After the mayor's budget is prepared with a lump-sum appropria-
tion for education, the Board of Education must adjust its line-item schedule
to the lump-sum appropriation made by the city. Usually this is done within
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a week to meet the scheduled hearings on the city budget. Final adoption of
the city budget may not be until as late as the middle of June.6

These procedures and the time schedule suggest the pressures on budget-
ing policy that make the process more a matter of routine than intensive an-
alysis. Because of the limited amount of time between the mayor's lump-sum
budget appropriation and the hearings before the City Council and the Board
of Estimate, citizens' groups have little opportunity to study the budget or
offer alternatives. Their influence on budget policy is, therefore, severely re-
stricted. The Board of Education itself has inadequate staff and time to care-
fully review the budget. Also, the lack of program analysis impedes the Board's
ability to contribute bign ficantly to budget policy. One of the Board members,
a certified public accountant, in his attempts to review the school budget, has
commented on the lack of information available to the Board.? Each new budget
focuses the Board's attention only on a narrow range of increases and decreases
from the previous year. The budget document is never reviewed as a whole,
in the sense of re-evaluating existing programs and activities.

Policy changes can be made after the budget has been adopted. Under cur-
rent modification procedures, the Board of Education can transfer large sums
of money without prior public notice or hearing. It must report to the public
only on transfers between seven major program categories. In defining its pro-
grams, the Board has drawn them so broadly that almost every concern is in-
cluded under the two programs titled "Curriculum Research and Evaluation"
and "Instruction." Included under "Instruction" are the various school oper-
ating. divisions as well as Recreation, the Bureau of Child Guidance, Early
Childhood Education, and the Bureau of Vocational and Educational Guid-
ance. The budget for Instruction covers $578 million or two-thirds of the total
funds administered by the Board. Millions of dollars, therefore, could be trans-
ferred from elementary to junior high schools without any public notice.

More important, policy formally adopted by the Board could be changed
through a process of staff modification. Thus, the transfer of teachers to other
than teaching assignments can result in an increase in class size despite the
fact that the justification for creating additional positions may have been to
reduce class size.

The Office of Business Affairs at headquarters maintains strict control over
budget policy. An interview with the current director of Business Affairs made
it clear that he saw no need to provide more information on the budget to the
public or outside groups. The office is currently programming equip-
ment for budgeting and financial purposes and, once this is completed, the
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factor of prohibitive costs could alone be used as an argument against changes
in procedures. (Local civic groups recently have indicated their concern that
budget policy will be even more internalized at headquarters in the future.
Their concern is based in part on the fact that in 1965-66 there was only a four
day period between the publication of the budget in September and the first
public hearings.)

The importance of the budget as a plan for school programs and policy can-
not be underestimated. New programs never see the light of day if they do
not have the support of the superintendents in charge of the special divisions.
The four or five' headquarters superintendents who review budget requests
are the first and final authority in the translation of programs to budget policy.
This tightly-structured procedure establishes inflexible standards for 80 to
90 per cent of the budget. The central budgeting staff establishes standards
for the entire school system, tieing the hands of the local school administrators
and undermining their ability to respond to individual needs. The staff uses
none of the existent methods for advanced program planning and evaluation,
thus greatly restricting the consideration of policy alternatives. Public dis-
cussion of the budget is virtually impossible, and civic and interest-group
participation is severely limited. Even the Board and the superintendent of
schools are chained to a document that may have little to do with their hopes or
intentions. At present, the budget cannot be viewed in any way as a tool of
the superintendent, and it is even less a statement of the Board of Education's
policy.8

Curriculum Policy
Analyzing participation in curriculum decisions can be distorted by the

particular issue on which one focuses. If one reviews the adoption of a single
change, such as the introduction of Negro history, interest-group influences
(particularly civil rights groups) and Board pressure are evident. Certainly
in the case of recent curriculum changes in mathematics and science, the na-
tional scientific community has indirectly influenced revisions. The intro-
duction of such changes, however, does not touch on the basic design of the
curriculum as a whole. Curriculum is defined by educators as organizationally
planned and controlled experiences designed to educate students. It involves
content and process. Curriculum development is the political process by which
choices are made for changing educational institutions.9 It is this process that
was selected for analysis.

The deputy superintendent in charge of curriculum and instruction in New
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York City is administratively responsible for the coordination of curriculum
development and implementation. In that capacity he is a major influence in
planning curriculum programs and in the initiation of curriculum research
projects. Until recently, research and evaluation were entirely distinctive
tasks, separate in turn from curriculum development. The former deputy
superintendent indicated the need to tighten control over these operations.
Prior to 1965, a curriculum council, composed of key headquarter'supervisors,
met regularly to discuss and initiate curriculum research. This function is
now performed by the deputy superintendent and his small personal cabinet.
Several curriculum specialists who were interviewed indicated that the ini-
tiation of new projects was now completely in the hands of the deputy super-
intendent. They suggested that the curriculum experts (referring to them-
selves) were not consulted on matters they thought they should be involved
in, and they characterized the situation as a conflict between administrative
and professional interests, with administrative interests dominating.

The Bureau of Curriculum Research, a headquarters operation, is the of-
ficially designated school agency for the development of curriculum. It has
a professional staff with the equivalent of 27 full-time positions, that function
under the aegis of an assistant superintendent. The bureau itself functions
under the deputy superintendent. Many of the decisions that are naturally
involved in the preparation of curriculum bulletins are routinized by proce-
dures in the bureau.

For example, the bureau reviews and rewrites all curriculum bulletins. The
bulletins provide guidelines for the school curriculum in each subject area.
All bulletins are reviewed within a three-to-five-year period. At the begin-
ning of each year the bureau staff reviews bulletins which are three-to-five-
years old and selects those to be revised. The object is "to keep new things
coming out." In some instances, the decision to revise is in response to a
recommendation of the deputy superintendent.

In several fields the department chairmen's committees in the high schools
have encouraged curriculum revision. As subject matter specialists, they main-
tain an active interest in their fields and are, therefore, more concerned with
the content of the curriculum. They are the only group of teachers noticeably
involved in curriculum policy. Junior high school teachers participate in cur-
riculum revisions only in rare instances. Elementary school people are almost
never involved. Although the bureau routinely sends out questionnaires to
solicit opinions from teachers, staff members have indicated that the response
is not generally significant.
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When it is determined that a bulletin is to be revised, a committee com-
prised mainly of central staff members from the bureau and other headquarters
divisions is appointed and assigned the task. Few teachers are included on
the committees, and there is very limited use of consultants outside of the
school system. The school people utilized are usually administrative person-
nel, principals, and assistant principals. In an interview the head of the Bu-
reau stated that he encouraged the assignment of teachers, but there was al-
ways too much difficulty getting them transferred to temporary assignments
to work on a particular project. Getting teachers released for such assignments
requires the approval of headquarters and arranging for a replacement. Bud-
get increases are also required to pay for additional personnel Transferring
staff within headquarters is much easier to accomplish, and there are no finan-
cial problems because personnel can be transferred from one headquarters
department to another.

Essentially, then, the development of curriculum which amounts to the
preparation and revision of curriculum bulletins is a headquarters job, re-
moved from schools, teachers, and the most expert thinking in the field. Al-
though curriculum theory stresses flexibility and innovation, the procedures
for the development of curriculum in New York City are constrained by the
bureaucratic structure. Fundamental innovation is not a likely outgrowth of
such a system, and in fact over the years changes have been narrowly con-
ceived. Although radical shifts in the school population should have stimu-
lated broad revisions in curriculum, no such revisions have been made, and
given the usual procedures, none is likely. As a case in point, in developing
a new curriculum for an extensive preschool program, the committee was ex-
pected to come up with a plan in two to three weeks.

Once a curriculum program has been developed, curriculum coordinators
supervise its implementation. The coordinators perform two main duties:
they coordinate the work of local district curriculum assistants, and they pro-
vide a liaison between the Bureau of Curriculum Research and the school
divisions. Particular headquarters bureaus (e.g., Bureau of Science) also assign
subject-area coordinators in special fields to the districts.

Each local school district maintains a curriculum committee that is com-
posed of the curriculum coordinator, representatives of the superintendelit's
office, and principals and teachers of the district.. The ostensible function of
the committees is to review local needs.

Curriculum assistants are chosen by district superintendents (one for each
district) on the recommendation of principals. Usually these are people from
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within the districts. The assistants spend 60 per cent of their time in the field
and the remaining time at the bureau office. Meetings are held weekly with
the curriculum coordinator. Curriculum specialists rarely engage in discussions
with the teaching staff. They meet with principals in the district and rely upon
them to translate the new curriculum programs to their teaching staff. "I he
specialists' guidelines are the curriculum bulletins. The practices and pro-
cedures employed by principals to implement curriculum policy as it is prom-
ulgated in the bulletins of the bureau vary from school to school, but are usually
less than adequate. Most principals have little time to develop program,. for
introducing new curriculum to teachers. In some cases, the principal's limited
ability in such matters prevents a meaningful follow-through. Finally, time
restrictions for teachers' meetings (under the current union contract) make
communication or discussions on these questions difficult to arrange.

Implementation of curriculum is a complex matter, to say the least. In the
final analysis, teachers and principals are the determinants of what is taught
in the classroom. Curriculum experts have ascertained, however, that as a
rule the classroom teacher rarely is an innovator, so that the system must rely
upon external sources for change.w In any case, it is clear that the guidelines
of the curriculum bulletins developed by the bureau staff and the deputy
superintendent are extremely influential.

Assistant superintendents who head the school divisions at headquarters
(i.e., high school, junior high school, and elementary school) sometimes par-
ticipate in the development of curriculum policy through devising experi-
mental curriculum programs. Such programs are developed on an ad hoc basis,
but may result in a permanent change if there is effective follow-through in
evaluating them. Generally, however, experimentation is limited, and evalua-
tion has been ineffective. Under the present structure, each of these functions
is performed by a separate headquarters staff, and communication between the
agencies is severely limited. Evaluation of curriculum is almost never made
except as such evaluation is part of larger programs, i.e., Higher Horizons
or the More Effective Schools program. This separation of the research, eval-uation, and curriculum development functions cuts off the possible sources
of innovation from the curriculum policymakers. It is indicative of the nar-
row spheres of operation and reference of the headquarters staff.11

Finally, what about the public? Interest groups rarely participate in cur-
riculum decisions. The school system's defense of the need for professional
expertise is probably most extreme in the area of curriculum development.
Further, most potential participants among the public simply assume that the
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school system knows its business. There are, therefore, limited pressures for
alternative policies and innovation. On several occasions, however, groups
have lobbied for inclusion of particular items in the curriculum. For example,
civil rights groups recently succeeded in securing the inclusion of Negro his-
tory in the social studies curriculum. The United Parents Association and
Public Education Association supported their efforts. Two new bulletins in
this general area were issued to teachers in 1965, "The Negro in American
History" and "Puerto Rican Profiles." The Catholic Teachers Association
periodically registers complaints about approved textbooks or bibliographies.

For all practical purposes, however, the continuing participants in curricu-
lum policymaking are the professionals at headquarters. The deputy super-
intendent and the assistant superintendent in charge of the Bureau of Cur-
riculum Research are the key initiators of policy, and the curriculum coor-
dinators its implementors even though principals and teachers are the final
determinants of what is done in the schools and the classrooms.
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CHAPTER V

The Arena Widens:
Bargaining in Selecting a Superintendent
and Setting a Salary Policy
In two areas of policy, salary increases and selection of the superintendent,
there is limited participation by individuals outside the school system. Inthe selection of the superintendent, the Board of Education plays a primary
role; salary policy has involved the United Federation of Teachersi the mayor,
and to some extent local labor leaders.

Selection of the Superintendent
The process of appointing a superintendent is a key area of policymaking

too often overlooked in analyses of power.' A chief executive can potentially
do much to shape the character of the bureaucracy he administers. The degree
to which he assumes power and the techniques he uses to implement policy
often will depend upon who selects him and what his relationship is with
others who hold power within the same system. Whether or not he will initiate
or support change in the system, and his receptiveness to public pressures and
alternative policies, are also conditioned by the method of appointment. The
general calibre of the appointee is very much a product of the selection pro-cess.

In the institutional setting of the school system, the most significant appoint-
ments are the Board members and the superintendent. As already noted, ad-
ministrative appointments under the superintendent are circumscribed byexamination and tenure procedures. For the purpose of the present study,
which sought to define the influences within a political subsystem, the selec-
tion of the superintendent was the most appropriate appointment process toexamine.

A review of appointments in the first part of the century indicates that the
mayor was actively involved in the selection of the superintendent and in sev-eral instances actually made the appointment. However, the president of the
Board has been the single most persistent and influential participant in the
selection process. In earlier years, this was undoubtedly due to the mayor's
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strong support of the president, who was his appointee. Though no longer
appointed by the mayor, the president has continued to maintain an authori-
tative position of influence.

Repeatedly, the most important issue raised in the choice of a superintendent
has been whether he should be from within or without the system. This con-
cern is obviously a constant issue in bureaucratic appointments in general,
and the behavior of the administrative bureaucracy in the New York City
school system follows the expected pattern: it has always strongly supported
the appointment of someone from within its own ranks. The Board of Educa-
tion has responded to that interest favorably. In the case of the four most recent
appointments (there have been nine superintendents altogether), two super-
intendents were chosen from within the system, a third was a local college
president,2 and one was an outsider.

The religious background of the superintendent has not been a major issue.
The only instance of a religious issue being raised was in relation to a can-
didate who was considered unacceptable to the Catholic Church because he
had opposed free bussing for parochial school children. Of the nine superin-
tendents to date, two were Catholic; no Jew has ever served as superintendent.

The four most recent appointments were given systematic analyses. Each
involved a narrow group of participants. In each instance, the Public Educa-
tion Association made a concerted effort to influence the choice. The Asso-
ciation repeatedly encouraged the Board to establish an independent selection
panel comprised of professionals who would search the country for potential
candidates and make recommendations to the Board. (The Public Education
Association not only felt greater confidence in the recommendations of a pro-
fessional panel but saw itself as being more influential in such a process, since
the Association's strong professional ties would provide it with a direct line
to the panel.)

In March 1946, the Board responded affirmatively to the Association's pres-
sures and named a screening committee headed by Dr. William H. Kirkpatrick
(Professor Emeritus of Education at Teachers College). In October, the com-
mittee presented a list of six candidates to the Board. Three were outsiders
whom the committee rated, and three were unrated insiders. The supervisory
staff at headquarters responded by urging the appointment of a local person,
preferably from within its own ranks.3 The Public Education Association
suggested that the Kirkpatrick Committee rank all the candidates in order
of preference, so that they could be considered on the basis of personal quali-
fication rather than on whether they were insiders or outsiders. Suspicious
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that the Board would consider only local candidates, the Association also re-
quested that the Board make a public statement explaining the basis for its
selection. A limited public discussion of the issues took place, centering on
the question of insider versus outsider.

Ultimately, the appointee was an insider who had come up through the ranks
and had served as the top assistant to the retiring superintendent. The desig-
nated superintendent had been ranked last by the panel. The appointment
represented the personal preference of the Board president. The vote was
reported by the newspaper as four to three with the latter three votes being
cast for the outsider who had received the highest recommendation of the
panel. A prominent member of the Board (who had cast one of the three losing
votes) protested the action, declaring that provincialism and politics had ser-
ved to exclude an outsider as a choice for superintendent. He is quoted as
saying: "We did not appraise the men listed with reference to particular fit-
ness for the Vost."4

The Public Education Association was ready to do battle with the Board
again on the next appointment, approximately ten years later. On the an-
nouncement of the imminent retirement of the incumbent superintendent,
the Association formed a coordinating committee. Speaking for eighteen gen-
erally influential city-wide civic organizations, it requested that the Board
announce the procedure to be used in selecting the next superintendent. It
recommended, at the same time, the appointment of an advisory commitee
to assist in recruiting and screening candidates. The president of the Board
agreed to take the matter under advisement. Privately, Board members in-
dicated to each other that they had little faith that a nationwide search would
produce a better candidate than could be found in the city's school system.
During a ten-month period, from December 1956 to September 1957, the Asso-
ciation's coordinating committee continued to pressure the Board president
in a series of letters requesting the appointment of a selection panel. The presi-
dent eschewed discussion of the request. Meanwhile, the supervisory staff
again indicated its support for a local candidate. In September, the Board
invited interested groups to suggest possible candidates. Seven days after that
announcement, The New York Times reported that the deputy mayor
of the city (who had formerly been president of a city college) had applied
to the state Department of Education for a superintendent's certificate. In
December, he was appointed superintendent of schools, The Board president
and the mayor were close political associates, and the selection of the super-
intendent was obviously a decision reached in consultation with the mayor.

L
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The superintendent's candidacy was strongly supported by the Board presi-
dent, and there was no opposition from within the Board itself.5

The selection of the next superintendent, in 1962, was distinguished by
the fact that members of a new Board of Education had been nominated by
a civic screening panel. A special advisory committee chosen by the Board
and headed by Francis Keppel (then Dean of the School of Education at Har-
vard), unanimously recommended a candidate from outside New York City.
The supervisory staff indicated its usual support for a local person. The Board
accepted the judgment of its panel. Its appointment of a superintendent from
outside the system was a fulfillment of the aims of the Public Education Asso-
ciation, which had been bypassed by all previous Boards.

The superintendent, however, was dismissed less than two years after taking
office. This dismissal undoubtedly had a strong effect upon the choice of the
next superintendent. The Public Education Association, abandoned its com-
mitment to an appointment from outside the city. The administrative bureau-
cracy was not reluctant to indicate that its desire for an appointee from within
the system had now been justified. Iii 1964 the Board returned to its earlier
approach and selected the highest ranking insider as superintendent. There
was no opposition. The candidate had served as acting superintendent, he

had come up through the ranks, and he was next in line for the job.
The selection of the superintendent is likely to be the most important po-

licy decision made by the Board of Education, and the president of the Board
is, therefore, a primary participant in the process. There can be little doubt
that no superintendent would be chosen of whom he did not approve. At the
same time, the strongest institutional influence on the Board is the bureauc-
racy's pressure for an appointment of someone reared in the system. That
pressure is direct and overt. It takes the form of direct recommendations in
the public pronouncements of the various supervisory associations. Not unim-
portant, too, are the suggestions of individual members of the bureaucracy
that are solicited by Board members. The appointment of the superintendent
so vitally affects the bureaucracy's vested interests that its concern is under-
standable. Given the city's recent experience, with its one outsider, the bu-
reaucracy's pressure for the appointment of a top ranking insider will be even
more influential in the immediate future.

It is clear that such a selection process is exceedingly important in shaping
the scope of educational policy as a whole. At the very least, the current pro-
cedure does not encourage an opening of channels but rather reinforces the
narrow participation characteristic of functional specialization.
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Teachers' Salaries

The determination of teachers' salaries was chosen for examination because
of the growing importance of teachers organizations, not only in New York
but as a rule in all large cities. Thus, there is a need to reevaluate the role
of such organizationsin setting educational policy. Although it appeared self-
evident that in general there would be no broad public participation in salary
negotiations, it nonetheless seemed worthwhile to study the strategy and tactics
of the few participants involved.

In New York City, the establishing of salary scales and related benefits for
teachers has undergone a major adjustment in the last six years. Prior to the
election of the United Federation of Teachers in 1959 as the recognized col-
lective-bargaining agent for the city's 51,000 school teachers, the Board of
Education had the upper hand in determining salary policy. The multiplicity
of relatively weak groups representing teachers diffused the pressure on the
Board and the mayor.6 But in the last three salary negotiations (1961, 1963,
and 1965), the Union has demonstrated its growing importance in policy-
making.

The Union's accomplishments as a policy participant are reflected in sub-
stantial salary increases and in its success in achieving its stated goals. Nego-
tiated contracts, largely a product of Union ingenuity, have become major
policy documents for the city's school system. These documents have impli-
cations far beyond salary questions. In fact, the Board has always pressed for
a ruling that will limit negotiations only to questions of salary. The Union
has been successful in including other matters it considers to be directly re-
lated to salary policy.

The contract negotiated between the Board of Education and the United
Federation of Teachers in 1965 marked the largest settlement ever won by the
city's teachers and very probably by any teacher organization in the country.
It provided for an average salary increase of $800 over two years, raising the
average salary to $9,300. (The previous contract had given teachers an average
salary increase of $580.) Other features of the settlement provided for increases
in maximum salary from $11,025 to $11,950, reduction in maximum class size
from 35 to 33 in elementary and junior high schools and from 39 to 36 in high
schools, and increases in the number of preparation periods for teachers in
elementary schools. (See Tables XIV and XV, Appendix A.)

The conflict between the Board and the Union in 1965 was evident in the
wide gap between demands and offers. The package offered by the mayor's
mediation panel was closer to the Union's position. Indeed, in its earliest ne-
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gotiations with the superintendent and the Board president, the Union's settle-
ment offer was actually less than the final settlement proposed by the panel.

The time schedule established by the Board-to allow for salary and contract
negotiations is particularly relevant to understanding the pressures in this
area. A contract which must be negotiated by September when school opens
may not be discussed until the summer of that year. Serious negotiations may
be delayed until after the city budget is final and that may not occur until
late June. As with most education budgets, the Board's estimate usually con-
tains no provision for salary increases. A Union official has suggested that
the Board does not like to negotiate early in the year because it assumes that
the Union would then have greater flexibility in raising its demands before
the budget is final. It is more likely that the Board feels that by delaying
settlement, it can shift the responsibility for meeting negotiated salary costs
to the city. Whatever the motivation, the procedure tends to undermine the
superintendent's role in negotations while it encourages the participation
of the mayor.

Strikes and the threat of strikes have been effectively utilized by the United
Federation of Teachers to secure salary increases and an acceptable contract.
Strikes were threatened in May 1960, in 1963, and in 1965. Strike action was
taken in November 1960 and April 1962. Early strikes served the purpose of
solidifying the U.F.T.'s position and increasing its membership lists. In the
future, though, it is unlikely that Union leaders will be inclined to resort to
strike action quite so readily. As an established and accepted' institution, the
Union probably will tend to seek regularized bargaining procedures. Indi-
cative of the Union's recognition of its changing role is its recent pressure on
the Board to adopt arbitration.

In reviewing the procedures in the setting of salary policy since 1959, it is
apparent that decisions were made by a core of schoohnen together with the
active involvement of political and labor leaders. Each year the superinten-
dent and Board president generally agree that no increases can be anticipated
that year. (Only once did the superintendent who then was newly-appointed
and from outside the system -- initially admit to the possibility of conduct-
ing negotiations, and his offer was later undermined by the Board.) Meetings
with the Union's officers, the superintendent, the Board president, and some
representatives of the mayor generally follow. In all three negotiations, a
major labor leader in the city was instrumental in bringing the parties together
and, in fact, sat in on the discussions. The first mediation panel appointed by
the mayor, in 1961, was comprised of three of the city's top union leaders. (In
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that year the mayor was involved in a primary-election fight, and his support
of the Union proposal was published in its newspaper several days before the
election.) In 1962 the governor and the state commissioner of education were
drawn into the negotiations by the Union because of the need to work out a
financial arrangement under the state-aid formula.

In 1963 the mayor again appointed a three-member mediation panel because
of the failure of the Board and the Union to reach any agreement. (The se-
lection of the members showed that the mayor was responsive to the recom-
mendations of the Union president.) The panel again prepared the settlement
package. In 1965 summer negotiation meetings were held with the acting Board
president, the superintendent, an assistant to the mayor, and Union leaders.
The mayor himself later called the group in for discussions. The superinten-
dent set up a meeting with Union officials, indicating a settlement could be
reached; a subsequent meeting in his office led to an agreement that was later
abandoned. The mayor's mediators were called on to secure a settlement.

In these three instances, then, the mayor's "mediators" acted not as medi-
ators but rather as an arbitration group preparing the actual terms for settle-
ment. On all three occasions, the Union's stated policy program provided the
basis for the panel's deliberations.

Board members have claimed that the mayor becomes involved in these ne-
gotiations on his own initiative and that they would prefer to settle the con-
tract on their own. Most of the evidence, however, suggests that the Board
shifts final salary negotiations to the mayor, albeit as a result of its inability
to reach a settlement. Union leaders admit to their bargaining advantage in
dealing with the mayor, although their preference now appears to be for more
regularized procedures.

The supervisory bureaucracy does not participate directly in salary nego-
tiations except to the extent that the budget officer estimates costs for salary
adjustments. These estimates are never intended to be realistic and are not,
therefore, particularly significant. There is indirect administrative support
for teachers' salary increases because of their potential effect on administra-
tive salaries. The Council of Supervisory Associations was organized in 1962
to keep track of teachers' salary negotiations and assure comparable increases
in administrative salaries. An index established in 1962 by state law (over the
objections of the mayor and the Board) guarantees automatic proportionate
increases for supervisors.?

In at least two instances the superintendent was directly involved in salary
negotiations. In 1962 the superintendent, fighting for his job, set out to ac-
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complish a settlement with the Union by enlisting financial support from the
mayor to cover the increases. In 1965 the incumbent superintendent (who
served as a negotiator for the High School Teachers Association in the late
1950's) was an active participant, keeping in constant touch with the Board
president and the mayor's representative. In both instances, however, final
settlements were not made until the mayor became involved.

The period covered in this analysis of salary policy may be distorted some-
what by the special circumstances of the recent recognition of the Union and
the relatively low level of teachers' salaries in 1960. There is the possibility
that the Board's role as negotiator was undermined during the initial period
of the Union's emergence and that some of the control it formerly exercised
will be gradually restored. However, the Union has been singularly successful
in setting salary policy, and it is unlikely that its role will be radically changed.
In fact, it is rather more likely that established salary arbitration procedures
will encourage Union involvement in other areas' of school policy. In any case,
so far as salary is concerned, since the large increases achieved during the last
six years have raised the city's teachers to a more competitive level, it is prob-
able that further increases will be gradual and achieved through closer cooper-
ation.
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CHAPTER VI

Professionals Under Public Pressure: Integration Policy
and Obstacles to Implementation

School integration policy has become one of the most important and sensitive
areas of school decision making. The Supreme Court decision in 1954 exposed
school systems to public review and attracted wide participation in the dis-
cussion of school integration. The highly-charged emotional impact of the
issue was one of the reasons for the active response. The major pressure in
New York City for the Board to take a position on this issue was external, a
direct outgrowth of the court decision. Conflict on the Board and indecision
in the administrative bureaucracy obstructed clarification of the Board's po-
licy. However, the lack of firm city and Board leadership and commitment
encouraged further public and interest-group participation.

Board policy, when first adopted in 1957, had strong interest-group support.
It set as its goals quality education and integrated schools, and was based on
26 recommendations of a Board commission comprised of 15 members repre-
senting the city administration, the school bureaucracy, and special-interest
groups.' A proposal for teacher rotation raised some controversy as did a rec-
ommendation for rezoning to achieve integrated schools. The major civic
groups, however, responded positively to all of the recommendations, lending
full support to their adoption.2 Although several Board members were not
committed to the two controversial proposals of teacher rotation and rezon-
ing, the Board finally adopted all of them. The recommendations were stated
in broad policy terms, and administrative implementation was delegated to
the superintendent and his staff. Basically, implementation rested on three
mechanisms: zoning, site selection and school construction, and pupil redis-
tribution.

It is possible that if implementation had been immediate and firm, the strong
civic-group support for the early recommendations would have been suffi-
cient to carry forth the plan, and opposition might have been minimized. But
delay and postponement allowed time for opposition coalitions to develop.
Initially, civil rights groups responded favorably to the Board's policy, aver-
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ring that they considered it to be the most comprehensive proposal adopted
in any city. Within the year, however, the Urban League and the N.A.A.C.P.
became severely critical of the inaction of the superintendent and the head-
quarters staff. The Board's commission and other civic groups also decried
the delay in implementation.3

As noted, teacher rotation and rezoning were the most controversial ele-
ments in the Board's policy. Within a year of the Board's adoption of its inte-
gration policy, a Negro clergyman and civil rights leader, the Reverend Milton
Galamison, proceeded to test the superintendent's intentions by requesting a
rezoning of a segregated junior high school in Brooklyn. Galamison, pastor
of the Siloam Presbyterian Church in the lower-class Negro neighborhood of
Bedford-Stuyvesant in Brooklyn (the church is the largest in the Brooklyn-
Nassau Presbytery), was later to become the most militant school integration-
ist in the city and the leader of a school boycott in 1964. In response to
Galamison's request, the superintendent issued a public statement suggesting
that the neighborhood school concept would not be sacrificed to integration
goals. This forced both the Urban League and the N.A.A.C.P. to condemn the
superintendent publicly. The statement 'increased the determination of civil
rights groups to stress school integration as their goal. The Board president
continued to espouse strong commitment to school integration. The super-
intendent and the staff, however, made no effort to develop plans toward that
end. Indicative of staff inaction was the final report of the retiring superin-
tendent in 1958 (William Jansen), that made no mention of progress or plans
for school integration. The teachers groups, in the meantime, convinced the
superintendent that a voluntary teacher rotation program was all that was
necessary to encourage experienced teachers to serve in ghetto schools. In the
first year, 25 teachers volunteered for these assignments.

The new superintendent (John Theobald), appointed in June 1958, set out
on a piecemeal program of trial integration. Soon after his appointment, he
announced a rezoning plan for several Brooklyn and Queens school districts
that was to involve the transfer of 2,000 children. The controversy which de-
veloped was to recur on each occasion of announced plans for some form of
school integration.

Sixteen schools were involved in the proposed rezoning, six in the lower-
class Negro neighborhood of Bedford-Stuyvesant, six in other white lower-
class Brooklyn neighborhoods, three in white lower-class Ridgewood (Queens)
and one in the lower-middle-class neighborhood of Glendale (Queens). The
maximum distance to be traveled was 3.1 miles; children living over one mile
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away were to be provided with free bus transportation. Thirty-four civic groups
supported the superintendent's decision, as did The New York Times. A local
citizens group voiced its opposition and presented an alternative plan that
was rejected by a Board committee. On Tune 24, 1959, the superintendent stated
that his original plan still stood. During that same week, local parents groups
protested at city hall and several elected officials entered the controversy.

A state senator from Queens complained that the Board had not prepared
the community sufficiently for the change. The Queens borough president
and a local councilman met with the mayor to register their concern, The
City Commission on Integroup Relations announced that it had been working
with the Brooklyn and Queens groups and was confident the transfer could
be accomplished in an orderly manner.

By the end of July, however, within a month after this announcement was
made, the number of students to be transferred was reduced from 2,000 to 400,
and still formal protests to the Board multiplied. Local opposition groups
were organized, and their protests became louder. The American Jewish Con-
gress and United Parents Association called on the Board to act immediately
to achieve the rezoning. But on July 27, the vice president of the Board ques-
tioned whether the superintendent could take such action without Board ap-
proval. Other members of the Board supported his position. On August 15,
the Board reluctantly backed the superintendent's plan, but the split on the
Board was evident. The president, for the first time since the initial adoption
of an integration policy, announced the Board's commitment to the neighbor-
hood school concept. He stated that the superintendent's plan was temporary

that the 400 children eventually would be transferred back and the pur-
pose of the Board's policy was not integration but equal educational oppor-
tunity. Dissatisfied with the Board's action, five mothers appealed the de-
cision to the state education commissioner. The commissioner refused to pre-
vent the Board from transferring the students. On September 5, in response
to a parents group opposing the transfer, the Brooklyn Supreme Court asked
the Board to show cause why the pupil transfer plan should not be stayed.
Parent strikes against the Board were held for two days in the local community.
At approximately the same time, the Board announced the construction of a
new school in the Negro area of Bedford-Stuyvesant, and the transfer plan
was abandoned.4

Thus, in this two-month period, delay and indecision in the inner circle
of educational decision makers fostered confused concern and resentment
in the community. Original Board and staff policy was compromised in re-
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sponse to the protests of a small group of parents. The neighborhood school
became the first line of defense of those who opposed rezoning and transfer.
The headquarters staff fully supported the concept of the neighborhood school,
and staff inaction was in effect a veto of Board policy. Public statements by
the various supervisory associations opposing any new plans for rezoning or
school transfers were indicative of the staff's position. Subsequently, the Coun-
cil of Supervisory Associations opposed the abandonment of the I.Q. tests,
the school pairing plan, and school reorganization. The elementary, junior
high, and high school principals' associations all stated their opposition to
any program that required children to be moved out of neighborhood schools
against their parents' will.°

Over the next several years, the integrationists turned to active support
of rezoning and transfer of students, emphasizingschool integration as a means
of achieving equal educational opportunity. Parents groups in Harlem and
Bedford-Stuyvesant set out on a series of requests for school transfers, and
kept their children out of school while seeking a legal justification for their
position. Generally the courts held that parents who kept their children out
of school were guilty of neglect. In several instances, however, the court noted
the inferior quality of education in the ghetto schools.°

In 1960 the split on the Board became one reason it failed to respond to pub-
lic pressures that it adopt a timetable for implementing its policy goals, now
three years old. Open-enrollment plans were offered as the new implementa-
tion panacea.? This program called for the voluntary transfer of nonwhite
children to white schools. Civic and civil rights groups cheered the announce-
ment of a list of sending and receiving schools. The superintendent made
clear, however, that he was still partial to the neighborhood school. In all,
fewer than 10 per cent of those eligible to transfer under open enrollment
took advantage of the program. Of a total eligible group of 20,000 students,
677 transferred.° It was apparent, however, that civic-group support and ad-
ministrative policy were now committed to voluntary transfer of Negroes to
white schools.°

Although the new Board of Education, appointed in 1961, included in its
membership several supporters of stronger integration policy, no radical
changes in implementation were forthcoming.1° In July of 1961, the super-
intendent issued the first progress report on implementation of the school
system's 1957 school integration policy. The report was more a statement of
the complexity of the problem than a description of meaningful accomplish-
ment.11



44

In the next year, the original coalition of support for integration gradually
disintegrated and was further undermined by the lack of resolve on the part
of the new Board and the headquarters staff to force the implementation of
policy., The mayor repeatedly refused to become involved. The opposition
coalition, on the other hand, was encouraged by state legislators and city coun-
cilmen. Further, the piecemeal efforts of the educational administration had
enabled the local opposition groups to muster support and project their de-
mands. A forthcoming study of .the desegregation issue in New York City de-
scribes the opposition coalition as composed of white parents, real estate in-
terests, and school officials, all of whom rallied around the neighborhood
school concept. The supporters of Board policy, the study suggests, were un-
able to organize grass roots support, and lacked the unity necessary to encour-
age implementation. This study sees the failure of moderate groups in the city
to support integration as being particularly significant.12 My own more limited
research accords with these conclusions.

In 1962 the superintendent's office proposed that 24 schools be paired. Fol-
lowing the pattern of previous piecemeal efforts, by the time the plan was
made final, the number of schools was reduced to four. Leaders at United
Parents AssOciation proudly took credit for the reduction. Actually they had
worked with headquarters staff to rationalize the conclusion that the pairing
of most of the schools would not be advantageous. The headquarters staff was
obviously receptive to this reduction, if not instrumental in securing it.

The complete frustration in implementing the Board's original plans was
indicated in the conclusions of the 1964 Allen Commission Report, that eval-
uated the progress of school integration in New York City. It noted that be-
tween 1959 and 1963, only 100 changes in districts and zones were made. Open
enrollment, the report stated, had no significant effect, and plans for school
construction were clearly reinforcing the pattern of segregation.13 Further,
as the staff floundered with makeshift arrangements, ethnic changes in the
city's schools increased the magnitude of the problem, and the number of pre-
dominantly Negro and Puerto Rican schools increased.14 In general, the re-
port concluded, in the eight years since 1957, implementation policy in all
three initial areas of focus -- zoning, site selection and school construction,
and pupil redistribution was negligible.

The first long-range staff program designed to achieve implementation of
Board policy was published in a report by the superintendent in March 1965.16
It followed very soon after the report of the state education commissioner.
The Board's emphasis was now shifted to school reorganization. The inter-
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mediate school, the comprehensive high school, and the educational parks
were the new panacea. This new emphasis was a concession to the retention
of the neighborhood school concept, shifting the burden of student redistri-
bution to the junior and senior high schools. The time schedule for institu-
tion of the reorganization was set for 1972-73. Since the publication of the re-
port, the superintendent has announced that the program is actually experi-
mental and will proceed at a slow pace.

The school integration issue is the only area in which public response has
been vociferous and active. It has attracted the widest public participation
of any of the five policy decisions explored here, and probably the widest
public participation of any educational issue of the past two decades. Local
groups of every shade of opinion have organized to oppose or defend indi-
vidual plans. Among the most vociferous have been PAT, (the Parents and
Taxpayers Association) and their opposite number, EQUAL, (Parents and
Neighbors United for Integrated-Quality Education). Civil rights groups
entered the school policy field with the single concern of achieving an inte-
grated system. They have since concentrated their efforts on improving the
quality of the schools. Local civic groups, chambers of commerce, councilmen,
and candidates for public office have voiced strong opinions on proposals.
Many of these groups and individuals have never before been involved in
school affairs, and their current concern has been limited to the integration
issue and its ramifications.

All this interest has produced perhaps the most significant development
in school decision making. For the past two decades, superintendents, boards,
and school bureaucracies have been freewheeling, with little outside pres-
sure, more or less entirely independent of public opinion. They have success-
fully closed off school policy formulation from elected local government of-
ficials and civic groups. The integration issue now has broken open the mono-
poly of power vested in this small core of school officials. It has raised serious
questions regarding the role of professionals, their goals and interests in school
policy.



46

CHAPTER Vil

Public Government and Public Education

This description of selected areas of decision making reflects how much of
what happens in the school system is a matter of routine procedure. It sug-
gests the limited alternatives offered and/or considered by those who make
formal policy, particularly the core of school professionals.

One could accurately describe the situation in New York City over the past
two decade,. os an abandonment of public education by key forces of potential
power within the city. Max Weber's theory of the emergence of a specialized
bureaucracy monopolizing power through its control of expertise describes
the role of the education bureaucracy in New York City. The claim that only
the professionals can make competent judgments has been accepted by the
public. Contributing to and perhaps an outgrowth of this acceptance is the
change in the mayor's role in educational matters from one of active partici-
pation to one of restricted involvement. Civic and interest groups (other than
the specialized education groups) have responded to the situation ambivalently;
on the one hand they accept the notion of the professional competence of the
bureaucracy but, on the other hand, they express a hopelessness regarding
their ability to change the system. The end result is narrow or closed parti-
cipation in large areas of nonvisible decision making, in which effective in-
fluence is restricted to an inside core of top supervisory personnel in the head-
quarters staff of the Board of Education.

Innovation and responsiveness to change are difficult to build into any
bureaucratic system, and education policy in New York City partly reflects
that circumstance. But at the same time, there are forces external to the system
that call serve as catalysts for change.1 The following is a description of two
such forces, the state and city governments.2

The State

State minimum standards for education are not an overriding influence on
a large city such as New York, which tends to make even greater demands
on itself than does the state. What influence the state exerts results from the
state-aid formula, the Regents' policy, and the administrative rulings of the



47
MN=

state education commissioner. In regard to the latter, recent studies in other
states have emphasized the increasing importance of the state bureaucracy in
local educational policy, particularly the role of the commissioner.3

In recent years, the state commissioner has been involved in two major policy
decisions affecting New York City. He was instrumental in the removal of the
entire Board of Education in 1961. Subsequently he recommended the change
in procedure for selecting the new Board. In 1958, his condemnation of de
facto segregation in New York City was a catalyst to the reevaluation of how
Board policy on school integration was being implemented. He continued to
influence city policy in this regard by outlining the problems of school seg-
regation in a series of reports.4 In addition to these more overt actions, the
commissioner's influence is felt in his informal colliacts with the superinten-
dent and the staff.5

For its part, the city itself has been notably ineffectual as a force in Albany.
One study attributes this failure to the splintering of city educational interest
groups. The New York State Educational Conference Board is the strongest
and most influential coalition of interest groups in the determination of state
education policy, and city interests are meagerly represented on the board.
Thus, in effect, the state has been able to ignore city education needs without
serious political consequences.G The general deficiency in leadership in public
education in New York is reflected in part in its failure to significantly influence
state policy.

The City

The most significant trend in education in New York City over the past two
decades has been the isolation of school administration from the city govern-
ment. In almost every city administration since the 1940's, complaints of un-
due city interference usually described as "political" interference have
resulted in the delegation of increased responsibility to the Board of Educa-
tion. The National Education Association condemned Mayor LaGuardia for
direct interference with the school system, particularly in personnel policy;
the institution of a strict merit system and internal controls over promotions
and transfers prevented future mayors from engaging in similar practices. In
1951, the Strayer-Yavner Report, a major report on the city's educational sys-
tem, concluded that education policy was controlled by the Board of Estimate,
the mayor, and (because of the line-item budget) the budget director of the
city.? Subsequently the lump-sum budget was adopted, giving the professionals
complete control over allocation of funds.8 Complaints about a "political"
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Board toward the end of the 50's. were satisfied by the institution of the civic
selection panel.9

But it is the increased bureaucratization and overblown professionalization
of the school system that has had the greatest impact on school policymaking.
The professional bureaucracy has manipulated its resources of expertise to
discourage opposition and competing policies. The public's acceptance of tech-
nical expertise as the most relevant, if not the only, basis for sound judgment
has furthered the depoliticalization of education policy.

The depoliticalization process has been a two-way street. Detailed review
of newspaper items over the last five years substantiate the intention of the
last previous mayor (Robert Wagner) to remove himself from educational
policymaking 10 His public statements were always worded in general terms,
supporting more and better schools. He specifically avoided policy positions
on controversial school issues. On school integration, he repeatedly stated
his desire to leave the matter to the Board of Education and the professional
staff. "I subscribe without reservation to the goals of quality integrated edu-
cation in our schools and of equal opportunity for every child," he once is
quoted as saying. "But the plan, the means, the how, where and what the
timetable, the specific approaches and programs that is for the educators
and for the Board to determine."11 During tho most heated periods of contro-
versy, he met with protest groups but repeatedly refused to intervene.

Requests to the Mayor from the Board of Education in 1964 for $45.3 mil-
lion in additional funds for a "More Effective Schools" program drew him
to the fringe of the integration issue. The proposal called for obtaining ad-
ditional funds and for services for ten schools in ghetto areas. Ultimately,
his decision favoring n smaller appropriation was reached after consultation
with school officials and staff members of educational interest groups. The
Mayor was drawn into such an issue only on the rare occasions that additional
financial support was sought, or when the Board and some other city agency
came into a conflict that had to be reviewed and resolved before the Board
of Estimate. (An aide to Mayor Wagner maintained that the Mayor himself
viewed his actions as shifting responsibility for the determination of educa-
tion policy to the Board of Education: "The Mayor did not want to get involved
with school problems.")

The Mayor's general policy of noninvolvement was reinforced by two major
changes in procedure instituted during his administration: the lump-sum ap-
propriation of school funds and the panel selection of Board members.

Under a local law first passed in 1962 and reenacted each year since then,



49

and by way of a memorandum of understanding with the mayor, the Board
has the power to determine its own allocation of funds. Post-audit control
is also an internal operation, controlled largely by the top supervisory staff.
Thus, mayoral influence is kept to an absolute minimum. The Board of Edu-
cation is the only agency in New York City with such budgetary independence
from the municipal government.

As for the selection of Board members, it has already been noted that prior
to 1061 Board appointments were made directly by the mayor. Under the new
procedure, the nine members of the Board are appointed by the mayor from
a screened list of candidates submitted by a selection panel composed of the
heads of eleven educational, civic, and professional organizations. This change
in procedure was established in an effort to deter "political" appointments.
It followed six years of hearings, numerous scandals, and liaally the removal
of the Board by the state legislature.

Currently, the mayor's office takes part in school policy in two general situ-
ations. The first concerns issues on which conflict between major participants
cannot be compromised without the mayor's involvement. Such issues often
concern site selection and provoke sharp differences between the City Planning
Commission and the Board. The second is when key participants decide they
will gain by the mayor's direct participation, such as ha been the case in salary
negotiations.

One of the obvious questions which arises in connection with the Mayor's
role in education policy is whether the precedents established over a 12-year
period, under the Wagner Administration, are somehow integral to the struc-
ture of big-city government. Significantly, Mayor 'Wagner's role conforms to
Banfield's portrait of the mayor of Chicago as a mediator of conflicts rather
than an initiator of policy,12 suggesting that a general process is at work here.
On the other hand, a mayor e ected on a reform platform who therefore can-
not rely on party backing may be less likely to accept the role of mediator and,
in fact, often uses his power to initiate policy to encourage new political sup-
port.

Perhaps the most important element in such considerations is the fact that
mayoral noninvolvement is in part a result of both elite and public deference
to professionalism. Such an attitude is by no means limited to the educational
bureaucracy. The current mayor of New York, Mayor Lindsay, in his short
tenure in office, has already faced the charge of "political interference" in
an attempt to initiate policy in the creation of a civilian police review board.
The Mayor's involvement in a local school crisis brought forth a statement
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from the Board that they were a state agency and would not tolerate his inter-
ference with school matters. The emotional commitment to professionalism,
although not inviolate, tends to oppose any attempts to promote new policies
or alternate courses of action as "political interference." Of course, in the case
of Lindsay, a new mayor, his efforts to reassert a policy role with regard to
the schools represent a direct threat to those who have held almost complete
power in school decision making.

Public Participation
Public participation in policymaking can come through two obvious chan-

nels, voting and/or organized interest groups. In New York City there are no
public votes on school issues. The assumption that voting in itself automati-
cally assures meaingful public participation has long been abandoned. With-
in the context of a specialized area of decision making, such as education, the
extent of public participation must be measured in terms of the influence ex-
erted by various public interest groups and elected officials. These two bodies
are the only possible source of policy alternatives.

Elected officials in New York City play a relatively insignificant role in
education policymaking. Public interest is equally low. Indicatively, while
two newspapers in the city report regularly on education matters, criticism of
the system in both has been mild and infrequent. Ethnic and religious groups
for their part have been satisfied with adequate representation on the Board
and in the bureaucracy. (Catholic groups intermittently become concerned
with textbooks and curriculum but rely on the Catholic Teachers Association
and on personal contact with the Board to make their basically minor de-
mands.13 )

As for the wealthy, they or their representatives have supported ever-in-
creasing expenditures in education, but have removed themselves from all
other considerations of policy. There are no economic "notables" in New York
City identified with public education; no one who can be considered under
this rubric has served on the Board of Education. Similarly, the "civic do-
gooders" concerned with educational matters have worked to alleviate prob-
lems which are a product of inadequate educational policy rather than to as-
sure the development of sound practices."

Public participation in school policy formulation is circumscribed by the
lack of visible decision making, the general shortage of information available
to the public, and a deficiency in the means for participation. While parent
associations are active in individual schools with regard to localized and per-
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sonalized problems, the highly centralized organization of the school system
is a serious deterrent to communication between parent groups and policy-
makers. In short, public education policy has become the province of the pro-
fessional bureaucrat, with the tragic result that the status quo, suffering from
many difficulties, is the order of the day.
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CHAPTER VIII

Diagnosis and Prescription

Functional Specialization and School Policy
In a rather concise and, one might say, almost modest characterization
of the educational world in New York City, Sayre and Kaufman noted: "On
balance, the school official enjoys an unusual capacity for self-government."1
In fact, with the exception of the integration issue, there are only three or four
areas in which any appreciable outside influence is brought to bear on matters
of education policy. Such influence is most direct in regard to the religious
and racial balance on the Board of Education and in the distribution of ap-
pointments to the supervisory staff. To these items should be added the mayor's
role in the determination of teachers' salaries. Some outside influence can
also be seen in the negotiations for individual school locations, the bargain-
ing for school construction contracts, and the granting of minor favors by
local district superintendents (in their limited sphere of operation). Basically,
however, there are no forces acting to broaden education policy and balance
it with other city policy.

As a political subsystem, the New York City school system can only be de-
scribed as "narrow, convergent and dominated by a consensual elite."2 This
description is in sharp contrast to the usual view of New York City politics
as "open" or to the somewhat typical suggestion in this instance by Sayre
and Kaufman that "no part of the city's large and varied population is alienated
from participation in the system."3

For the political scientist, such a disparity poses a basic problem in creat-
ing meaningful operational categories by which power can be analyzed. The
results of this study indicate the real need to examine how power is exercised
in individual areas of activity. Such examinations should explore differences
in the distribution of power, in the kinds and levels of participation, the de-
gree of integration by city-wide elements, and the role of nonprofessional
and nonsupportive interest groups. Working from this type of analysis, the
methodological concern with pluralist and power elite concepts may be shifted
to the development of more quantitative measurements of the determinants
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of open and closed political systems. Such an approach will also provide greaterinsights into the sources and possibilities for change in a political system.4
This approach is not unlike the position presented by Norton Long in "The

Local Community as an Ecology of Games," which stresses defining the ter-
ritorial limits of local political operations (or games).6 The territorial limitshere are defined as areas of functional specialization, David Minar has also
moved in the general direction of such an approach, suggesting that in the
study of school districts, classifications should relate to technical versus rank
authority domination, thereby distinguishing between nonparticipation and
participation by other than school professionals.6 In a unifunctional type
of analysis, Minar notes, concern should be focused on "whether opposed,
not complementary groups outside the authority system attempt to exert in-
fluence on the decision making process."7 Information of this sort can be de-
rived only through a functional analyses of power.

Implications for Other School Systems
Norton Long in reviewing the Sayre-Kaufman study of New York City jus-

tifiably criticised the authors for their emphasis on the uniqueness of New
York City.8 A case study should aim at providing leads for more generalized
observations. With such an objective in view, it is important to note that some
of the findings in the present study challenge basic concepts in educational
thinking about large city school systems. For example, New York City, though
designated as a fiscally "dependent" district, is quite independent in its con-
trol over educational policy, including its financing. The results of this study,
then, should indicate to professional educators the barrenness of the usual
understanding of fiscally independent and dependent districts.

This study further suggests that current developments in larger cities indi-
cate a need for more not less "outside" public influence in school systems.
Although there is a dearth of data on policymaking in large city school sys-tems (or on school systems in general), certain hypotheses, worthy of verifi-
cation, can be advanced. It appears that the size of a city is an important de-terminant in the degree to which internal bureaucratic control is sought and
the influence of the public and public officials is avoided. From the school
studies which now exist, it seems clear that there is greater involvement onthe part of political notables in smaller communities. In larger cities, both
political and economic notables tend to be more occupied with state and fed-
eral policy." (Also many of them may be active in suburban school politics,
or their children may be in private schools.) Thus, if an index of bureaucra-
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tization could be developed, it would probably indicate a higher ratio of bureau-
cratization in certain of the larger cities.

It is almost certain that in larger cities curriculum, budgeting, and person-
nel policy are controlled completely by a headquarters bureaucracy. In addi-
tion, the isolation of the school systems from the rest of city government has
undoubtedly occured, in cities large and small. As Minar suggests: "the or-
ganizational and ideological independence of the school system is both sym-
bolic and supportive of this isolation."10

Lack of responsiveness to change and defense of the status quo are natural
outgrowths of the "closed" policymaking that exists within school systems.11
The dharacter of school decision making as reflected in the area of desegre-
gation provides specific evidence of the restraints that prevent and weaken
adjustments to vast changes in the school clientele. (In most of the large cities,
the school bureaucracy itself, particularly the headquarters staff, has been a
primary force in preventing implementation of integration.)

The alienation of large segments of the public from city government is not
new. But the absence of traditional reform-oriented civic groups in the edu-
cational arena is certainly significant. Several recent studies by educators seem
to substantiate this as a general trend. As for parents associations, all the studies
which have considerkl their specific role agree that they serve to reinforce
official policy and rarely raise meaningful policy alternatives. Their concern,
particularly in the larger cities, is channeled to local school problems and
their impact on central school policymaking is negligible.12 In all, the total
effect, certainly in large cities, is a more or less complete internalization of
school politics.

School Institutions and Change
Since the 1930's there has been no serious reevaluation of the role of the

board of education as a political institution and only minor adjustments in
the thinking about how a board should be constituted.13 In part, this situation
reflects only another aspect of the isolation of the school system in this case,
from the critical analysis of social scientists. From the limited data available
on the functioning of school boards in large cities, it seems clear that there
has been an evident decline in the participation of the board in the policy
process. The Pois study of the Chicago school board provides sensitive in-
sights into the reasons for the decline.14 It is relevant that in New York City
and Chicago, boards of education which were appointed by the mayor were
abolished and replaced by boards chosen by civic selection panels. This has
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resulted in a diminished role in school policy for the mayor at least. But whether
or not the board is elected or appointed appears to make little difference in
the general tendency for boards to remove themselves from policymaking
and, at the same time, from the public. In one large city the board held its
public hearings in a room that accommodated six outsiders.15 Pois has noted
the determination of the Chicago board not to hold its hearings in local dis-
tricts.16 It is true that one analyst, Gross, has noted that the superintendents
of large cities tend to complain about their boards of education as being a "bad
blockage" in policy.17 However, this complaint may not signify direct parti-
cipation on the part of the board so much as less acceptance by the superinten-
dent of board "interfnrence." In contrast to the Gross study and in support
of the thesis advanced here, Bowman found that in the larger cities, boards
generally agreed that the policymaking role belonged to the superintendent.18

The declining role in the policy process appears to be related to the pro-
fessionalization of the school bureaucracy and to the feeling, which pervades
school boards, that its members are not competent to make certain judgments.
In any case, school boards are rarely innovative and usually are unwilling
to make decisions that might create controversy in the community. (It may
well be that the structure of school boards should be changed so as to permit
them a more responsible role in educational policymaking.)

It is also possible to draw some general conclusions regarding school super-
intendents in large cities. A recent article argued that such superintendents
had a relatively short professional life span.16 The reasons given were the
superintendent's inability to choose his own staff, the miasma of administra-
tive detail, and the highly volatile political circumstance in large cities. In
regard to the question of politics, however, two superintendents removed by
their boards, in New York City and Chicago, were removed by boards appointed
by the selection-panel procedure that is, nonpolitical appointees. Table 7
indicates that in point of fact there is a considerable difference in the aver-
age tenure of superintendents in larger cities, with the data suggesting that
superintendents appointed by elected boards remain it-. office for a longer period
of time. Moreover, in cities where the board is elected, the selection of "out-
siders" for the office of superintendent is more common.

It has been generally assumed that large cities are against outside appoint-
ments.20 Actually the tendency to appoint a superintendent from the outside
indicates something important about the operation of the school system, its
willingness to accept change. There is no clear patteitn as to which systems are
more inclined to make outside appointments. Table 7 suggests, however, that
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size alone is not the most important variable. But there is some correlation
in large cities between the acceptance of. outsiders and appointed boards. Per-
haps the appointed board is less concerned with keeping things as quiet as pos-
sible, since its members do not have to face reelection. The willingness of the
Chicago and New York City boards to face public criticism for removing a
superintendent might be explained the-same way. Although the pressure to
stay inside the system in the appointment of the superintendent is universal,
actually doing so may be less prevalent in education than in other functional
areas, given its relatively strong and well-developed professional ties. (For
the same reason, boards of education in smaller communities may also be less
likely to challenge their superintendent.)

TABLE 7

SCHOOL SUPERINTENDENTS, 1960 TO 1964

City Insider Outsider Method of Selection
Average Term,

1960.64
(in years)

Baltimore 4 4 Mayor and Council 8
Boston 9 2 Elected 5.8
Buffalo 2 2 Mayor and Council 16
Chicago 5 4 Mayor 7.8
Cleveland 6 4 Elected 6.4
Detroit 3 2 Elected 12.8
Houston 2 2 Elected 16
Los Angeles 7 3 Elected 6.4
Milwaukee 3 3 Elected 10.6
New York 5 2 Mayor 0.1
Philadelphia 5 4 County Judges 7.8
Pittsburgh 3 5 County Judges 8
San Francisco 3 4 Mayor 9.1
Saint Louis 6 1 Elected 9.1

Source: Joseph M. Cronin, The Board of Education in Great Cities (doctoral dissertialion,
Stanford University, 1965).

Further, the merit system in larger cities and the increasingly routinized
procedures for examining and promoting school administrators also serves
to close off nonprofessional participants from school policy. Thus, political
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parties have virtually no role in school affairs. As a group, they have even
been removed or have removed themselves from the desegregation issue. 21

The elimination of public nonprofessional participants from school policy-
making, whatever the cause or however beneficial the results in some instances,
leaves a vacuum in leadership and diminishes, almost to the vanishing point,
competition and interest. If the test of viability in a political system is the abil-
ity to convert demands into policies, the sharp tendencies toward preserva-
tion of the status quo in city school systems in the face of the changing compo-
sition of the contemporary metropolis is a matter of serious concern. If the
lack of ability to meet changing needs is related to the closed nature of the
system, as seems to be the case in the area of education, then it is clear that
the base of participation must be broadened.

There are those who would distinguish technical decisions from public de-
cisions and thus rationalize the closed system of participation in school policy.
However, if one regards the presentation of policy alternatives as a basic ele-
ment in sounder decision making, the distinction becomes irrelevant, and the
intrinsic importance of nonprofessional participation (in all areas of decision
making) becomes clear.

Expanding Participation
Any effort to change the school system and expand civic participation must

face the concentration of power in the professional bureaucracy and the re-
sistance by the bureaucracy to any plan that would erode its power. Thus, any
plan for change must have as its first objective the diminution of bureaucratic
power. Meaningful plans for the reorganization of large city school systems
must embody a formula for the decentralization of bureaucratic authority and
the expansion of outside nonprofessional influences. Reorganization should
also serve the purpose of maximizing public involvement in the schools, and
of stimulating the mayor, other officials, civic groups, and a larger public
to play more active roles in educational policy. Greater reliance on more local
involvement through decentralization is the most natural approach to such a
reorganization.

All of the vested interests in school politics oppose decentralization. This
is true not only for the school supervisory staff and for teachers organizations
but also for the lay members of the boards of education and even for the estab-
lished education interest groups. Throughout the administrative hierarchy
of the school system, only the superintendent of schools might clearly see
his interests identified with decentralization; he alone could possibly maxi-
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mize his authority over many small blocs of power more readily than he can
over the few large power blocs that now exist. But other high-level admin-
istrators at central headquarters derive their power from the weight of hier-
archical responsibilities. Even district superintendents, who would have en-
hanced authority under a decentralization plan, conceivably may prefer the
status quo; they may see any new authority negated by the pressure of parent
and other local groups that would be channeled locally.

The city board of education, similarly, will find its power diminished by
the existence of strong local school boards. Teachers organizations prefer
to negotiate their demands centrally, backed by the weight of the entire teach-
ing force of a city's schools. A union would naturally view decentralization
as a threat to its solidified power. Further, the unions inevitably would oppose
an arrangement flexible enough to permit district variation in such areas as
teaching responsibilities, class size, and basis for advancement.

The forces that favor the strong central school structure prevail outside
the system as well as inside. Major civic groups with an interest in education
are structured in a centralized fashion. Their major impact and avenues of
influence are city-wide, not local. Similarly, civil rights groups have power
city-wide and might fear a decentralized integration policy.

The most pressing and immediate problems of large city school systems are
related to the changing character of city populations. The response to such
change is usually a tendency to support plans for greater integration or for
consolidation of city and suburban schools under a metropolitan school dis-
trict, although no such consolidations have taken place. The purpose of such
districts would be to alleviate financial inequities and provide a realistic basis
for achieving racial integration. Certainly the financial burden of city schools
would be abetted by such an arrangement. In New York, any plan for con-
solidation would have to be promulgated under state law and could only be
achieved if encouragement was provided through the state-aid formula.

The likelihood of achieving metropolitan school districts in the foresee-
able future is doubtful. Nevertheless, any plan for decentralization should
provide a viable means for future consolidation by maintaining those central
facilities and operations that could be readily consolidated.

Beyond the need to mobilize the support of powerful city groups, other
additional difficulties beset plans to decentralize. Determining district lines
and exactly which functions are to be assigned to a central and which to a local
facility are substantial tasks. It is difficult to establish the appropriate dimen-
sions for a district that at once is large enough to be powerful, small enough



59

to be "local," different enough to break up existing power blocs, and, finally,
a size that makes sense in the terms of the city. In additi'n to all this, working
out viable district lines in cities with changing populations poses great prob-
lems. Equally difficult is the matter of creating a workable balance between
localized and centralized functions that will produce increased participation,
adaptability to local needs, and economies of scale, and will not clash with
established political-fiscal machinery nor with established concepts of central
control.

Possible Approaches to Decentralization
With these difficulties in mind, it is still possible to outline several approaches

to decentralizing the school system in New York City. Moving from very small
local units to large political divisions, the plans are as follows:

I. Developing Educational Parks --The educational park has been advanced
as a new approach to a complex of problems. A park can afford to support ex-
tensive and expensive services. It offers at least a partial solution to segrega-
tion. It provides a basis for the flexibility essential to schools adapting to rapidly
changing social needs.

The flexibility inherent in an educational park would require that the per-
sons responsible for administering it be given a good deal of discretion. There-
fore, to have a successful park, much authority would need to be decentralized
to that level. While certain services and responsibilities would necessarily
remain centralized, the radical nature of the proposed educational complex
could fundamentally alter the policy process of education in the city.

2. Local School Boards Another possible approach to reorganization involves
the creation or strengthening of local school boards and providing them with
significant decision-making powers over educational policy. School boards
could be elected by nonpartisan vote to stimulate local participation in school
affairs and encourage voter support for school programs.

Under such an arrangement, city-wide coordination might be assured by a
central city school board which would continue to be appointed by the mayor
for its regular task of defining basic educational objectives and policies. A
small central school staff then could service the city-wide board and carry
out school programs in the areas of planning, budget, curriculum research,
accounting, purchasing, and personnel.

S. Decentralizing Operations into City School Districts A third approach lies
in establishing fewer school districts. A reorganization into approximately 15
to 20 districts might achieve maximum decentralization while maintaining
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districts of sufficient size to provide for economic local administration. Each
of the districts could be fiscally dependent on the city, and might be governed
by local school boards appointed by the mayor from a list submitted by a local
screening panel.

City funds could be appropriated to each district on a formula basis. With-
in the lump-sum appropriations, each district board could then have complete
discretion in budget making and budget administration.

A central school advisory council and central school staff could continue
to carry out centralized functions justified by economies of scale.

4. Establishing Several Larger-Area School Districts Separate "area" school
districts, fiscally dependent on the city government, might be established in
place of the present single city-wide district. Each district might be governed
by a separate board of education. The city could appropriate lump-sum a-
mounts to each district determined on a formula basis.

Under this arrangement, a city-wide council might assume a coordinating
function and, with a city school administrator appointed by the mayor, over-
see and be responsible for defining city-wide school policies and minimum
standards. A central planning advisory staff would operate centrally estab-
lished, city-wide school programs for functions justified by demonstrated
economies of scale.

The results of this study indicate that only minor procedural changes can
be expected from the present educational system given the distribution of
power within it. This power can be redistributed only through a thorough
reorganization that will dislodge the central headquarters staff from its al-
most complete control of policy. All of the above reorganization plans, there-
fore,. embody the principle of decentralization. Decentralization alone cannot
create broader participation, but it can encourage participation through mak-
ing the decision process more visible and by increasing competition among
the participants. Additional mechanisms must be developed to stimulate greater
involvement by the mayor, a diverse body of interest groups (professional and
nonprofessional alike), and teachers and citizens concerned with broad as-
pects of educational policy. Such changes can only be achieved if the qchool
system's ties to the community are more immediate and more direct,
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CHAPTER IX

Epilogue: A Plan for New York City

Five Borough School Districts

This chapter proposes the creation of borough school districts in New York
City to shift major power from the city to the borough. Such a change pro-
vides avenues of expression for local groups; and with the existence of natural
interborough rivalries, it encourages competition and change.

In brief, the plan proposes five borough school districts, each of which would
be considered separate under state law. Each borough would ha ?. a school
committee and its own superintendent of schools. The city's functions include
overall responsibilities for long-range planning and for providing technical
assistance. The city will have, as well, a certain amount of overall political
and fiscal leverage to implement a role that is broadly coordinative. City-
wide coordination would rest with a city school commissioner and a city board
of education.

The plan provides for close cooperation with the municipal colleges, and,
in general, opens the school system to new interests and new leadership.

Financing Five Borough School Districts
State aid for school districts in New York State takes into account the ability

of the local district to finance its schools through property taxation. The de-
vice used is an aid ratio that determines the state share of total approved oper-
ating expenses. The aid ratio for each school district varies depending upon
the relation to the state-wide average of the full value of taxable real property
in the district. However, every district, regardless of wealth, receives a mini-
mum amount of aid; districts which receive this minimum are called flat-grant
districts.

New York City receives far less aid than it would if state aid was computed
on a county-by-county basis, considering each county, or borough, a separate
district. New York City, as a single unit for state aid purposes, is a flat-grant
district because the concentration of great wealth in Manhattan compensates
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for the relatively low property values in the other boroughs. If aid was de-
termined on a borough-by-borough basis (see Table 8), Manhattan and Queens
would be flat-grant districts, the aid ratio for Richmond would rise slightly

and the aid ratios for Brooklyn and the Bronx would rise to over 60 per
cent. More than half of the city's pupil population resides in these latter two
boroughs.

TABLE 8

EFFECT OF SEPARATE BOROUGH COMPUTATIONS ON
STATE AID RATIOS FOR NEW YORK CITY

Borough
Pupils in WADAa

1963-64
Aid Ratio

by Borough
Aid Ratio for

State Aid Purposes

Manhattan 177,140 b 36.0c

Bronx 190,728 64.6 64.6

Brooklyn 379,796 60.3 60.3

Queens 240,464 25.7 36.0 c

Richmond 35,850 39.5 39.5

City-wide 1,023,978 34.1 c N/A

a
WADA - Weighted Average Daily Attendance.

b
Negative aid ratio of 42.7 per cent.

c
Minimum aid of 36.0 per cent.

Source: Special Study of Bureau of School Financial Aid, Board of
Education, December 16, 1964.

On such a borough-by-borough basis, estimates indicate that the city would
receive about $100-million more in state aid per year than it currently receives.
The state aid thus received could become part of the total New York City ex-
pense budget appropriation for education. The city, in turn, would provide
each borough school district with a lump-sum appropriation, determined on
a formula basis weighted for enrollment per grade and various handicap fac-

. tors (e.g., frequency of reading retardation, emotional disturbance, physical
handicaps among the pupil population). The precise formula would be de-
veloped by the city board of education. The borough school district would
determine how its funds were to be used.
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The city should require that each borough use a performance budget and
exercise control over its appropriations through an operations review, con-
ducted by the city administrator's office. (As already noted, one of the obvious
shortcomings in the present structure is the lack of program orientation in
budgeting, and the fact that review of performance is almost nonexistent.)

The city school commissioner should also have available a substantial fund
to award grants for imaginative proposals. In effect, the large city should be
viewed as a granting agency in several functional areas. Grants could be made
to encourage a wide range of experimental programs (e.g., team teaching, cur-
riculum development, new methods of structuring classes), and conceivably
could be awarded to the borough school district, or to lesser units, including
individual schools, teachers, and possibly parent or other groups. The award-
ing of grants should spur competition, innovation, and community involve-
ment in the school. This procedure would increase the role of the mayor and
the city in the development of school policy. Imaginative programs and ex-
perimentation would be supported by city funds.

As a further stimulus to community involvement, it might be possible to
develop procedures to permit districts to levy additional taxes for facilities
beyond those obtained with expense budget and grant-award funds. This would
give community groups an opportunity to participate more directly in fram-
ing school policy, and more important, permit them the opportunity of eval-
uating alternatives.

The City-Wide Function

Within the broadly coordinating role of the city, there would be several
offices and functions. The mayor would appoint the city school commissioner,
who would head a small staff and serve as executive officer to the city board
of education. The city school commissioner would also function as chairman
of the city school council, composed of the five borough superintendents of
schools. In addition to the city school council, the borough systems would be
coordinated in a city-wide, comprehensive, long-range plan for education.

The New York City Board of Education
In the plan proposed here, the board of education is envisioned as a presti-

gious body, fashioned after the State Board of Regents. Its major role would
be to develop a long-range plan for the schools in New York City. Its plan
should concentrate on the public schools, but, as the Regents' plan, might
encompass the private schools as well. It also should concern itself with higher
education and could provide a much-needed coordinating function between
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the schools and the colleges. The board may require reports from the borough
school committees, necessarily would require individual master plans, and
may issue its own reports, as the Regents have done.

The board, composed of perhaps 14 members, should be appointed in a man-
ner to insure high quality and prestige, broad representation, political astute-
ness, and the cooperation of the colleges and schools. Thus, one member would
be the Chancellor of the City University, three would be appointed by the
mayor, two by the City Council, and three by a selection panel. The chairmen
of the borough school committees would comprise the remainder.

The Mayor

The proposed structure, in defining a long-range planning and coordinating
city-wide function, heightens the mayor's role in broad educational policy-
making. The ability of the mayor to influence educational policy is maximized
by the provisions for: (1) mayoral appointment of the city school commission;
(2) mayoral appointment of three members of the city board of education; and
(3) mayoral review and comment on the long-range plan for education in New
York City.

One of the most obvious deficiencies in the presult education structure
has been the weakened position of the mayor as stn initiator of educational
policy. Although borough systems might appear to further detract from the
mayor's role, appropriate mechanisms can be provided to encourage his par-
ticipation on a meaningful level. The grant program offers the opportunity
to expand his leadership role in supporting new programs. The expanded
review function of the mayor guarantees constant city-wide evaluation of the
borough school system.

The City Commissioner of Schools

The key city-wide post would be the commissioner of schools. Appointed
by the mayor for a four-year term, the commissioner would serve as the mayor's
chief adviser on education, be the executive officer of the board of education,
and have no line function. He would direct a small staff which would conduct
ongoing research in areas such as curriculum and school construction. The
research handled by a borough system would necessarily and usefully be
molded by the exigencies of day-to-day operations. Having a central research
function as well, would provide for equally important long-term inquiry.

The commissioner's staff would be able to provide technical assistance to
the borough systems, such as advising them on matters of master planning
and recruitment of teachers, and providing in-service training programs.
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The commissioner's office would coordinate state and federal aid, administer
the grant program, and conduct city-wide negotiations with the teachers union.

The City School Council

The city school council would be composed of the superintendents of schools
of each of the five borough systems and the *city school commissioner, who
would be its chairman. The council would have no legal authority, but would
meet periodically and provide opportunities for the exchange of information
and for cooperation and coordination on a professional level.

Divided Functions

Under the proposed plan, some functions would be apportioned between the
city and the borough. They include: (1) recruitment, personnel, standards,
and union negotiations; (2) school construction and site selection; and (3) long-
range planning.

City-wide standards for teachers would be minimal: a teacher should have
New York State certification and should satisfy requirements set by the de-
partment of health. Beyond these standards, a borough would have the dis-
cretion to recruit teachers and set up examinations or other selection proce-
dures deemed useful. The city school commissioner, however, could provide
relevant technical assistance or a central natiGriwide recruiting service if re-
quested.

The commissioner of schools would negotiate a basic city-wide contract with
the United Federation of Teachers to determine: (1) the minimum and maxi-
mum steps on a salary scale; (2) pension and welfare benefits; and (3) mini-
mum tenure standards for teachers (e.g., not to be conferred before three-
years service nor after seven years). The borough system would define its
own policy within these determinations. All other arrangements provisions
affecting administrative personnel, class size, teaching assignments and hours,
salary steps between the minimum and maximum would be negotiated at
the borough level.

Construction and site selection should be determined in each borough.
However, for adequate city-wide coordination it would be necessary to fol-
low the procedures set by the City Planning Commission.

Long-I-tinge planning would be a function at both levels. The boroughs
would have to develop master plans to submit to the central board. The board,
in turn, would have to consider and evaluate the plans and incorporate them
into an overall city-wide plan.
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The Borough System
Under the reorganized structure, the power now lodged at Board of Edu-

cation headquarters would be shifted to the borough district. Each borough
would have a borough school committee that would appoint a borough su-
perintendent of schools.

Appointment of the School Committee
To insure a responsive policymaking body, the appointments to the borough

committee should reflect the gamut of interests and needs in the borough.
This study recommends a five-member committee composed as follows: one
to be chosen by the borough president; one the president of a municipal col-
lege located in the borough; and three to be chosen by a broadly-based selec-
tion panel.

The nomination by the borough president should provide the board with a
member who has political acumen and political leverage. The presence of
a municipal college rr,..sident would provide an academic point of view, and
significantly should stimulate much needed school-university cooperation.
If there is more than one municipal college in the borough, the Chancellor
of the City University should determine a rotation schedule for the college
presidents.

I laving the majority of the members of the school committee appointed by
the selection panel will maximize community involvement, The panel of say
20 members should be elected at a borough convention. The borough conven-
tion should be broadly representative, with delegates from parent associa-
tions, civic orgaizations and church groups, and the poverty -area conventions.
l'he borough convention conceivably could develop into an active association,
with the power base and influence to demand a responsive school committee.

The Functions of the Borough School System
The role of the school committee would be to select a superintendent of

schools, formulate policy, and develop a master plan to be submitted to the
city board.

1"1w school committee and the superintendent would be charged with de-
fining the organizational structure of the new borough district. Three areas
should be retained by the committee and the superintendent as centralized
functions: (I) zoningto insure integration; (2) purchase to insure econo-
mies of scale; and (9) construction to insure economies of scale and central
planning.
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Beyond these centralized functions, it is hoped that each borough system
would develop an imaginative and flexible pattern of organization, guard-
ing against the overcentralization and rigidity that have stifled the present
system. The establishment of parent-teacher committees to operate schools,
plan budgets, and set curriculum should not be overlooked.

Ideally, "conventional wisdom" would be discarded in structuring the new
systems. For example, the administrative leadership of a school might rest
not with a principal, but with a master teacher whose main concern is the class-
room and whose purely administrative tasks are assumed by an administrative
assistant who need not necessarily be a teacher. In fact, the whole assump-
tion that school administrators ought to be teachers should be challenged.
Currently, the road to advancement in the school system is from teaching to
administration, and there is no prestige attached to remaining a teacher. New
teaching positions (e.g.., master teacher, team leader) could be developed and
recognition assured through higher salaries.

The existence of five borough districts would enhance the possibility of
infusing new leadership into the schools. One borough might select' a super-
intendent from outside New York City. Another might choose as superinten-
dent or as a high official in the system a person from outside the field of edu-
cation. The superintendent's position could be strengthened by permitting
him to select his own top staff.

Under this plan, varying amounts of authority could be decentralized to the
local level, while varying types of experiments in community involvement
could be tried. Local school boards could be elected and individual schools
could receive lump-sum budgets. Campus schools could be increased, and
close cooperation with the college is likely to lead to innumerable new ap-
proaches in all areas of education.

New concepts in building, in programs, and in teaching personnel could
be encouraged under flexible arrangements. The proximity of the boroughs
and the city school council would insure the exchange of information about
the success of experiments. In fundamentally reorganizing the current rigid
structure, the proposal for live borough systems is replete with possibilities
for dramatic, revitalizing change.
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Table II

CHANGE IN ENROLLMENTS IN PUBLIC AND NONPUBLIC SCHOOLS
BY SCHOOL LEVEL: NEW YORK CITY, 1950 TO 1960

(NUMBERS IN THOUSANDS)
School Level Enrollment Change 1950 to 1960
and Type 1960 1950 Number Per Cent

All Levels (K-12)a 1,396 1,179 217 18.4
Public 987 879 108 12.3
Nonpublic 409 300 109 36.3

Kindergarten 89 64 25 39.1
Public 75 54 21 38.9
Nonpublic 14 10 4 40.0

Elementary (1-8) 926 805 121 15.0
Public 607 565 42 7.4
Nonpublic 319 240 79 32.9

High School 366 306 60 19.6
Public 290 256 34 13.3
Nonpublic 76 50 26 52.0

"Includes
figures for handicapped pupils in public schools who were not under grade classification. These

numbered about 4,000 in 1950, and 16,000 in 1960.

Sources: Derived from Board of Education, City of New York, Sixty-Third Annual Report of the Super-
intendent of Schools, Statistical Section, School Year 1960.61, Tables 21-23; Fifty-Seventh Annual Re-
port..., School Year 1954,55, Table 36

Table III

ENROLLMENTS IN NONPUBLIC SCHOOLS AS PER CENT OF
TOTAL ENROLLMENTS BY SCHOOL LEVEL:

NEW YORK CITY, 1950 TO 1962
School Level 1950 1955 1957 1960 1962

All Levels 25.4 28.8 29.0 29,3 28.7
Below High School (K-8) 28.8 32.1 32.5 32.8 31.8

Kindergarten 15,6 16.7 16.0 15.7 14.4
Elementary (1-8) 29.8 33.5 34.0 34.5 33.8

High School (1-12) 16.3 20.2 20.2 20.5 21.4

Sources: Derived from Board of Education, City of New York, Sixty-Fifth Annual Report of
the Superintendent of Schools, Statistical Section; School Year 1962=63, Tables 46.49; Sixty-
Third Annual Report..., School Ye6r 196041, Tables 21-23; Sixtieth Annual Report..., School
Year 1%748, Tables 21,22, 24; Fifty-Seventh Annual Report..., School Year 1954,55, Table 36
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Table VI

NUMBER OF POSITIONS AND COST OF SALARIES
IN ELEMENTARY SCHOOLS

1954.55 AND 1964-65

Position
1954-55

Number Cost
1964-65

Number Cost

Principals 558 $ 4,820,514 593 $ 8,874,566

Assistants to Principals 332 2,506,307 688 8,593,895

Teachers:a
Regular, grades 1-8b 16,230 93,444,477 19,888 158,892,002
Kindergarten 1,476 7,768,758 1,961 15,591,231
Industrial Arts 134 781,493 29 266,691
Home Economics 138 744,331 46 365,883
Swimming 18 116,860 15 137,500

Sub-Total 17,996 $102,855,919 21,939 $175,253,307

School Secretaries 807 $ 3,213,297 1,190 $ 7,102,015

Shower Room Attendants 10 36,662 1 4,895

TOTAL 19,703 $113,555,099 24,411 $199,828,678

Teachers of classes for handicapped children are listed under Special Schools and Classes in the
195445 Budget. In the 196445 Budget, Teachers of Special Classes for handicapped children in Ele-
mentary Schools arc listed under Elementary Schools, Teachers of Speech are listed under Elementary
Schools in the 195445 Budget and under Teaching-Speech Improvement, in the 196445 Budget, For
purposes of comparison they arc listed under Special Schools, Special Classes, and Other in these tables.
bOiher

Teaching Positions (not classroom teachers but special teachers for remedial reading, library,
art, science, music, oaf are included in Regular Teachers,

Source: Board of Education, City School District of the City of New York, Budgets for the Fiscal Years
1.95445 and 196444
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Table VII

NUMBER OF POSITIONS AND COST OF SALARIES
IN JUNIOR HIGH SCHOOLS

1954-55 AND 1964-65

Position
1954-55

Number Cost
1964-65

Number Cost

Principals 102 $ 1,013,329 138 $ 2,231,014
Assistant Principals 217 1,519,491 539 6,792,610
Teachers:a

Regular 4,846 26,008,858 9,448 74,372,425
Home Economics 344 1,727,207 622 5,265,406
Industrial Arts 438 2,138,340 720 6,225,658
Swimming 11 61,320 13 108,700
Library 139 1,187,306

Sub-Total 5,639 $ 30,292,577 10,942 $ 98,159,495
Laboratory Assistants 67 391,448
Shower Room Attendants 21 75,964 21 103,670
School Secretaries 249 951,634 468 2,834,352

TOTAL 6,228 $ 33,924,995 12,175 $ 99,512,589
a
mn the 1954-55 Budget, Teachers of handicapped children are listed under Special Schools and

Special Classes. In the 1964-65 Budget, Teachers of Special Classes for handicapped are distributed
among the regular school divisions in which they are located. For purposes of comparison, they are
listed undei. Special Schools and Classes in these tables.

Source: Board of Education, City School District of the City of New York, Budgets for the Fiscal Years
1954-55 and 1964-65.

AM
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Table VIII

NUMBER OF POSITIONS AND COST IN ACADEMIC HIGH SCHOOLS
1954-55 AND 1964-65

Position
1954-55

Number Cost
1964-65

Number Cost

Principals 54 $ 716,507 59 $ 1,150,418
Administrative Assistants 89 698,116 122 1,590,437
Chairman of Departments 509 3,991,667 611 8,006,584
Teachers:

Regular 5,406 36,004,129 7,784 73,046,227
Handicappeda 27 254,093
C.R.M.D.b 45 450,752Library 141 712,409 180 1,684,599
Library Assistants 32 158,522 5 38,100Swimming 72 471,742 64 587,108

Sub-Total 5,651 $ 37,346,802 8,105 $ 76,060,879
Laboratory Assistants 162 710,656 189 1,253,983
Shower Room Attendants 15 55,177 2 11,580
Placement and

Investigating Assistants 10 49,000
School Secretaries 455 1,903,866 491 3,160,919

TOTAL 6,945 $ 45,471,791 9,579 $191,234,800
a

Teacherseachers of Classes for Deaf Blind, Sight Conservation, Health Conservation.
b

Teachers of Classes for Children with Retarded Mental Development.

Source: Board of Education, City School District ofthe City of New York, Budgets for the Fiscal Years
1954-55 and 1964-65.
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Table IX

NUMBER OF POSITIONS AND COST IN VOCATIONAL HIGH SCHOOLS
1954-55 AND 1964-65

Position
1954-55

Number Cost Number
1964-65

Cost

Principals and Others in Charge 51 $ 567,702 33 $ 622,164
Assistants to Principals 27 211,788 31 407,420
Chairman of Departments 125 944,128 129 1,695,383
Teachers:

Regular 2,371 14,275,771 2,377 22,749,493Handicappeda
4 30,592C.R.M.D.b
4 38,808Library 45 230,147 49 435,412Library Assistants 7 35,772 2 15,665Swimming 4 27,200 3 26,500

Sub-Total 2,427 $ 14,568,890 2,439 $ 23,296,470
School Secretaries 132 519,548 135 893,815
Laboratory Assistants 30 129,414 34 229,247
Shower Room Attendants 11 40,124
Placement and Investigating

Assistants 2 9,800
TOTAL 2,805 $ 16,991,394 2,801 $ 27,144,499a

Teachers of Classes for Deaf and Health Conse coati on.
b

Teachers of Classes for Children with Retarded Mental Development.

Source: Board of Education, City School District of the City of New York, Budgets for the Fiscal Years 1954-55and 1964-65.
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Table X

NUMBER OF POSITIONS AND COST FOR SPECIAL SCHOOLS,
SPECIAL CLASSES, AND SPECIAL TEACHERS

1954-55 AND 1964-65

Pasition

Special Schoolsa and Classesb

Number
1954-55

Cost Number
7964-65

Cost

Principals 24 $ 192,235 42 $ 566,243

Assistants to Principals 3 24,208 6 76,696

Teachers:
Special Schoolsc

1,512 8,765,634 885 8,019,121
Junior High 317 2,776,011
Elementary

Sub-Total 1,539 $ 8,765,634 2,114 $ 18,552,257
School Secretaries 26 104,383 54 316,124

TOTAL 1,565 $ 9,086,460 2,216 $ 19,511,320
Special Teachers

Home Teachers for Physically
Handicapped Children 237 1,180,778 328 3,164,191

Speech Improvement Teachersd 113 554,490 194 1,540,436

TOTAL 350 $ 1,735,268 522 $ 4,704,627
GRAND TOTAL 1,915 $ 10,821,728 2,738 $ 24,215,947

`Special Schools: 1959-55 1969-65
Occupational Training Center for Mentally Retarded Children 1 1

School for the Deaf 1 2
"600" Schools 14 29
"400" Schools 8 9
Sheller School 1

b
Special Classes:

Health Conservation for children with orthopedic handicaps, cardiac diseases, and other physical

Sight Conservation for children with limited vision.
Braille for blind children.
C.R.M.D. for children with retarded mental development.

c
In the 1954-55 Budget, leachers of Special Classes in elementary schools and juniorhigh schools were listed

under Special Schools and Classes. In the 1964-65 Budget these teachers are listed under the School Division
in which they taught. For purposes of comparison, all teachers of Special Classes are listed above.din

the 1954-55 Budget, Speech Improvement Teachers were listed under Elementary Schools. In the 1964-65
Budget, they were listed separately.
Source: Board of Education, City School District of New York, Budgets for Fiscal Years 1954-55 and 1964-65.
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Table XII

DISTRIBUTION OF SPECIAL SERVICE TEACHERS (OTHER TEACHING POSITIONS)
IN THE ELEMENTARY SCHOOLS

1954-55 AND 1964-65

Number
Positions 1954-55 1964-65

Teachers for Remedial Reading 143 932

Teachers Assigned to Special Areas
(Art, Health Education, Music, and Science) 541

Teachers of Library 469

Coordinator and Auxiliary Teachers, Non-English Speaking Pupils 48 285

Higher Horizon Program 163

All Day Neighborhood Schools 42 99

First Grade Resource Teachers 35

Teachers on other Assignments 18 186

Coordinators, Teachers Training 17

Coordinators (Art, Health Education, Music, Science, Reading) 61 110a

TOTAL 312 2,837

a
Of the 110 coordinators, 26 are for reading and 84 for science, mathematics and health.

Source: Board of Education, City School District of the City of New York, tentative Budget 1965-66. Fiscal
year information for 1954-5S obtained from the Elementary School Division of the Board of Education,



ry

79

Table XIII

SALARIES OF SUPERVISORY AND ADMINISTRATIVE PERSONNEL
1954.55 AND 1964.65

Positions
Salaries

1954-55 1964-65

Superintendent of Schools $32,500 $40,000

Executive Deputy Superintendent 32,500

Deputy Superintendent 25,000 27,500

Associate Superintendent 16,250 25,095

Assistant Superintendent 13,950 21,550

Examiners, Board of Examiners 14,300 22,245

School Medical Director 9,500 18,560

Director, Bureau of Attendance 16,250 25,095

Director, Bureau of Child Guidance 15,600 22,255

Director, Other Bureausa 8,900-13,450 15,635-19,160

Assistant Director, Bureau of Attendance 13,950 21,550

Assistant Director, Bureau of Child Guidance 13,450 19,360

Assistant Director, Other Bureaus 7,450-10,200 13,720-15,735

Assistant Administrative Director 6,900- 8,900 14,465-18,080

Supervisor 6,850- 7,450 11,780-12,925

Inspector 6,450- 6,450 9,280-15,235

Coordinator * 13,400-14,000

Principal 6,100-13,450 13,910-20,045

*Position did not exist in 195445,
a

Includes Division Supervising Attendance Officer.

Source: Board of Education, City School District of the City of New
and 1969-65.

York, Budget for the Fiscal Years 1959-55
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Table XIV

THE INCREASED COST OF EDUCATION AS A RESULT OF
COLLECTIVE BARGAINING WITH

THE UNITED FEDERATION OF TEACHERS
(IN MILLIONS)

Resulting
from 1963

b
Agreement

Resulting from 1965 Agreement
Total 1965-66 1966-67 1967-68

Teachers' salaries and benefits 20.7 44.7 18.8 24.2 1.7
Other salaries 5.5 13.45 5.75 b

7.2 .5a
Pension costs 5.3 9.0 9.0 .1

Total effect on city budget 31.5 67.1 24.5 40.4 2.3
Currently available in Board of

Education Budget 21.5 21.5

Additional amount required
from the city 45.6 3.0 40.4 2.3

Nonsalary benefits and
quality improvement 6.0 26.0d

TOTAL COST 37.5 93.1

a
Excludes resulting salary increases for instructional staff of Board of Higher Education. (Estimated at $7

million.)
b

Data from The New York Times, September 19, 1963.
c

Data from the Board of Education,
d

Presumed to be financed from federal funds,
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Table XV

REASONS FOR INCREASE IN BUDGETED EXPENDITURES
FOR TEACHERS' SALARIES

1954-55 AND 1964-65

Amount Per Cent
Reasons of Increase of Total

Increase In salary rates $102,243,600 54%

Increase In number of teachers for:

Increased enrollment $ 37,868,000 20

Increase in special services 20,827,400 11

Reduction in teaching periods 15,147,200 8

Reduction in class size 13,253,800 7

Sub-Total $ 87,096,400 46%

TOTAL $189,340,000 100%

a
Computations were based on estimated enrollment, numbers of authorized

teaching positions, utilization of teacher time, changes in pupiNeacher ratios,
and estimated class size.
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APPENDIX B

The District Superintendents
The following data represent the results of a field survey questionnaire ad-
ministered to nine of the then (1966) 25 district superintendents. Each super-
intendent was interviewed for several hours. The sample was selected so as to
incltgle representative districts in each borough. The significant characteristics
of each district are outlined in Table I. Background data for the superintend-
ents are indicated in Table II. As a group, they are relatively young, six of
the nine falling in the 36 to 40 age bracket. Almost all have served one to ten
years in their present job. All but one were principals in New York City schools
prior to their appointment as an assistant superintendent.

Questions were directed at determining the field superintendent's percep-
tions of his job as well as establishing his actual practices.

Most of the superintendents agreed that their jobs entailed some kind of
supervision of the schools and personnel in their districts. A comparatively
large number viewed their public relations role as especially significant.
When asked more specifically for whom they were responsible, most agreed
that the principals were their particular concern. Few indicated that the super-
vision of teachers was a primary responsibility. Follow-up questions on their
contact with principals, however, revealed a surprising lack of contact, except
in formal monthly meetings. Individual conferences with principals were
rare, evaluation scanty, and services to principals limited. (See Table V.) Al-
though the district superintendent can appoint principals in his district, only
two had done so, and only one had rated a principal after appointment.

District superintendent relatiOnships with teachers were even more narrow.
Few techniques have been developed for working with the teachers or for
supervising their work. The district superintendent is obviously not someone
teachers call on for assistance. In terms of their role as liaison with headquar-
ters few indicated a significant role for themselves in that area. (See Table VI.)

Although curriculum coordinators operate out of district superintendent's
offices, even that function appeared to be one in which they had only narrow
involvement. It was clear that only two of them were actually functioning as
overseers of personnel and curriculum in their local school area. In addition,

6_
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at least half of the respondents did not appear to be involved with policy on a
local level, indicated by the recurrence of the number four or five in response
to key questions. Three of those interviewed were participating to a very
limited degree.

Assignment of special personnel was very circumscribed at the time of the
questioning in 1966. Since that time, additional personnel has been assigned
to the districts and presumably superintendents would now be active in this
regard.

When asked about activities on a typical day, superintendents commonly
noted visits to schools and group meetings with staff. Such visits, however,
have little to do with review of teachers, principals, or curriculum. Finally,
meetings with parents and outsiders are more common than meetings with
principals or teachers. (See Table IV.)

Table I

DISTRICT SUPERINTENDENT QUESTIONNAIRE
DISTRICT CHARACTERISTICS, 1966

DS# Location Economic % White % Nonwhite

1 Brooklyn Middle * *

2 Queens Low-High 78 22

3 Brooklyn Low 50 50

4 Manhattan Low-Middle 25 75

5 Manhattan Low-Middle 30 70

6 Bronx Low 10 90

7 Richmond Middle 90 10

8 Queens Middle-High * *

9 Bronx Middle-High 70 30

Predominantly white; no percentages available.
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Table IV
DISTRICT SUPERINTENDENT QUESTIONNAIRE

ACTIVITIES ON A TYPICAL DAY
SAMPLE OF 8 DS, 1966

Activities on Typical Day Number of DS
Visits schools 8
Group meetings with school personnel 6

(supervisors, principals and assistant principals,
teachers, counselors, and administrative staff)

Individual conferences with principals or teachers 2

Meetings with other persons or groups (excluding parents) 4

Meetings with parents (individually and groups) 4

Local school board meetings 2

Observation of probationary teachers 2

Reports to headquarters 2

Reorganization sheets 1

Conferences with own staff 3

Maintenance matters 1

Table V
DISTRICT SUPERINTENDENT QUESTIONNAIRE

DS RELATIONSHIPS AND MEETINGS WITH PRINCIPALS
SAMPLE OF 9 DS, 1966

Relationships Number of DS
Supervises work 2
Committee meetings and conferences of principals 4
Committee meetings and conferences of assistant principals 1

Individual conferences 2
Evaluation of principals 2
Handles special problems concerning staff for principals 2
Handles special discipline problems for principals 1

Services principals through coordinator 1

Aids principal in implementing programs 1

Has special committees for various problems 1

Formal Meetings
Once a month meetings 9
Committee meetings 6
Individual conferences for special problems 2
Meetings with assistant principals 3
Special meetings as need arises 5

Informal Meetings
Visits to schools 1

Visits to ADS office 1

85
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Table VI

DISTRICT SUPERINTENDENT QUESTIONNAIRE
DS RELATIONSHIPS AND INFORMAL MEETINGS

WITH TEACHERS
SAMPLE OF 8 DS, 1966

Relationships Number of DS

Orientation teas 2

Rates probationary teachers 3

Approves principals' ratings of teachers 2

Visits teachers rated unsatisfactory 1

Visits teachers (without rating) 4

Evaluates programs 2

Organizes district workshops 4

Organizes in-service courses 2

Holds conferences and meetings 3

Has grievance procedures 2

Gives personal guidance 2

Places teachers on district committees 1

Contact with teachers through coordinators 1

Recommends teachers for advancement 1

Works with teachers on special projects 1

Informal Meetingsa

Orientation teas 6

Visits schools 4

When teachers are rated 2

Conferences 4
Staff meetings at ADS office 1

District committee meetings 1

Workshops 2

In-service courses 1

a U.F.7'. contract does not allow formal meetings between teachers and DS.



Table VII
DISTRICT SUPERINTENDENT QUESTIONNAIRE

DS PERSONNEL DETERMINATION
CONCERNING TEACHERSa

SAMPLE OF 9 DS, 1966
Determination Made Number of DS

Rated teachers 2

Recommended teachers for transfer

Dropped probationary teachers

1

1

None made 5
a

Teachers are assigned to schools by Board of Education. DS may transfer
teachers within district with their approval

Table VIII

DISTRICT SUPERINTENDENT QUESTIONNAIRE
DS PERSONNEL DETERMINATION

CONCERNING PRINCIPALsa
SAMPLE OF 8 DS, 1966

Determination Made Number of DS
Appointed principal 2

Rated principal 1

None made 5
a DS appoints principal from a list of top 3 candidates.

Table IX

DISTRICT SUPERINTENDENT QUESTIONNAIRE
DECISIONS CONCERNING OTHER PERSONNEL

SAMPLE OF 9 DS, 1966
Determination Made Number of DS

Assigned librarians 1

Appointed Administrative Assistant 1

Appointed coordinators

Changed an OTP* position

Obtained special position for a project

Made special use of a person for a project

2

1

1

1

Requested guidance counselors 1

Requested personnel for additional classes
and special services 4

None made 2

OTP: Other Teaching Position.

87
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member of the Board retired, a Catholic was appointed, thereby reestablishing the 3:3:3 balance,
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CHAPTER IV
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2. The 1963 memorandum also states that the mayor will not exercise any control on expenditures
for the repair and maintenance of school facilities of less than $25,000 and the comptroller will
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of schoOl facilities.

3. Aside from the requirement that the Board of Education organize its budget in accordance
with instructions issued by the state Department of Education and the Board of Regents, which
specifies broad program areas, there is no state control over the budget.

4. Special service schools are designated as such by a statistical index that includes measures
of pupil mobility, per cent of pupils receiving free lunches, the number of teachers on permanent
license, the per cent of non-English speaking pupils, and results from I.Q.. and reading tests. Shel-
don and Glazier, op. cit, p. 32.

5. The individuals are the assistant superintendents for: curriculum, special education, primary
education, intermediate education, and senior high schools.

6. The information for this analysis was accumulated in interviews and visits to the Office of
Business Affairs.

7. Generally, the Board views its role as one of assuring that there will be city financial support
for the total budget, thereby satisfying staff requests and such public pressures as there are. Not
to be underestimated in the development of high school curriculum is the state regents' policy.
Much of what is taught in New York City high schools is determined by the content of the regents'
examination.

8. H. Thomas Jones, James A. Kelly, and Walter Garms, Determinants of Educational Expenditures
in Large Cities in the United States (Stanford: School of Education, Stanford University, 1966).

9. George A. Beauchamp, Planning the Elementary School Curriculum. (New York: Allyn and Bacon,
1956), p. 10.

10. Ibid.

11. See Carl Marburger, "Considerations for Educational Planning," in August Kerber and Bar-
bara Bommarito, eds., The Schools and the Urban Crisis (New York: Holt, Rinehart, and Winston,
1965), pp. 259-260. Marburger emphasizes the need for involvement of the total staff to achieve
innovation in curriculum. He also points to the importance of community involvement

CHAPTER V

1. Theodore Lowi, At the Pleasure of the Mayor (New York: The Free Press of Glencoe, 1964).
2. His father had been an assistant superintendent in the system, and he himself was a close asso-

ciate of the mayor.

3. New York Herald Tribune, October 1, 1957; New York Sun, December 16, 1946.

4. New York Herald Tribune, January 15, 1947.

5. Much of the information used in this description was taken from the files of the Public Edu-
cation Association and from the New York Telegram and Sun, December 12, 1956, and December 27,
1956; and The New York Times, September 13, 1957, and September 20,1957.



92

6. There was a grass roots teachers' movement under the teachers union in 1949-50, that at that
time achieved a $995 increase in salaries. In 1953 the superintendent refused to negotiate with the
various groups separately, and a merger agreement was arranged that provided the basis for repre-
sentation by a single organization.

7. See footnote 14, chapter IL supra.

CHAPTER VI
1. The recommendations were:

a) To raise the level of academic achievement in the Negro and Puerto Rican schools through
an intensive educational program developed by the superintendent of schools and his staff;

b) To reexamine the procedures by which children were placed in adjustment and oppor-
tunity classes and in the intellectually gifted and Special Progress classes (children in the CRMI)
classes to be reexamined within a year);

c) That the Board should establish for each grade definite limits within which certain modi-
fications were permitted and certain requirements made mandatory;

d) To formulate a new minimum guidance program for schools with enrollments largely from
underprivileged groups;

e) To encourage children of all faiths and ethnic origins to prepare for positions as teachers
and guidance counsellors;

f) To provide more extensive and intensive programs of mental testing, observation, and
other such techniques;

g) That the Board of Education should continue studies to measure the incidence of success-
ful college candidates coming from high schools of different ethnic groups and different socio-
economic backgrounds;

h) That the commission and the Board should sponsor a demonstration project in the early
identification and intensified contimied guidance of able students in as many junior high schools
as possible;

i) To select new schoo! sites so as to facilitate enrollment by mixed ethnic groups;
j) To give high priority to the modernization of older schools and the construction of new

ones in areas of mixed ethnic population-modernization to include a maximum provision for spe-
cial classrooms, kindergartens, lunchrooms, play areas, zinc' sanitary facilities;

k) That the agencies involved in planning for physical plant take into consideration projected
population changes;

I) That the Board of Education should request appropriations for adequate school mainten-
ance as well as for new plant construction;

m) To provide "subject" schools with additional supervisory, nonteaching, and other posi-
tions;

n) To provide a parking area in the vicinity of every school within a congested area of the
city for the use of school personnel;

o) That applicants for promotion to supervisory positions should be required to serve a three-
year period in the subject schools;

p) That a ratio of regular to substitute teachers be established for each division and that an
adequate number of permanent licensees be assigned to each school;

q) That appointments should be Ixised solely on measured ability regardless of race or creed,
and as far as possible that the staffing of schools should reflect the heterogeneous nature of the
city's population;

r) That the Board should issue a policy statement pointing ontlhat a positive attitude toward
all groups, regardless of race, religion, or national origin, is a prerequisite for appointment or
promotion to supervisory positions;
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s) That teacher training institutions should be alerted to the need that their students possess
informed attitudes in the field of race relations;

t) That the Board should establish courses in human relations and intercultural understand-
ing for all persons.beginning service in the city's school system;

u) That the Division of Personnel should institute a specific permanent recruitment unit;
v) That in addition to the traditional objectives of zoning, the Board should establish as a

cardinal principle the objective of integration;
w) That a comprehensive zoning plan, to be formulated by the superintendent of schools,

should be administered by a new professional bureau, the Central Zoning Unit;
x) That an Advisory Council on Zoning, organized on a city-wide basis, should be established;
y) That an expanded centralized community relations unit be created to help assistant super-

intendents and principals in developing community relations programs;
z) That a Public Information Unit be organized within the Board to disseminate through the

press, radio, television, and other media information relating to its policy determinations and to
the administration of the school system.

Board of Education of the City of New York, Toward the Integration of Our Schools; Final Report
of the Commission on Integration (June 1965).

2. Views expressed at the Board hearings pointed to the sources of support and opposition that
were to follow. Most notable in this respect was the strong civic-group support for the proposal
by the United Parents Association, the Public Education Association, the Citizens Committee for
Children, the Intergroup Committee on New York Public Schools, and the American Jewish Con-
gress. Spokesmen for the leading teachers groups attacked the plans. The New York Times, January
18, 1957.

:3. The New York Times, April 23, 11)57; May 5, 1958; and January 30, 1959.

4. See daily reports in The New York Times during this period.

5, The New York 'Mlles. March 3, 1964,

6. In 1958 Justice Pot ier decided in favor of the parents action, citing deficiencies in ghetto schools
us adequate justification for withdrawing their children. The New York Times, December 15, 1958.

7. Aid., September 1 and 2, 1960.

8. In September 1964, with a revised and enlarged program, 110,0(X) pupils were offered the op-
portunity to transfer; 2,000 applied and 1,8(X) were transferred. State Commissions Advisory Com-
mittee on Human Relations and Community Tensions, op. cit.

9. The United Parents Association stated its policy position in a booklet issued in Me middle of
1961, culling for transfer of Negro children to schools in white neighborhoods.

10. Board members who were questioned in the course of this study noted the praciical problems
obstructing the implementation of their integration policy. They also pointed to staff inaction
as a cause for delay, A member of the Board stated that were she not on the Board she would prob-
ably be out on the picket line, but dealing with the tough problem of ironing out procedures had
taken the edge off her dedication to implementation.

11. New York City Public Schools, Blueprint for Further Action Toward Quality Integrated Education
Recommendations of the superintendent of .schools to the Board of Education (1965),

12. David Rogers, a study on school integration in New York City, forthcoming from the Center
for 'Urban Education. See also Sheldon, et "Administrative Implications of Integration Plans
for Schools," in Albert J. Reiss, Jr., ed., Schools in a Changing Society (New York: The Free Press
of Glencoe, 1965).
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13. State Commissioner's Committee on Human Relations and Community Tensions, op. cit., p. 5.

14. Aid

15. Bernard E. Donovan, Implementation of Board Policy on Excellence for the City's SchoolsReport
to the Board of Education (April 28, 1965).

CHAPTER VII

1. Lowi, op. cit., p. 200. Lowi suggests that reform mayors and federal or state action are the major
forces for change in New York City.

2. This study did not evaluate the potential significance of federal policy. Under Titles I and III
of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965, federal aid arrangements require that
programs be developed in cooperation with local community groups. Although funds are appro-
priated to the Board of Education, the guidelines strongly state the intention of establishing con-
tinuous and genuine working relations between school officials and community groups. The anti-
poverty program hasalso encouraged the opening of channels of communication between the schools,
schoolmen, and other local groups. The full consequences of these efforts are not yet apparent,
but the general approach appears to offer extremely significant avenues for broadening the scope
and character of school policy. In October 1965, however, the anti-poverty operations board in
New York City criticized the Board of Education because it had not consulted with them in re-
gard to the Board's federally financed programs.

3. Masters, Salisbury, and Eliot, op. cit. Their study reviews the role of state educational officers
in local school policy in Michigan, Illinois, and Missouri. James Conant's concern with the mon-
opoly of the professional educators is particularly relevant. The professionals run the local school
systems, control government policy in state administrative posts, and direct the teachers colleges.

4. State Education Commissioner's Advisory Committee on Human Rights and Community
Tensions, op. cit

5. In a recent controversy in a Harlem school, the Mayor was criticized by the Board for inter-
fering with the situation, and the Board noted in defense of its authority that it was a state agency.
However, when the state commissioner issued a statement critical of Board action, it ignored his
recommendations. The New York Times, September 23, 24, 27, 28, 30, 1966.

6. Michael D. Usdan, The Political Power of Education in New York State (New York: Institute of
Administrative Research, Teachers College, Columbia University, 1963).

7. Strayer and Yavner, Administrative Management of the School System of New York City, Vol. I
(New York: Mayor's Management Survey Commission, 1951).

8. Local Law No. 19. Passed by the City Council on April 6, 1962.

9. Education Law, Section 2553, subdivision 1, 2, amended L. 1961.

10. A scanning of three years of school news stories in two New York City papers reveals that the
Mayor's public statements were almost always in response to public pressures. Some observers have
suggested that the Mayor's noninvolvement was selective and based on a measuring of political
advantage. This would not contradict the conclusion here, since in most caseethere would be little
direct political advantage to a mayor were he to become involved. There are also those who sug-
gest that positive and constructive school policies were never forthcoming from the Mayor though
he continued to be involved in on informal way on minor Issues. This position is not controverted
by the conclusions drawn in this study.

IL The New York Times, March 1, 1965.

12. Bonfield, op. cit. There is some suggestion that the mayor functions as a mediator because he
recognizes this is all his powers will allow him to do.
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13. Several school politicians have suggested that the new procedure for selection of Board mem-
bers has effectively undermined the role of the Catholic church in school policy.

14. This was clearly demonstrated in the recent activities of Project Headstart in New York City.
Although the Board of Education is responsible for more than half the Headstart children and facil-
ities, interested civic groups virtually ignored Board policies, concentrating their attention and
efforts on the private-agency Headstart centers.

CHAPTER VIII
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2. Agger, Goldrich, and Swanson, op. cit., p. 73.

3. Sayre and Kaufman, op. cit., p. 720.

4. See Harry Scoble, "Some Questions for Researchers," in Cahill and Hensley, eds., op. cit., pp.
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(November 1957), pp. 251-261.

6. Minar, op. Ht.

7. Ibid., p. 133.

8. Norton Long, Public Administration Review (Winter 1061), pp. 23-30.
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