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The White House

STATEMENT 3Y THE PRESIDENT

I have asked the U.S. Commissioner of Education, Harold Howe II, to call a
national planning conference in Washington, July 18-20, on education for disad-
vantaged children.

The program provided by Title I of the Elementary and Secondary Education
Act of 1965 has been started and the funds for this fiscal year dispersed in an
unusually brief span of time. Its value has been clearly demonstrated. There are
7 million children who are receiving a better educatlon this year because our State
and local school systeras moved swiftly and with ingenuity to use these funds. We
must now assure ourselves that progress is universal. The gains made in some schools
can be duplicated throughout the Nation if we exchange mformatlon and ideas
quickly.

To this end I have suggested to Commissioner Howe that he invite the chief
education officer of each State to name a four-man delegation to the conference. This
delegation would be comprised of the State’s Title I crordinator, a representative from
a State college or university, and a representative each from an urban and a rural
area.

The conference will provide a working environment for exchanging ideas and
exploring new methods of educating the children of poverty. It can concern itself
with problems discussed in the report of the National Advisory Council on Education
of the Disadvantaged.

I have asked Commissioner Howe to make the results of the conference known
to all State educational agencies, and I hope this meeting will be the forcrunner of
a series of similar conferences in each State before the fall school opening. We can-
not rest until every boy and girl who needs special help in school receives lt in the
most effective, imaginative form that American ingenuity can devise.

May 24, 1966.
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FOREWORD

This report on the National Conference orn Educa-
tion of the Disadvantaged testifies to the spirit of honest
inquiry which motivated the conferencc participants.
It is, in fact, a striking tribute to the candor and in-
tegrity of American educators, engaged in a search for
lasting solutions to the educational problems of our
time.

If the report appears o focus on shortcomings in our
schools, this is because our educators recognize that
self-examination, rather than self-congratulation, pro-
vides the key to progress. I think it is clear, however,
that throughout the Nation, American teachers are
gaining new insights into the educational process and
are seeking, and finding, ways to make all our children
more successful in the schools.

The spirit of change and progress which marks our
schools today has been greatly stimulated by Federal
programs “established under the Elementary and Sec-
ondary Education Act of 1965. It is my hope and be-
lief that this conference, and the printed summary of
its proceedings, will be a provocative and refreshing
stimulus to further progress.

I extend my heartfelt thanks and congratulations to
the conference participants for their enthusiasm, their
perceptiveness, and their productive deliberations.

It would be impossible for me in this short space to
name all the others who gave so generously of their
time, talent, and energies to this large undertaking.
I can only say that I am most grateful to all persons,
both within and outside the U.S. Office of Education,
who contributed to the success of the conference.

Harorp Howe II,
U.S. Commissioner of Education

JuLy 28, 1966.




- — T Tt L T Th T e i M awbl RS oA dpmntT S I e bawh O e ks bt 1S 2 hepe TN T A ety Ldmipan o T X b et i f s SO e SRS 4 S

| CONTENTS
Page Page
FOREWORD..............ccvivvinnnn. Vv Title I and the Performing Arts: Some
INTRODUCTION. ... ottt eeinenn. 1 Possible Approaches. ............... 47
- Section I. SUMMARY OF PANEL Section III. MAJOR ADDRESSES..... 53
DISCUSSIONS ........covvvvevvnnnn. Opening General Session
Using Title I To Produce Change. . . ... 5 The Vice President of the United
’ The School Views the Child—and Vice States......oovviiiiiiiiiinn, 35
17 - T 10 Dr. Ralph W. Tyler.............. 60
How Much Can Schools Really Do?.... 14 Second General Session
Training and Reorientation of Teachers. 18 The President of the United States. . 65
Getting Help for Teachers............. 22 The U.S. Commissioner of Educa-
What Approaches to Cwrriculum and £ 270" | WP 66
Learning?..............cc00vvinnn. 24
Tuvalving Povents and the Gommmunity, . 20 Section IV. COMMENTS BY PANELISTS
Research and Evaluation.............. 33 —_—
. APPENDIXES..............ccoiviinnns 81
Section II. SPECIAL PROGRAMS..... 35 A: Program Outlime. ... ... vovn s ga
Title I and School Desegregation. . . ..... 37 B: Discussion Panels................. 84
»

e




INTRODUCTION

As any multimillionaire will testify, “Making the first
million is the hardest.” As any educator concerned
with Title I of the Elementary and Secondary Education
Act will readily paraphrase it, “Spending the first bil-
lion is the hardest.”

The National Conference on Education of the Disad-
vantaged convened less than 365 days after America
made its first Federal commitment—in cash—to start
wiping out irequality of oppcrtunity in the schools.

More than 400 educators, as well as professional al-
lies and critics, gathered at the Mayflower Hote! in
Washington. Among them were the Title I coordina-
tors from each of the States, a hardy group that stands
in the eye of a nationai hurricane, weathering conflict-
ing demands and expectations, yet upon which the Na-
tion depends to pilot it over an uncharted sea.

Although Title I is regarded as an action program, it
is, like early phases of the space program, a huge under-
taking in research of the totally unknown. Perhaps
one day soon a conference on education of the disad-
vantaged will be characterized by a competitive ex-
change of success stories and answers. This year’s con-
ference, first in perhaps a long series, certainly was not.
It was hardly even an exchange of questions. It was
a search for questions. At this early stage, the main

- question that emerged was not, How do you proceed?

but, Where do you begin? If everyone agreed—as
almost everyone did—that change is imperative and
urgent, almost no one was sure of where change should
properly start. Must change begin with the teacher,
the principal, the superintendent, the school board?
Do you begin in the school lunchroom by insuring a
good breakfast as fuel for a healthy mind? Do you
begin with parents, teaching them to read stories to the
young and to spur the ambitions of the nearly grown?
Do you begin with community action, trying to restore
the confidence of the alienated in a society that claims
to guarantee health care, police protection, a right to
free choice of good housing, and equal opportunity to
work for a living? Or is the question purely one of
improving the skills of pedagogy? Do you begin with
the mind of the child?

About half of the conference was composed of educa-
tional professionals directly engaged in planning or-ad-

ministering title I projects. They numbered four from
each State—usually the State Title I coordinator, a uni-
versity education specialist, and two administrators or
teachers directly engaged in a Title I project, one urban
and one rural.

The remaining half of the conference consisted of out-
siders—Government officials in education and related
fields, community action specialisis, civil rights leaders,
and officials of major educational organizations.

At times the conference was divided, as though in
debate, by a loosely definable line. Community action
specialists and civil rights leaders pressed for dramatic
change in the structure of schools. To them, the evi-
dence clearly added up to a gross failure of the schools,
and therefore gross change was mandatory. Some of
the school people present uncerstandably resisted this
report card of blanket failure. If educational adjust-
ments need to be made in keeping with new national
expectations, they argued, experienced professionals’
are the most qualified to judge what adjustments are
necessary and how to make them. Thne mammoth in-
stitution of public education, they said, cannot be up-
rooted overnight; old instituticns are capable of pro-
ducing new kinds of behavior for new needs.

When at times the words grew hot, the listening cor-
respondingly grew more alert. It was not a debat:
which anyone won or lost. It was an interpenetration
of ideas from diverse vantage points. It is safe to say
that no conferee went home without a deeper under-
standing of the complexities in which he is engaged.

The spirit of the Conference was effectively keynoted
by Vice President Hubert H. Humphrey in a stirring
address at the opening night’s banquet. He called
upon the delegates to help close the gap between the
real and the ideal in education—“an educational sys-
tem that will train, rather than chain, the human mind;
that will uplift, rather than depress, the human spirit;
that will illuminate, rather than obscure, the path to
wisdom; that will help every member of society to the
full use of his natural talents.”

At the second night banquet, delegates were honored
with a surprise visit by the President of the United
States, who emphasized the high priority of the work




of the conference in the great range of national
commitments. .

A final word about the structure of this report: Con-
ferees were assigned to discussion panels, each panel to
consider one of four topics: I. Diagnosis of the Prob-
lem; II. Strategies for Action; III. Some Effective Ap-
proaches; IV. Mobilizing Our Resources. Each sub-
ject had not one, but two panels charged with discus-
sing it. The thought was that, because one mix of
human beings is unlike any other, two panels on any
subject might produce two valuable sets of viewpoints
and ideas. Each panel was enriched by six or seven
guest panelists who presented short papers on experi-
ences or theory with which they were identified. Each
was served by consultants from the U.S. Office of Edu-
cation or some other Government agency.

In addition, two special group discussions were ar-
ranged: Title I and School Desegregation, and Title I
and the Performing Arts.

For a very good reason, section I of this report,
which summarizes the eight panel discussions, does not
follow a panel-by-panel narrative format. The en-
thusiasm of the conferees, the freedom of discussion,
and the very interrelationship of all aspects of the sub-
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ject matter caused the panels to exceed the confines of
their titles and to touch on most aspects of educating
the disadvantaged.

To provide a logical grouping of related discussions,
therefore, section I is divided into eight topics of prom-
inent concern. Panel reports have been broken up and
distributed within these eight topic reports, Under
each topic, material is arranged in a sequence suggested
by the flow of information. It is believed that this for-
mat will enhance the report’s usefulness both to the
participants and to others seeking to discover the real
spirit and substance of the discussions.

If the discussion recorded in the subsequent pages
appears useful and lively, much of the credit is owed to
the distinguished group of panel chairmen. And, rich
as the discussion was, its usefulness to others would
have been lost without the skilled labors of eight sum-
mary writers, each an experienced and professional
craftsman, and of the conference’s editorial director,
Bernard Asbell, who collated and edited their work.

The chairmen, summary writers, panelists, and con-
sultants are identified in the panel lists appended to
this report.
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Using Title 1 to Produce Change

Panel IVA

Participants agreed that the poor of America, de-
spite the potential of programs such as Title I of the Ele-
mentary and Secondary Education Act of 1965
(ESEA), still have little reason to believe they matter
as human beings. The disadvantaged, adults and chil-
dren, are failing in the educational sysiem, and the
edricational system is failing them.

Participants agreed that there are many readblocks
to educational reform.

“If you’re going to lead, you’re going to have to cope
with power,” said panelist Mario D. Fantini, program
associate, the Ford Foundation. “You need to be re-
sponsive to other sources of power and mobilize them.
You have to be the internal agent of change. The edu-
cator needs power if he wants to lead, and he does not
have power today.”

Dr. Fantini, who directed Ford’s 1962-65 Madison
Area Project in Syracuse, New York, public schools,
asserted that change can be effected threugh a “mutant
group” which can “carve out a piece of the bureauc-
racy.” While acknowledging that “we have no sys-
tematic internal system for change in the big bureaucra-
cies,” he said programs like Title I can be used to
“create a subsystem for change.”

He said that as a result of the Ford project, under
which a much broader effort labeled “Crusade for Op-
portunity” has succeeded the original $160,600 pro-
gram, “half of Syracuse, in 3 years, is radically differ-
ent.” Educators, he said, could expect similar results
in their own communities if they used their Title I allo-
cations as a catalyst for change. “At the end of 5 to 10
years,” Fantini said, “we could have a different process
for teaching children.” He added: “I would like to see
this money going into education serve as change money.
We've built into our [educational] program a kind of
remedial approach, a kind of strengthening what is.
This is not going to be the payoff. I am hopeful that
people here can begin to use the new money not for
strengthening what is, but for changing what is.”

Margaret G. Dabney, professor of adult education at
Virginia State College, asked Dr. Fantini if the strategy
he recommends would work “in different parts of the
country where we are faced with total conservatism at

all levels.” He replied, “I look on every crisis situa-
tion as a chance for change. We should not just hang
aid onto a system but we should use aid as an agent for
change.” He emphasized that he believes Title I people
are the only group capable of setting in motion a large-
scale program for producing a “steady search machin-
ery” to change the schools.

Mrs. Dabney agreed that “we get hung up on a band-
aid type of operation. We need to talk about a creative
restructuring of the whole business.”

Panel chairman John L. Cleveland, Title I coordina-
tor for the .“erkeley (California) Unified School Dis-
trict, concurred. “Whatever goals we have set for dis-
advantaged kids, they have not reached them,” he said.
“If 1 said there’s a bomb under us right now, you'd
make it, baby. . . . Educationally, we do have a homb
under us, under our whole educational system.

“The point is that we have no choice—whether we'’re
going to lay the groundwork for change or sit around
and be changed. We're failing. We don’t have the
answer. KEighty percent of these kids are going down
the drain. . . . We’ve got to do the job quick or the
whole system is going to blow up on us.”

Panelist John J. O’Neill, dean of the Graduate School
of Educaticn at Rutgers University, said that “the ques-
tion of the power structure is essential” in considering
reform in the schools because “the schools always do
what the culture wants.” He said he was hopeful that
colleges and universities can come up with some an-
swers. I think we have a staging area,” he said, “but
we don’t have a beachhead and we don’t have a
perimeter.”

What is lacking, participants agreed, is a full-scale
commitment to the poor which would not only serve to
improve their education and lives but would also instill
in them a conviction of self-worth that should be their
birthright. Mrs. Dabney reminded the group that
“most of us could recite the psychological principles of
poverty. So, why are we here? It’s because these
facts and principles and concepts really haven’t worked

their way into our guts.”

Jule Sugarman, Deputy Director, Project Head Start,
US. Office of Economic Opportunity (OEQ), said
much responsibility rests with the administrator. “It’s
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been my experience that the most crit:zal element is the
guy at the top of the organizaticn,” he said. “A lot
can be done by fiat. A lot can be done by incentive
and encouragement, and recognition of effort.

“This says a lot for the process of getiing leaders. If
we're going to have any massive intervention into the
problems of the poor, we’ve got to find ways to get good
people into key spots in leadership roles. There is a
tremendous premium on the character of the person
who is leading. A program won’t work uniess the per-
son at the top is receptive to it.”

Chairman Cleveland added that Title I presents op-
portunities which have never before been available to
the administrator and teacher on behalf of the children
who heretofore have simply been problem children.

“A good thing about Title I,” he said, “is that you
don’t have to succeed. You just have to try something
new.”

Panel JA

Panelist Philip Montez, State Presiden’, Association
of Mexican-American Education, Los Angeles, Calif.,
told of an experiment with a group of alienated Hebrew
and Mexican-American children in Los Angeles.
Money was made available under Title I for the
teachers to involve themselves at the community level.
“, . . heve I saw & teacher sitting with three or four
kids drinking a coke, . . . talking their jazz, talking
their lingual . . . This teacher in this program has
been ailowed time to participate with individual kids
on things that are important {o them, being willing to
accept the threat of maybe entering into a world that
she or he doesn’t really understand. 1 think this is
crucial in education today.”

Another panelist, Arthur Pearl, Professor of Educa-
tion, University of Oregon, said that the poor were
“locked out” of our society and Title I could be used to
change this situation. “The fact of the matter is right
now, today, a Negro with a college education makes less
money than a white person with a 10th grade education
in this country,” he said. “The unemployed rate with
Negroes with less than high school education is just the
same as if they had a high school education.

“Now, you have got $1 billion that can be uced to
start changing the world for people who are locked
out. . . . The point is that out of . . . Title I you can
hire poor people to teach. And you can start opening
up the world for them.”

Panel ITTA

One participant advised that Title I money be spent
on the radical and revolutionary, “for the wilder the

idea is, the more likely that it will do some good.”

The participants were confused as to what innova-
tion was supposed to mean and whether the ideas should
be new per se or simply new to their school districts.
Consultant Nolan Estes, Direcior, Division of Supple-
mextary Plans and Services, Bureau of Elementary and
Secondary Education, U.S. Office of Education (OE),
outlined four essential steps for innovation: research or
inquiry, development, diffusion, and utilization.

A question arose: Why concenirate on the innova-
tive? Some contended that Title I presents an oppor-
tunity to get funds for old ideas that have not been
tried in & school system previously because the morey
has never before been available. Such ideas, while old
to the field, would be new to such a system.

Another contention was that innovative ideas usually
require the kinds of specialized persennel that are hard
to find and harder to train. In partial answer, it was
suggesied that, once Title I innovations are introduced,
old parts of the curriculum that have not worked be
eliminated, ffrceing the staff and equipment for the new
programs. It was further advised that “our additive
approach will run out. We need adaptive proceduves
because otherwise we’ll run out of space, personnel,
materials, and everything else.”

The similarity of Title I projects was discussed, and
some effort made to trace back their source. In at
least one instance a publishing house has sent out a
model proposzal which, in turn, has been widely copied.
The Federal guidelines and model proposals sent out
by some of the States have been taken as gospel by some
school systems and have been followed like blueprints.
One reason for this is that, in the early stages of Title I,
time was short and personnel to write proposals scarce.
The participants expressed a desire for help in working
up proposals and advice from coordinators and from
college faculty in developing ideas.

This discussion got into the role of the Title I coerdi-
nator. Is the coordinator’s function simply to see that
the proposal is in order and pass it along for approval?
Or is he to act as an innovator, encouraging superin-
tendents and others to new ideas? There was no final
agreement on the coordinator’s role, although it was
clear that some of the coordinators were functioning as
program developers with local school systems.

A further, more basic question threaded its way
through the meeting: Whether ideas that have failed in
the past should be funded. An example was oifered
in the ficld of reading. Some 70 percent of all
funded proposals are in the area of remedial reading,
although remedial reading often has not been effective.
Should the coordinator reject such proposals on the
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Conference Director Picott and H.EW . Secretary Gardner greet the Vice President.

basis of past experience? One panelist likened it to
“prescribing a larger dose of what we know doesn’t
cure.”

Another panelist concluded: “There has been stand-
ardization of how to go about the job of writing pro-
posals, but a lot of pedestrian stuff has been approved.
What is needed now is encouragement and stimulation
to get truly innovative idcas, because cur old ways of
educating £all a long way short.”

Panel IB

One delegate claimed that in his area teachers were
using Title I remedial classes as a dumping ground for

their problem students, just as they had used vocational
classes provided under the Smith-Hughes Act.

Another delegate worried that it might not be possible

to dislodge faulty crash programs if they were once
established. ' '

Yet others were enthusiastic. Title I funds had
enabled them to deal with elementary and obvious
problems. “First things first” was the attitude of a
rural Georgian school superintendent. We can see
which children are suffering from malnutrition, he
said, and feed them. We can find out who stay away
from school because they lack warm clothes, and clothe
them. We can provide glasses. Children are smart




and they can learn. There is money now for books
and libraries. Parents are a problem, but we are find-
ing ways to involve them, such as recreational programs
and visits from school people. His county, he said,
was so backward “the June bugs come in October,” but
parents would be reached by sending a school visitor to
homes, “sitting on the back porch with them swatting
flies, drinking buttermilk, and bragging on it. We’ll
have a change before we know it.”

Panelist Edmund W. Gordon, professor of educa-
tional psychology and guidance, Yeshiva University,
agreed that many of the obvious but ordinary things
that are being done are indeed good. He would not
demean them, but he would point out that they are di-
rected at equalizing educational opportunity, and while
that too is good, he suspected the crucial problem goes
beyond that. Giving food and clothing, medical care,
books, even little allowances permitting some to partici-
pate who might not otherwise, does equalize educa-
tional opportunity. It will make some difference.
But it may not be sufficient to compensate for the defi-
ciences of the background from which the disadvan-
taged child comes. Head Start, a tremendous innova-
tion, may reduce the gap between the advantaged and
the disadvantaged. But equalizing the opportunities,
he said, will not compensate for the differences. We
should go beyond equal opportunity to specialized op-
portunity. Dr.Gordon was worried that current efforts
may prove to be both insufficient and inappropriate.
“We did not cure the plague with blood letting. We
did not cure TB by drinking milk.”

Panel 1IIB

A number of the participants felt that the first year
of Title I has “produced money for action,” and that
it has already changed attitudes. Victor J. Podesta,
superintendent of schools, Vineland, N.J., said that
prior to the passage of the Elementary and Secondary
Education Act “there was little action in the classroom.
Teachers had been conditioned to expect failure, and
had little outside contact with the problems of the dis-
advantaged. Title I provided health care and food
service’; it lengthened the schoolday and decreased class
size. Title I gave us money to shake up programs and
gave status to teaching the disadvantaged. You could
always hire teachers for Evergreen School (a middle-
class school), but if you mentioned Lincoln School (dis-
advantaged), candidates would immediately become in-
terested in the next town.”

Panelist Evans Clinchy, director of the Office of Pro-
gram Development of the Boston Public Schools, de-
scribed plans for a model demonstration subsystem
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within the Boston system, an attempt not at develop-
ing scattered special programs for disadvantaged chil-
dren but at reshaping all aspects of a school, experi-
menting with curriculum, differing teaching styles, and
new materials. The subsystem is now centered in one
elementary and one junior school but will eventually
be extended to the senior-high level. It includes trials
with nongraded instruction, cultural enrichment, the
development of close contact with parents and commu-
nity, intensive work in language and arithmetic, and the
provision of special resources and instruction in art,
music, and dance (eurythmics). Ultimately, it is
hoped, the trials in the subsystem will influence prac-
tices in other Boston schools and provide models for
general change.

Among other projects described were—

® Provision of mobile classrooms, each with separate
living quarters for a teacher, to bring special services
to the scattered rural areas of North Dakeota. (Vivian
Nordby, county superintendent of schools, Amidon)

® A special program in biology for ninth graders
from rural schools conducted at a university in Puerto
Rico. (Esmael Velez, director, Biology Department,
San German)

® A demonstration project in Danbury, Conn., fo-
cused on early childhood education, adult education,
vocational training and special programs for the dis-
advantaged, employing rented construction project
trailers specially equipped by the school system, and
using nonprofessionals as teacher aides. (Ernest E.
Weeks, assistant superintendent of schools, Danbury)

® An intensive remedial reading program at Virgima
State College for the first-year students frem disadvan-
taged schools, using closed-circuit television and other
media, reported to have raised reading levels 4 years in
a year’s duration. (Harry Johnson, Virginia State Col-
lege, Petersburg)

® Provision of special equipment and study facilities
for remote schools in Alaska; at the University of
Alaska, anthropology courses to train teachers for work
in such schools. (Mrs. Winifred D. Lande, assistant
director for State-operated Schools, Juneau)

® A cluster of 23 projects in Minneapolis, including
free breakfast and lunch programs for disadvantaged
children, the use of teacher aides and home visitors, and
the institution of a special noncredit summer school in
which teachers “don’t have to cover any body of ma-
terial, they just teach.” (Donald Bevis, director of
special Federal projects, Minneapolis)

® The institution of sunmer remedial reading and
enrichment programis, and the use of a mobile dental
unit which, in 1965-66, served 1,000 children in Little
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Rock, Ark. (Paul Fair, deputy superintendent of
schools, Little Rock)

® The Michigan State Department of Education has
contracted with the State universities for consulting
assistance in technical services for local districts, and
is conducting an inservice program for its own staff.
(Louis Kocsis, chief, elementary and secondary educa-
tion, State Department of Education, Lansing)

® Use of private preparatory schools for summer
enrichment programs. (Edward Yeomans, National
Association of Independent Schools, Boston, Mass.)

® Fstablishment of ungraded programs, introduction
of a variety of special services, and the enlistment of
community involvement in a pilot elementary school
project at the Cleveland School, Washington, D.C.
The hope is that through the institution of ungraded
groups the necessity for remedial reading programs will
be eliminated since all children may progress at their

own speed. (Mrs. Lorraine F. Bivins, supervicor of
Cleveland Elementary School, D.C. Public Schools,
Washington)

© The “lighted schools” of Rochester, N.Y., involv-
ing afterschool and evening programs conducted in
churches and other facilities outside school buildings.
Participants include college students and other volun-
teers. The program focuses on reading instruction for
disadvantaged children and adults, including family
reading programs in which parents are taught te read
to their young children. (Mrs. Alice Young, adminis-
trator, Title I, ESEA, City School District, Rochester)

A number of these programs derived support from
séveral sources. Connecticut, for example, has pro-
vided State funds that supplement Title I allocations.

There appeared to be a feeling that Title I has pro-
vided opportunities never before available, that neces--
sary action can now be taken.
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The Scheol Views the Child—and Vice Versa

Panel IIB

Panelist Max Birnbaum, director of the Human Re-
lations Laboratory, Boston University, put the overall
problem in these terms:

“What we are now being asked to do is to find new
and untried ways of inducing the disadvantaged sec-
tions of the population to defer substantial gratification
over a long period of time—even-‘past college or grad-
uate school—and to substitute the pleasures derived
from school achievement for those which correspond
more immediately to life needs.

“The crucial question really is: How can we expect
a lower class population to adopt—overnight—middie-
class values which accept deferment of immediate needs
gratification in order to achieve a delayed and profit-
able reward? The absence of this middle-class pattern
of behavior has led many teachers to conclude that
these children are ‘ineducable.’ ”

Mr. Birnbaum added, “Our most difficult problem is
that school principals, teachers, and other education
leaders confront situations which their previous train-
ing has not equipped them to handle confidently or
constructively.”

Another panelist, Edward Zigler, professor of psy-
chology. Yale University, noted in the same vein: “Dis-
advantaged children are not motivated by what the
middle class takes for granted. The lower class child
needs immediate and tangible reward. We need a
cadre of experts who understand the poor. Ihavebeen
struck by the numbers of people who think they own
the poor, not just understand them.”

Civil rights leader James L. Farmer, president of the
Center for Community Action Education, Washington,
D.C., also spoke of the alienation of the disadvantaged
child. “In the Negro ghettos,” he said, “you often
hear the people say of themselves, “The nigger ain’t
nuthin.’ The disadvantaged youngster cannot identify
with the world outside the ghetto.”

“We are dealing,” Dr. Zigler said, “with the child
who expects to fail, who has no confidence. It is a
reflection of his whole stance toward life.”

Panel IMIA

__In his presentation, Edward B. Fort, Division of In-
struction, Detroit Public Schools, concentrated on what

10

he called “attitudinal predeterminism.” Teachers and
administrators, he contended, hold attitudes that work
against disadvantaged children learning in school.
One prevailing attitade, he said, is that many Negro
children are intellectually inferior and therefore can-
not compete. This becomes a self-fulfilling prophecy
as the child lives up to the teacher’s expectations.

Another thesis is that children from the inner city
need a different kind of education. They do not have
the opportunity to behave as normal kids. They are
given “social promotions” and watered-down curricu-
lum. The student, in turn, quickly learns the “poor
child syndrome” and blames his environment for his
inability to learn or even try.

Dr. Fort suggested a variety of moves to change such
attitudes:

® Programs should be established with curriculums
relevant to students’ real interests.

® Increased levels of expectation for children should
be built into Title I projects. (He cited the example of
a class in San Francisco where the teacher was told that
the students’ IQs were much. higher than they actually
were. In the experiment, the students’ IQs actually
improved as much as 10-20 points.)

@ Administrators and teachers should learn more
about the backgrounds of the children and treat them
as individuals.

® A control system should be set up to avoid weak-
ness, overindulgence, mistrust, and hostility on the part
of teachers toward disadvantaged students.

One participant suggested that the issue ;+=ised by
panelist Fort is hostility and no programmatic change is
going to attack it. Another suggested that academic
retardation of the disadvantaged is a fact. The teacher
is put in the position of being either weak or punitive.
“We have to face the fact and then get to the point of
where we go from here.”

Others felt that some teachers expect far too much of
children. For instance, seventh graders whe cannot
read primers still use seventh-grade books. ““The
teacher should know the siructure of what she teaches
so that she can weork with the child at whatever level of
ability he presents.”

Another participant said: “We need help on how to
think outside of stereotypes about the disadvantaged.
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There is an enormous range among homogeneous
groups of kids. We need a better undersianding of
individual differences and of which differences don’t
make any difference.”

Panel 1B

Philip M. Hauser, professor of sociology, University
of Chicago, included schools in his list of social and
political handicaps borne by the disadvantaged child.
He traced the Negro’s inadequate preparation for urban
life, moved through the “civil disobedience of State
legislatures™ (malapportionment and most State hous-
ing and civil rights legislation) , the political fragmenta-
tion of metropolitan areas making the suburbs an es-
cape hatch for whites, a widespread lack of interest
more serious than bigotry, segregation, and unequal
opportunity (adding that schools contribute to the
stratification of society), inadequate resources given
education ($500 per child instead of $1,000), the “rigor
mortis” of the school establishment, the “timidity” of
the Federal Government in facing Northern segregation,
the lack of resources (“and sometimes even the will”)
in the Office of Education, and finally, the child him-
self. “If you focus on the child only,” Dr. Hauser
concluded, “you will still have the problem a generation
from now.”

Just what the focus should be was a matter of con-
cern to many. Msgr. Arthur J. Geoghegan, superin-
tendent of schools, Diocese of Providence, R.1., felt the
problems of the disadvantaged were primarily the
schools’ business. “It is an instructional problem,” he
said. “The children are well motivated when they
come.” .

“We’re not beginning right,” said a delegate from the
Virgin Islands. “We’re beginning with the child. We
should begin with the parents.”” “We’re starting too
late,” agreed another, who felt Title I will prove only a
stopgap measure, a weak band-aid, if nothing else is
done. The Office of Economic Opportunity and the
Welfare Administration, he felt, should be stepping in
before the child comes to school.

Just what the focus should be was a matter of par-
ticularly grave concern to panelist Gordon. He had re-
cently finished a study (for the College Entrance Exam-
ination Board, to be published in September) of com-
pensatory education for the disadvantaged that had left
him “kind of troubled.” He was afraid the thinking
behind the problems of the disadvantaged was inappro-
priate. It is true, he agreed, that their problems are
related to the structure of society, “but if we focus most
on extra-educational problems, those we are least pre-

pared to deal with, some of the more basic pedagogical
problems may be missed.” If educators were to act
too much as “amaetur sociologists” they would fail to
do a good job in their real area of competence. We
tend to talk about the characteristics of the disadvan-
taged across the board, he said, as if there were no
variations among them. Yet there are great variations.
Some interfere with their education, some occur fre-
quently enough to merit generalization, but few are
really useful to planning. He spoke of rehabilitation
hospitals where the principal facilities are programs
for diagnosis. By contrast, “we have not yet begun to
specify special programs for special children.”

Disorganization in the child’s family and in his work
at school seem to go together, he agreed, but there is
little the schools can do about family disorganization.
The focus should be on education, on reading level, “on
the problems we should know something about.” Yet,
although it is clear that new kinds of learning ap-
proaches would be more appropriate for the disadvan-
taged than the basic curriculum, “there have been few
new approaches to basic learning.” He wondered if
pedagogy has let itself become too distracted by other
things. He suspected it is not trying to find new
approaches.

Panel 1A

Panelist Pear] accused the schools of failure to define
“tolerable deviance—all differences are deprecated”
and of dealing with rule violators (behavior problems)
by “segregating them out of the system. Punishment is
not an effective deterrent, but we operate in the schools
as if this were the only basis for controlling behavior.”

“What we have engaged in is a massive self-
delusionary system, part of which is the basis that we
think we are doing something for kids. And most of
what the school does right now . . . doesn’t prepare
them for the world in which we live today, doesn’t even
prepare them for the world that -existed 30 years
ago . . . and certainly isn’t preparing for the world
of tomorrow.” -

Panelist Philip Montez pointed out the particular
problem that the bilingual child has in the school syster
saying that the schools refuse to aceept the reality that
thousands of American children cannot speak English
when they are in kindergarten or first grade. “To
ignore this reality is to predoom these children to
failure. And educational statistics prove this is exacily
what we are doing.”

Wilson C. Riles, panel chairman, director of compen-
satory education, California State Department of Edu-




cation, summed it up this way: “Teachers do the kind
of job society demands and expects and they have done
that well. But for the disadvantaged, society has not
demanded that anything be done.”

Panel ITIB

Hyman H. Frankel, director, Special Project on Hu-
man Development, Scuthern Illinois University, as-
serted that until the last decade “we could feel comfort-
able with our middle-class values and attitudes. Now
teachers and administrators are being asked to perceive
cultural differences and are asked to understand that
old measures are ineffective indexes of learning abil-
ity. The burden of responsibility for the failure to
learn has shifted from the child to the school. Teach-
ers and administrators must bear the brunt of this
change.” Acceptance of responsibility for Title I proj-
ects, he said, requires a new set of attitudes reflecting
the belief that “the ability of children to learn is limited
only by our skills as teachers and administrators.”
If attitudes cannot be changed, he added, “‘then narrow
middle-class professionalism will return.”

Paul 1. Clifford discusses a strategy for action with conferees at the 14 group meeting. Others seated at the head

Panel TTA

Misconceptions of the children’s abilities have re-
sulted from false interpretations of standard tests, said
Paul I. Clifford, professor of education, Atlanta Uni-
versity. He advised delegaies not to abandon the tests,
but recommended “their proper and relevant use within
the most demanding confines of professional compe-
tence, ethics, and maturity.” He suggested that, in light
of the knowledge that these children ave likely to re-
spond differently, results of standardized tests are likely
to reveal not the child’s maximum capabilities, but
“what and how much the child has been able to learn
in spite of an environmental handicap.” They reflect
the “pathology of the minority culture” and the “floors
of the child’s capabilities,” he noted, while, in reality,
the “child’s capabilities are infinite.”

In a separate discussion, the panel considered the
possible negative effects of segregation on the educa-
tional process. Dr. John A, Morsell, associate director
of the National Association for the Advancement of
Colored People, said a recent study by OE in compliance
with section 402 of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 will

table are (left to right) Barbara Kemp, Marvin G. Cline, Don Davies, John A. Morsell, James E. Mauch, and

Thomas W. Pyles (Chairman).
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“exert a profound effect upon the course of thought
and planning for education of the disadvantaged. It
may well be the most important piece of educational re-
search of our lifetime,” he added, noting that the study
confirms the pervasiveness of segregated education in
every region of the country. The report, he stated,
makes it plain that segregated Negro schools are on
the whole inferior instructional institutions, and that
“if a minority pupil from a home without much educa-
tional strength is put with schoolmates with strong
educational backgrounds, his achievement is likely to
increase.”

One pupil-attitude factor, he said, appears to have
a stronger relationship to achievement than to all other
school factors together. This is the extent to which an
individual feels he has some control over his own
destiny. Among Negroes, Dr. Morsell said, “this char-
acteristic is related to the proportion of whites in the
schools. Those Negroes in schools with a high pro-
portion of whites have a greater sense of control.”

Marvin G. Cline, assistant director, Institute for
Youth Studies, School of Medicine, Howard University,
commented that without breaking up the ghetto school,
the “child of the ghetto will never be sure that he is seri-
ously expected to enter the wider society; that the real
standards of the wider culture are being applied to him;
and that his successes are true successes in the true
world of the whites and not in the debilitating twilight
world of the ghetto.” Dr. Cline urged that the central
task of Title I is the break-up of the ghetto. “Segre-
gation is a form of miseducation,” another panelist
stated.
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Panel IVB

Panelist Adron Doran, president, Morehead State
College, pointed out that special aid for education of
disadvantaged children was an issue at the time the Eco-
nomic Opportunity Act was under consideration. Back
in 1964, attempts were made to extend school aid to
federally affected areas to include children of families
receiving aid to dependent children for unemployment
compensation. He also pointed out that the pattern
of behavior of economically disadvantaged families is
oriented toward: (1) individualism rather than mutual-
ism; (2) traditionalism rather than innovation; (3)
fatalism rather than creativity; and (4) being passive
recipients rather than active agents.

Dr. Doran went on to emphasize that “teachers and
administrators must be trained in the colleges and uni-
versities to: (1) understand the individuals and groups
with whom they must work in the educational process;
(2) discover and accept new ways of working with
groups and teaching children; (3) seek new ways and
means of involving the families of the disadvantaged
children as resources in the educative process; and (4)
learn better how to utilize and train noncertified per-
sonnel to assist in the affairs of the classroom.”

James Wilson, Director, Indian Branch, OEO, im-
plored the assembled educators to recognize that the
children of poverty think differently, have different
needs and experiences, and are essentially different
people. But Dr. Wilson cautioned the group not to be
too quick in their judgments. He recounted the events
of his childhood en an Indian reservation. He noted
that the dirt roof of the log cabin in wkich he was
reared was adorned with flowers 25 years before the
national beautification program was conceived.
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How Mueh Can Schools Really Do?

Panel IIB

Panel chairman Austin Haddock, director of Public
Law 89--10, Oregon State Department of Education, in
his opening remarks noted that the problem is a horren-
dous one now and is going to get worse.

“By 1976, if the population projections are at all ac-
curate,” Dr. Haddock said, “60 percent of our popula-
tion will be 18 years of age or under. Some 50 to 60
percent of the population between 18 and 22 will ke in
colleges of one kind or another. This means roughly
that some 75 to 80 percent of the population will be
under the direct physical control of the Nation’s
educators.

“Are we ready for this awesome responsibility ?”
Haddock asked. “QObviously not. If we thought we
were, we wouldn’t be here.”

Dr. Zigler emphasized the need for much more pro-
vision under Title I for the kind of experience that takes
children out of the school so that they can have a good
time and learn through the gratification of new experi-
ences, “We need te think in terms of something in
addition to what we are doing which does not put a
heavy burden on the youngster. It should be indirectly
related to the school so that he goes back to school
feeling that the school is more than just being confined
in the classroom and working for grades.”

According to Carl Marburger, Assistant Commis-
sioner for Education, Bureau of Indian Affairs, a
critical issue is that of institutional change. Unless
the institution of the school is adaptable.to innovative
practices and new programs, we simply phase these
children back into the system and the same kinds of
things take place over and over again.

Charles Benson, professor of education, University
of California at Berkeley, stated that studies have been
made which demonstrate that you do not move quickly
from an expenditure to some observable change in
pupil behavior. Outcomes are dependent upon a num-
ber of variables and we must be able o determine
which combinations of activities yield results. Possibly
it is necessary to work on certain strategic community
variables like housing and employment.

14

Panelist Marburger noted the demise of Higher
Horizons, the exemplary compensatory education proj-
ect which is now defunct. “I think it is important for
us to take a hard look at our compensatory education
programs and examine precisely what we are doing.
Unless we bring evaluation and research to bear upon
what we are doing, our own programs can go down the
drain the way Higher Horizons did.”

Panel 1IIB

There was fundamental disagreement within the
room regarding the past performance of American
education; and on the degree that change was necessary.
Chairman P. J. Newell, Jr., assistant commissioner,
Division of Imstruction, Missouri State Department of
Education, asserted that “American school systems
have been a great success.”” American education, he
said, has lacked resources and some children have
therefore “been shortchanged.” But, he added, “we
have a system that we can be proud of, that can take its
place in the world.” The entire Tiile I program, he
pointed out, “provides specific funds for specific kids
in specific areas. We cannot restructure all of edu-
cation with those funds even,if we wanted to. We can

hope to make great strides as more funds become

available.

Panelist Robert L. Green, direcior of education for
the Southern Christian Leadership Conference, asserted
that the educational system “has been a sorry failure,”
that it has been “set up systematically to make second-

AN N VRS

class citizens of Negro children.” Dr. Green said that -

“we have created disadvantaged youth. Short-term
solutions are a waste of time. The issue is not merely
the attitudes of teachers and administrators, it is the
American attitude.” He proposed that teachers and
school adminisrators Dbegin to take leadership not
werely in education, but in molding community atti-
tades on housing, employment, and other social issues
affecting the life of the Negro.

Panelist Marvin Rich, executive director of the
Scholarship, Education, and Defense Fund for Racial
Equality, asserted that most enrichment programs fail
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because they are fragmentary and irrelevant, and that
most of the pilot projects “attempt to make the Negro
child like white America. That child has to make it in
the context of his own identity. We have to modify
the existing curriculum, not add te it. We need better
guidance from the earliest grades. We need materials
more geared to urban life, material on eivil rights,
Negro history, African culture. The disadvantaged
children fail because there is no reason to succeed.
Given those conditions, apathy is the only proper
response.” And, he added, American schools are fail-
ing for the nondisadvantaged, too: “Both groups are
disadvantaged by an outmoded educational sysiem.”

Mrs. Marie Duke, director of the Coordinating Coun-
cil on Education of the Disadvantaged, New York, as-
serted further that all separate local and State efforts
are insufficient. “We need a massive onslaught na-
tionally,” she said. “The problem has a hoxrible uni-
formity throughout the country. We have to bridge
the gap between local, State and national efforts. With
the mobility of the population this is a national responsi-
bility. Let’s start now and go to the public and inform
them that the schools have to prepare children for the
society as it is changing. Let’s not begin with our own
little separate problems.”

Parel 1A

The conferees agreed that not enough is being done,
yet views ranged from “We’ve done nothing™ to “We
are doing something right.”

At one extreme was panelist Pearl: “We've done
nothing. Most of the things we have done are wrong.
What. we have is cholera. The only thing is, some
people survive it. We have no basis for preparing peo-
ple for the world in which we live. We think we're
doing something for kids but we don’t prepare them
even for the world of 30 years ago.”

Dr. Pearl suggested four major goals of education:
(1) To guarantee every citizen a wide range of career
choice. (2) To provide every citizen with the skills
necessary for them to fulfill the duties of a citizen in a
complicated democratic society. (3) To provide every-
one with the basis of being culture carriers. (“When
we take a look about us and recognize that Bat Man is
the most important cultural contribution that took place
in this country last year, we recognize how desperately
education has failed in this respect.”) (4) To pro-
vide people with the psychological strength necessary to
survive in a mass society. Dr. Pearl felt that in none of
these four areas were the schools anywhere close to
reaching a simple minimal standard.

15

At the other extreme was Jack MecIntosh, director of
compensatory education for the Texas Education
Agency: “The impression is being left that nothing good
is being done. [ think that something is being done
today, we're making progress.”

Mr. Mclntosh cited Texas programs in which an ef-
fort is being made to instill an appreciation of Mexican
culture and of those things in it that ought to be pre-
served and in which bilingualism in children is held as
an asset, not a liability.

Similarly, William H. Moore, Title I coordinator for
the Arkansas State Department of Education, pointed
to imaginative use of Title I funds in an Arkansas school
system to help overcome community resistance to school
integration.

Significantly, the conferees rejected suggestions that
separate schools or school systems be created to deal
with the special problems of the disadvantaged. The
poor already have experienced too much segregation,
they concluded, and a separate system would do little
cr nothing to help them. '

“We have our schools,” said Howard Heding, profes-
sor of education, University of Missouri. “All we have
to do is make them work for all.”

Suggestions included an adult basic education pro-
gram that would help poverty families understand the
educational needs of their children, programs of com-
munity involvement in school planning, and use of Title
I funds to aid school boards in gaining community ac-
ceptance of programs for the disadvantaged.

Educators, it was suggested, number some 2.3 mil-
lion and represent a significant power potential in
American society. “They will have to exercise that
power,” said one conferee.

Panel 1A

The degree to which the schools have the responsi-
bility for breaking the eycle of poverty came in for dis-
cussion on the final morning of the conference. It
was generally agreed that it is not the sole responsibility
of the schools, which must work with other agencies.

This led to a discussion of the role of Title I in ac-
complishing desegregation. One participant pointed to
the danger present if projects are used to prolong racial
segregation. “To what extent is it within the coordi-
nators’ prerogatives to see hovs projects address them-
selves to segregation?” he asked.

Several participants stated their belief that the act is
for the disadvantaged who need help, no matter whe
they are. Another point of view, using Commissioner
Howe’s speech of the previous evening as evidence, felt
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Group 1114 listens intently to a question from the floor. Seated at the panelists’ table (l. to r.) : Kay Earnhardst,
John Henry Martin, Mildred Fitzpatrick (Chairmen), A. Harry Passow, Peter G. Kontos, and Edward B. Fort.

the intent of Title 1 should be to bring children of
different backgrounds together. (One participant said
the Commissioner should “put his regulations where his
speeches are.”) In support of that thesis, another par-
ticipant noted the triple coincidence of educational dep-
rivation, racial segregation, and economic deprivation.
And further support came from another who said,
“There is good educational justification for projects
that have built-in integration elements.” Yet another
noted a danger in Title I projects that create “separate-
but-equal” education in the cities by having “too much
happening in the ghettos.”

Panel 1B

The discussion group was in partial agreement on the
political and social causes that have produced the dis-
advantaged child. It agreed on the administrative
problems encountered in bringing him help, and in its
identification of specific educational problems such as
teacher attitudes and learning difficulties. But when
it came to the heart of the matter—whether the new
programs initiated were going to help—agreement fell
away.

16

“What troubles me most about the disadvantaged,”
said a panel member “is that 5 years from now, when
we look back and have to account for all the meney we
have spent, we may discover we really haven't solved
the problem. Some may conclude nothing can be
done.”

“We're on the road,” said a delegate from Wyoming.
“J think in a few years we'll be there.”

Frank L. Stanley, Jr., associate director for educa-
tion, National Urban League, felt that among all the
major institutions of the country, only the schools
“have not moved to apply equality of opportunity.”
Thus, he said, “they may be the major force for re-
segegation in America.” His associate, Mrs. Harriet
Reynolds, assistant director, Education and Youth In-
centives, National Urban League, felt the school system
can not be changed from within. Only outside pres-
sure, “conferences like this and Federal bribes to make
them teach who they’re supposed to teach anyway” will
help. (“Isn’t there something good about our educa-
tional system?” delegates asked.)

A delegate from rural Georgia thought there would
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be chaos in his couniry if the Title I program were
stopped. FHe could see the benefits. He believed there
would be change.

Others were mwure pessimistic. “I’'m not sure that
U.S. education is as cffective as we like to think,” pan-
elist Gorden said. “We may have erased illiteracy in

good measure, but we do not have a literate population.
In terms of what has been needed for survival in the
past, the schools lhave met their responsibility.” Forthe
future, however, Dr. Gordon thought, the kinds of
liberal arts courses that seem to be a luxury today will
be necessary simply for survival.
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. few freedoms teachers have is that of mobility.
. must be free to come and go, they shouldn’t be trapped.

Training and Reorientation of Teachers

Panel 1IB

How does a teacher teach a child whose basic reac-
tion is to reject him?

That question in all of its ramifications cropped up
repeatedly in panel IIB. Although there was some
disagreement as to details, there was no question that
teachers must be especially prepared for the tasks they
face in dealing with alienated children. The group
called not only for better original preparation, but for
continuous inservice training,.

As Larry Cuban, director of the Cardozo Project in
Urban Teaching, Cardozo High School, Washington,
D.C., pointed out, “Business has retraining programs
going on all the time, but teacher education doesn’t.”
Teacher internship, he said, must be a real marriage of
academic work and classroom training.

Panelist Farmer commented that teachers have the
most difficult and most critical jobs in our society at this
time. “A teacher’s empathy for students is vitally im-
portant,” he said. “A sense of contempt on the part of
the teacher rubs off very easily on pupils. The students
themselves will become more involved with learning,
have more confidence in themselves, if they believe the
teacher thinks that they are important. And, the more
identity there is between the teacher and the student,
the easier it is for the teacher to teach.”

Farmer touched off a heated reaction when he told
the panel: “We are in a war. In a war, generals can’t
allow lieutenants to decide where they will fight.
Teachers ought to be assigned to the places where they
can do the best job.”

There was no argument about the necessity of getting
first-rate teachers into ghetto schools. There was
general disagreement, iowever, with Farmer’s proposal
that they be assigned there, whether they like it or not.

Homer Cooper, director, Secial Science Research
Institute, University of Georgia, declared: “One of the
They

We must find ways to motivate teachers to want

‘difficult assignments, but we shouldn’t let superintend-

ents assign them there,”’
David Selden, assistant to the president, American

’ Federation of Teachers, said: “Teachers will be reluc-
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tant to enter the profession or stay in it if they fear
they’ll be.assigned where they can’t succeed. You
can’t keep them where they will be continually cen-
fronted by failure. Give them a decent school, where
they can succeed, and they’ll stay there. This is a long-
range problem which can’t be solved with gimmicky
arrangements.”

Panelist Zigler called the assignment of teachers to
the slums, as proposed by Farmer, “self-defeating.”
“Psychologists have shown,” he said, “that the most
common reaction to frustration is aggression. In this
case it would be aggression against the children, a most
harmful thing to the youngsters in their charge. . . .
We’ve got to retrain teachers to have different goals for
different children. America doesn’t run on Harvard
and Yale graduates but on high school graduates. I
would ke to see teachers flock to these schools because
they understand the disadvantaged children and their
problems, and then they will find success.”

Mr. Cuban pointed out, “The earlier you take the
preservice student going into education and work with
him, the better retention rate you will have.”

In the Cardozo preject in the District of Columbia,
Cuban said, “four interns are assigned to one master
teacher. With a constant dialogue between the in-
terns and the master teachers, we are able to telescope
some years of training.”

Charles Benson wondered whether, since teachers
“must live on success,” we might try to redefine the
criteria of success toward the end that it is measured
less in academic performance of college-bound students,
less on getting a certain number in 2 good college, and
more in taking a class of children whe are not perform-
ing well and trying to raise them substantially from
that point.

Mr. Selden pointed out, “A basic problem of slum
schools is the shortage of teachers, but there is a tend-
ency to evade it. We can’t substitute a collection of
teacher aides.”

Mr. Cuban suggested making “the inner-city ccheool
attractive—not with just meore momey and small
classes—but by making it a professional imstitution,
make it attractive professionally. We should make



the inner city school a curriculum center and inservice
training area where teachers would want to go.”

To this Mr. Farmer replied: “We can’t afford to wait
until the schools become attractive and the teachers
volunteer o go to the ghetto schools. Some of those
who volunteer now do so because they think they can
relate to these alienated children—but they can’t. A
superintendent who assigns teachers to those schools
can watch them and learn from them, and then make
other assignments if necessary.”

Mr. Birnbaum suggested that perhaps one solution
might be to get teachers as a group to volunteer for serv-
ice in the inner city schools, and find success as a group
where they might not as individuals. ,

How should teachers of the disadvantaged be
prepared?

Morris F. Epps, superintendent of schools, New
Brunswick, N.J., said, “The real training of these
teachers has to take place inservice.”

Glyn Morris, director of Title I, Board of Coopera-
tive Educational Services, Lyons Falls, N.Y., agreed:
“There has to be inservice training. The teachers
don’t get what they need in teachers college. They get
these kids in the classroom and want them to talk—and
the kids just don’t know how to verbalize.”

There was general agreement when William L. Lewis,
general supervisor of Federal programs in Gary Pub-
lic Schools, Indiana, suggested that there needs to be
inservice training for administrators, too, particularly
with regard to title I.

But on the general subject of inservice training, pan-
elist Selden warned: “For Heaven’s sake, let’s don’t get
into the rut we were in 20 to 30 years ago when in-
service training was a kind of degree.credit mill.”

Panel 1B

Dr. Hauser asserted that teachers are too middle class
to communicate with the disadvantaged (“middle-class
persons trained in middle-class institutions”). He felt
the solution is to change their curriculum, give them
enough social science, history, and psychology so they
can understand the background of the disadvantaged
child, and train them in the disadvantaged areas with
the disadvantaged children. A delegate from Con-
necticut thought this oversimplified, that a few addi-
tional courses would not help. “The problem is the
teacher’s motivation,” he said, and that is formed be-
fore their training begins. Teachers, he said, are too
security conscious.

The notion that teachers are middle class, said Mrs.
Reynolds, is a myth. They are newly middle class,
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not secure, afraid to look back, afraid to rock the boat,
afraid to relate to the lower class from which they have
just emerged. Yet the use of volunteer teachers who
might relate is blocked by the educational system. She
rebuited criticism from school authorities who com-
plained that Title I came toc late in the year for them
to hire the people they wanted. “You limited your-
selves to certified teachers,” she said, adding that in
Indiana the school authorities hired retired teachers to
help with dropouts, the ones whose very techniques
had caused the schools to lose these students in the first
place.

“We have to stay within the law,” said a State
delegate.

“We have to change the laws,” replied Mrs.
Reynolds.

One of the delegates, who felt with Kenneth B. Clark,
professor of psychology, City College of New York,
that the teacher’s attitude is “the critical factor” in
reaching the disadvantaged child, wanted to know what
is being done about it. She was told of workshops in
Indiana, where it is felt changes in attitude are taking
place, of programs in Virginia, now in their second
year, where teachers are learning to recognize their
attitudes and discovering their effect on teaching, and
of teachers in Fort Sill, Okla., who themselves requested
inservice training.

A delegate from Indiana said counties there had
stretched the guidelines a bit, working with the teachers

first to develop understanding, and waiting until fall to _

start programs.

One delegate drew a parallel. “We had this problem
with teaching the mentally retarded for years. Now
teachers of the mentally retarded have status. Ghetto
teachers don’t.” Another held universities should
share the blame.

There were those who felt they have no problem with
teacher motivation. One was in charge of disadvan-
taged schools. OQur teachers are willing, he said, we’re
holding no gun in their back. “And the young ladies
who come out of the colleges you criticize,” he added,
“are bringing many valuable new techniques.”

But a superintendent from Mississippi felt that
teacher orientation is a problem. “We don’t change
people overnight,” he said, and disagreed with these
who think the superintendents are responsible by not
taking the lead. “I work for the school board, I
don’t know who you work for,” he said to his eritics.
Change will come but it will have to be a matter of
degree. “We cannot afford to disrupt the education
program or we will defeat the very people we are trying
to help. We have to go slowly. I don’t please the
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civil rights groups. I don’t please the white groups
either.”

A delegate from Wyeming also felt it is a matter of
degree, and that they are “on the road toward attitude
change.” In one group of teachers, each had promised
to work this year with the worst pupil in her class.
Next year, it would be with the worst two or three.

But a man who had taught for a year in a Boston
slum school was pessimistic. “The teachers there are
defeated, disappointed, both the young and the old.”
Only 3 out of 40 can be said to have enthusiasm. As
a result, he would not want to pick teachers at random
to teach the disadvantaged. “In Boston, we have to
choose carefully where the money goes.”

Panelist Gordon felt the answer lies not so much in
aititudes as in providing the teacher with effective meth-
ods. “If one puts methodolgy in the hands of teachers,
it probaby has a stronger impact than exhortation,” he
said. It is possible to talk to people and to touch them,
he agreed. It is also possible that acquainting teachers
with the background lives of the disadvantaged would
have some effect. “When a teacher is helped to suc-
ceed, she loses her negative attitude.” On the other
hand, if she is faced with repeated failure, she will
find it hard to retain any positive attitudes.

The key question remained, “Who is going to teach
the teachers of the disadvantaged, and what are they
going to teach?” Panelist Jacob Silverberg, chief
psychologist, Memorial Guidance Clinic, said it is clear
from experience in Richmond that there are not many
people who know what to teach the teachers. Aside
from courses in comparative culture, anthropology, and
so on, “we still have to work directly with the child.”

Panel TIA

Don Davies, executive secretarv, National Commit-
tee on Teacher Education and Professicnal Standards,
National Education Association, suggested that teacher
preparation should be viewed as a whole, as a process
which starts sometime in college, and continues through
a period of supervised practice or internship, into the
early and formative years, and throughout a teacher’s
career. He urged that teacher preparation be a joint
responsibility of the school and the college, and that
the concept of staff development be a broad one. It
should include more than courses for credit and sum-
mer institutes; it should include a variety of planned

_ activities (formal and informal), travel, independent

study, work experience, work on curriculum and teach-
ing materials, and, generally, be tailored to the needs
of the individual teacher. He noted that many teachers
in disadvantaged schools are alienated not only from
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their children but also from other members of the pro-
fession, and from the colleges and the community.
“You don’t change these deep-seated attitudes by lectur-
ing to people about how they ought to love all the
children.” He urged that inservice programs be con-
ducted within the community where the teacher works.

Dr. Davies suggested putting all teachers in disad-
vantaged schools on a 12-month contract and involving
them heavily in developing strategy; setting aside 10
percent of Title I money for next year, and awarding it
to individual teachers on the basis of proposals they
submit for doing things in the classroom and commu-
nity; supporting the concept of “the teacher and his
staff” with the teacher as the central figure in a staff
of supporting personnel, including teacher aides; limit-
ing classroom activity of new teachers to no more than
half time, the remaining time being devoted to study,
and the observation and preparation of materials; and
removing institutes for teachers of the disadvantaged
from the university campus and putting them in slum
schools in slum communities.

Panel IIIB

A number of speakers pointed out that education of
Jisadvantaged children has always suffered from a lack
of personnel and from the teacher’s perennial difficulty
in dealing with 30 or 35 children, meeting all curricu-
lar and administrative requirements, and simultane-
ously attempting to give individual attention to all pu-
pils. “Teachers need time to do things,” said Vernon
A. Staggers, director of Federal programs for the Min-
eral County (W. Va.) public schools. “We need time
to evaluate. I know that a teacher can do a better job
with 20 kids than with 30.” Although some of the
panelists disagreed regarding optimum class size, there
appeared to be no dissent from the ideas that teachers
need extra help and that nonprofessionals can be used
more widely and wisely.

Panel TVA

Jack W. Ha%”ﬁ;i?ﬁﬁg I administrator, Minnesota
State Department of Education, said that until the job
of teaching the disadvantaged is viewed in a more posi-
tive light the effort will continue to fail. “How in the
world,” he asked, “can we teach teachers to like kids
who stink and swear and spit and with whom they can’t
identify 2

Panelist Dabney said that few undergraduate teacher-
education programs strcss anthropology courses to help
teachers understand the disadvantaged. Instead, she
said, teacher-education curricula help maintain so-
ciety’s overall rejection of the poor. “It’s very impor-
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Chairman John L. Cleveland (l.), Jokn I. O’Neill, and Mario D. Fantini-give attention to fellow panelist Margaret
G. Dabney during the IV A discussion.

tant how the teacher perceives the child,” she said,
“because her perceptions are the facts out of which she
operates.”

Panelist Fantini also criticized teacher preparation.
“I find that curriculum stocks up on content that tells
us about the disadvantaged,” he said. “Teachers come
out and say, ‘All right, I know that. Now, what do 1
do?’ They still lack the technology of implementa-
tion.”

Alva R. Dittrick, deputy superintendent of Cleveland,
Ohio, schools, was more hopeful. “We have seen in
Cleveland that you can change the attitudes of teach-
ers,” he said. “The key to it is staff development.”
Howe Hadley, dean, University of South Alabama,
added that administrators, too, should receive inservice
training in this area.

John W, Alberty, director of Title I, Missouri State
Department of Education, said he was uncorvinced that
teachers are doing a bad job. “As long as we keep
emphasizing what we’re not doing, we’re going to get a
bad job,” he said. “I don’t mean that we should over-
look the failures. But we should get enough space in

the paper for what we’re doing right as for what we’re
doing wrong.”

Mrs. Dabney noted that “the whole teaching profes-
sion is having role and status problems. . . . Now
teachers find themselves embattled. Their failures are
submitted to public view. We need to help teachers
overcome this threat.” She added that “there is a
high risk value in teaching, but the risks are hidden.
It is a question of opening up life or not.”

Panel HIA

Several of the participants suggested ways to change
teacher attitudes toward the deprived. One such
change would involve setting up demonstration proj-
ects in schools and districts so that other teachers could
see disadvantaged children actually learning with a
good teacher. Teachers who are successful could be
employed as models to work with other teachers.
Another way would be for teachers to tell one another
what works for them. “Every teacher has a little bit
that works in a particular class. We need to put those
pieces together.”
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Getting Help For Teachers

Panel I11IB

A major portion of the discussion centered on ways
of opening schools not only to new ideas but to new
people—teacher aides and other paraprofessionals—to
relieve the regular staff of clerical and custodial duties.
One participant urged that schools must stop acting as
closed shops, fearful of community involvement and
of the presence of nonprofessionals within academic
walls.

Jarvis Barnes, assistant superintendent of the At-
lanta public schools, said schools must come to accept
the presence of subprofessionals as teacher aides and
in other capacities. “We’ve been keeping them out,”
he said. “We’ve been trying to do too much.” Such
people, it was felt, would not only relieve teachers of
clerical and custodial duties, they would also bring to
the schools new insights and ideas. The panelists
agreed that the social and economic backgrounds of non-
professionals or paraprofessionals are not as important
as a desire to work with disadvantaged youngsters and a
training program for preparing them. Panelist Frankel
said subprofessionals should be recruited and trained
with a career orientation, that they should be carefully
screened and evaluated, and that their use requires
“the  sustained involvement of administrative
personnel.”

Panel IIB

Panelist Cuban said that next year 30 boys, poien-
tial high school dropouts, will be trained as teacher
aides at the elementary school level. They will be
paid for their morning work, and their academic work
in the afternoon will be related to their morning
experience.

Panel IA

Perhaps the most unusual proposal came from pan-
elist Pearl; he proposed using students as young as 16
years old as teachers, giving them advanced and pro-
fessional education as they teach. In this way, he said,
education would cultivate more and better teaching
talent and at the same time open opportunities hitherto

unavailable to the disadvantaged. Education and the
Nation’s other “growth industries”—health and wel-
fare—will have to open such opportunities, he added,
if the cycle of poverty is to be broken in our modern
society.

Panel A

The group discussed whether it was best to recruit
teacher aides from within the community or from the
university. Most agreed it is sound to draw these
people from the community. Participants were warned
by several speakers, however, that these aides also must
be exposed to a continuous program of inservice train-
ing if they are to play an effective role. “We run the
danger of extending the incompetency of an incom-
petent teacher,” one delegate warned. Speakers
pointed out that one must deal with the fears of the
teacher in accepting the aide into her classroom. One
spokesman commented that teachers “have lived in
splendid isolation most of their lives.”

Panel IVB

R. C. Beemon, Title I coordinator, Georgia State
Department of Education, told the group that para-
professionals in the field of education lack adequate
definition. The line between professional and para-
professional activity seems unclear. Use of parapro-
fessionals such as teacher aides is frequently precluded
by State certification regulations and policies.

This pariicular point was emphasized by Norman
Brombacher, assistant superintendent of New York
City public schools. Dr. Brombacher explained that
the term “school aide” is used in New York to avoid
possible conflict with the certification board. Even
though New York’s school aides do not engage in pro-
fessional activity, there is fear that the certification

. board would claim jurisdiction if they were called

22

teacher aides.

E. B. Stanley, division superintendent of schools,
Washington County, Va., elaborated on his experience
with teacher aides during the past year. In his school
system, teacher aides were used to take care of bulletin
boards, handle rental books, assist in recordkeeping,
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watch over the cafeteria, and supervise physical edu-
cation as well as playground activities. Young women
were employed because it was believed they could take
directions more readily. Before undertaking their
duties as regular teacher aides, the women were enrolied
for an inservice training program. According to Mr.
Stanley, the experience proved te be most satisfactory.
The conclusion was reached that a good teacher can
effectively utilize the services of a teacher aide. On
the other hand, it was observed that a poor teacher
won’t benefit from an aide because such a teacher does
not spend the necessary time planning to use the aide
to good advantage.

Mrs. Marilynn S. Scott, a classroom teacher from
Alaska, told of the use of library aides to good ad-
vantage. She emphdsized that these aides are not used
to process books but to help counsel children. When
the use of aides was first suggested, the community
action program people wanted to assign several aides
to move tables and chairs and direct hall traffic. But
the final program provided much more effective utili-
zation of aides.

Alexander J. Plante, Title I coordinator, Connecticut
State Department of Education, suggested it would be
a wise move to establish a formal structure for both
professionals and paraprofessionals in education.
Various levels of professional standing could be created
for teachers, specialists, and aides similar to the struc-
ture which now exists in the health professions. He
suggested there might be a place for some sort of as-
sistant teacher educated at the 2.year or associate
degree level. He also suggested parents and other
residents in the school neighborhood might contribute
much as full- or part-time aides, performing such func-
tions as would be compatible with their capabilities.

Samuel A. Madden, director, field services, Virginia
State College, seconded the move for training of teacher
aides at the college level, whereupon panelist Wilson
announced that San Francisco Junior College already
has a teacher-aide course. In addition Dr. Wilson
noted that under the Head Start program, Arizona
State University, Utah State University, and the Uni-
versity of South Dakota have been cooperating in a
paraprofessional program including orientation, in-
service training, and an advanced cycle.
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What Approaches to Curriculum and Learning?

Panel A

Planning for the educationally disadvantaged, ac-
cording to Dr. Irvamae Applegate, dean of education,
St. Cloud State College, and president, National Edu-
cation Association, “must not be thought of in terms
of projects, but must be on a continuous basis if our
Premise is correct that these chilldren are having prob-
lems because of lacks in their environment outside the
school. At this point,” she continued, “it appears to
me that we are not encouraging long-range planning nor
a coordinated or total attack on the problems of the
educationally disadvantaged children.” She also noted
she was “very disturbed by the emphasis on such terms
as ‘imaginative thinking’ and ‘innovation.’ Far too
many people have interpreted this to mean gimmick
and there has grown up a vocabulary of magic words
thought by many to be the ‘Open Sesame’ to getting
project approval, not only under Title I of Public Law
89-10 but under other titles of the act, as well as other
acts.”

Panel A

In the opening presentation, A. Harry Passow, chair-
man, Committee on Urban Education, Columbia Uni-
versity, identified some patterns that have emerged in
educating the disadvantaged. He called them promis-
ing provided their substance as well as their form is
adopted. Ameng those he mentioned were—

® Preschool and early childhood education aimed
at compensating for deficits, especially those dealing
with language and concepts.

® Remedial programs in the basic skills (which
have far less chance of success, said the participants,
than preventive or compensatory programs).

® Individual or small group programs using pro-
fessional teachers, paraprofessionals, or volunteers.
(Often the most dramatic changes come in the teachers
or volunteers themselves, which may be one reason these
programs are always termed succecsful.)

® Broad exploration of the curricular values in those
parts of a student’s life outside the classroom.

® Special programs to develop teaching materials.

® Staff changes, including adding specialized person-
nel and redeployment of present staff.
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® Special guidance and counseling for students and
parents.

® Reorganization of the school day and the school
year, coupled with better school-community relations.

® Precervice and inservice teacher training programs
centered around strategies of working with the
disadvantaged.

® Techniques and procedures for correcting racial
balance.

Too often, pieces of such programs have been tried,
with little effort made to fit the pieces together into a
total program. Also, these programs have begun to
bring to light a variety of gaps and lags in education,
according to Dr. Passow.

Some of the gaps and lags:

® In the absence of any sociological or psychological
theory of understanding the deprived, concentration
has been on isolated factors rather than on their
interaction.

©® Although few studies have been made and little
is known about the effectiveness of early intervention
programs, the tendency has Heen to put all our eggs in
the preschool basket.

@ Qur knowledge of parent education is based almost
entirely on what we know about the middle-class home.

® The relation of nonintellectual factors, such as
parental pressure, is not known.

® There is no knowledge of how lower class children
use language for educational development.

® There are no guides for the teacher in either the
selection or evaluation of books and other materials.

® Little is known about class size or about appropri-
ate ways to prepare those who will teach the disadvan-
taged.

Repeatedly, the participants brought up examples of
teaching or of Title I projects that illustrate the tendency
toward the safe and sterile. One such example was
called the Ming Dynasty approach. During the 1965
Cleveland riot, a social studies teacher was trying to
interest her class in a lesson on the Ming Dynasty.
The class, understandably, was more interested in the
riot just outside the windows of the classroom. In a
determined effort to stick to her guns, the teacher finally
resorted to lowering the shades, thus successfully avoid-
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ing an opportunity to capitalize on the student interest
in a topic that fitted into her own field. It was even
suggested that earlier conceniration on such issues in
Cleveland schools might have helped prevent such a
riot.

There was little argument that reading presents the
basic educational problem of the disadvantaged and
that learning to read is the key to the rest of the
curriculum.

Donald Cleland, professor of education, University
of Pittsburgh, described the integrated experience ap-
proach to communication at the University of Pitts-
burgh, which concentrates on reading, listening, writing,
speaking, perceiving, and understanding nonvocal sig-
nals. Since the disadvantaged child has often acquired
an aural-cral repertoire that is foreign to the materials
given him in school, other steps must be taken before
introducing him to books. Such steps could involve
movies, tape recorders, field trips, conversations, dic-
tating stories to the teacher. In the Pittsburgh experi-
ment, trade books rather than basal readers are used
since they better meet the interesis of the children.

The group agreed that there is no one methed and no
one group of materials that is best. The point is to
get the child to read, whether textbooks, paperbacks,
comic books, sports pages, or other printed material.
In one experiment in Princeton, disadvantaged high
school boys who could not read finally became inter-
ested through discussing questions that interested them.

One stumbling block to removing reading deficiencies
is the lack of knowledgeable teachers, both for preven-
tive and remedial programs. (There was agreement
that remedial programs are seldom effective.)

In discussing attempts to ieach children to read, John
Henry Martin, superintendent of Mount Vernon public
schools, New York, suggested that the schools do not
take advantage of the child’s early curiosity, do not
give children the chance to do things for themselves or
to teach each other; teachers do too much of the talking,

Mrs. Kay Earnhardt, coordinator of reading, Atlanta
public schools, reporting an inservice training program

in Atlanta, noted the following reasons teachers some-

times teach over the heads of students:

® Teachers are not aware that children do not learn
things at the same rate. The teacher should be able to
present her subject at whatever level the student is.

® Teachers cannot diagnose reading deficiencies and
so do not know what is holding back a child.

® Materials for teaching reading to the disadvan-
taged are not adequate.

232-844 0—66——3
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® If materials do not meet the requirements of the
curriculum, the administrator will not let the teachers
use them,

In the Atlanta program, some teachers learn how to
make their own materials, making use of such things
as the Beatles records (with their great emphasis on
repetition). Fleets of “floating” teachers take the
place of other teachers for a week’s program in teach-
ing reading. Eleven promising elementary school
teachers were encouraged to get their certification as
reading specialists.

In Colorado Springs, 14 teachers were given a 60-
hour course in reading. They now are teaching other
teachers.

In eastern Kentucky, inservice courses are provided,
giving teachers the opportunity to see demonstration
classes in the teaching of reading. Seventeen college
faculty experts give the courses in the region. Sub-
experts then become available in each area.

On the matter of reading materials, Mrs. Earnhardt
said they found some Head Start materials useful for
higher grades so they have simply taken the grade labels
off all materials.

In various ways, States are making use of college and
university faculty to advise local districts on reading
projects and to help with the training of teachers.

Panel 1IB

Just as middle-class values do not apply in the ghetto
schools, so instructional materials designed for middle-
class children are out of place there. That was an
area of general consensus in panel I1B.

“I’'m concerned by the large illiteracy rate of the
Negroes in this country,” said panelist Farmer.
“Many are functionally illiterate, including some high
school graduates. Some high school students are read-
ing at the third and fourth grade levels. This is due
to many factors, including the family structure of the
Negro in the slums, as some authorities have peinted

out. But it also is due to flaws in the educational struc-
ture. I am convinced that a big factor in the inability

of the deprived yonngster to learn is the lack of rele-
vance on the part of much of the instructional material
to the lives of the people using it.”

Morris Epps concurreds “There is a paucity of good
materials and will continue to be unless American edu-
cators stand up to be counted. When I was teaching
in the South, one thing that hurt me very much was that
the materials were all designed for white children.
There was nothing to indicate to the Negro child that
he amounted to anything.”
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Both Epps and Farmer noted that some improve-
ment has been made in providing multiethnic textbooks,
and both urged that they be used in all schools, white,
colored, and integrated. Farmer also said that text-
books are needed which give full and honest treatment
to the historical backgrounds of the Indians, Puerto
Ricans, and Spanish-Americans, as well as the Negroes.
And he added: “Despite the recent improvements in
textbooks, ‘See Johnny Run’ doesn’t help at all.”

Dr. Glyn Morris told the group: “We must look out-
side the school for those experiences which have made
up the life of the disadvantaged child. We ought to
help a deprived youngster verbalize his own experiences
before we clobber him with Dick and Jane. Reading
disability is a symptom of another problem. There
has been too much emphasis on remedial reading as the
sole solution. One extra month of reading in summer
school isn’t going to get the job done.”

Panelist Benson noted that, for the first time, “no
longer do we have a monolithic concept of educational
financing. Now there is an effort to relate resources
available with the requirementis of children. But it is
possible to fritter this extra money away in the tradi-
tional school system. Money spread out over many
projects may not work. On the other hand, too rigid
gpecialization may not work, either—for instance, in
the case of remedial reading. Reading may be affected
by hot breakfasts and field trips as much as by added

. time in the classroom with a reading specialist.”

Panel 1B

Perception difficulties of the disadvantaged child
were discussed by the panel’s psychologist, Jacob Silver-
berg, but the discussion group had few systematic
approaches to overcoming them. Silverberg said a
program developed by Frostig in California is very
good, but does not go far enough. A new one coming
out by Ayers will be broader, a systematic 2-year ap-
proach that will require no special materials and is
psychologically sound. It was pointed out, however,
that faulty perception habits have to be differentiated
from perception disturbances that have a neurological
basis. The Frostig system was a good system to use for
the latter, but a different approach is needed for the for-
mer. Another delegate agreed that the most important
thing to do is to develop programs for perception diffi-
culties, but felt that perception differences are not as
marked as language differences—*the next step, where
the gap is greatest.” He, too, felt the schools cannot do
much about the social, historical, and political causes
that have produced the disadvantaged child, but they
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can do something about the language problem. “This
is where we have the tools.” But, again, this is where
a systematic approach is needed and lacking.

Panel 1A

Charles Cogen, president of the American Federa-
tion of Teachers, criticized the trend in current Fed-
eral and other programs for the disadvantaged.
There is, Mr. Cogen said, too much emphasis on inno-
vation and supplementary and remedial programs and
not ecnough emphasis on “basic improvements in educa-
tion.” He added that money is being wasted on “use-
less and excess equipment,” and teachers are not being
involved in the planning of programs. “What is
needed,” Mr. Cogen said, “is the expenditure of many
more billions of dollars to reduce class size and to
‘saturate’ the schools with special services aimed at
helping the disadvantaged and at easing teacher loads.”
New York City’s “More Effective Scheols” program was
held up as an example of what could be accomplished.

If conferees agree that not enough is being done,
what new things do they propose?

Rodney Tillman, assistant superintendent in charge
of elementary education, Minneapolis public schools,
called for an individualized instructional program.
To accomplish this, he said, both instructional group-
ings and curriculum will have to be altered. But he
cautioned against excessive dependence on new group-
ing patterns and called for greater attention to adapta-
tion of the curriculum. The most important curricu-
lum revision, he added, is one that will help the pupil
develop “a positive and realistic picture of self. Every
dropout has a negative image of self.” In addition, he
called for involvement of pupils in the setting of achieve-
ment goals, programs that foster divergent thinking,
and programs that increase the scope of tolerance of all
individuals. >

The first point was elaborated on by Philip Montez
who said that “we must begin to personalize educa-
tion. I do not mean taking each child one at a time,
but training teachers in sensitivity and the area of just
being human.”

Roy McCanne, Coordinator for Migrant Education,
Colorado State Department of Education, was con-
cerned with the educational problems that migrant
children face in our schools today. He cited six of
these problems: (1) A penetrating experience enrich-
ment program is needed that provides teaching that
helps the children to become more curious, to ask
questions, to do some :ndependent and critical thinlking
on their own. (2) There is a need to provide inservice
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Panelists Jacob Silverberg (L), Frank L. Stanley, Jr., Edmund W. Gordon, Donald T. Donley (Chairman), and
Msgr. Avthur T. Geoghegan consult with Office of Education staff assistant, Ruihe Farmer, before group IB

convenes.

training for teachers in teaching English as a second
language and to motivate the child to learn English.
(3) The migrant agricultural worker is the lowest paid
category of worker in the United States and paid work
experience must be provided to get the older youth into
school and education in consumer economics is needed
to educate the migrant family in effective buying. (4)
Since migrant families move so often, many parents
feel it is not worthwhile to send their children to school.
The school must do constant recruiting to get the chil-
dren to the schools and must develop a system for the
transfer of school records. (5) Cultural behavior
patterns differ from group to group and the school
curriculum should include the study of cultural differ-
ences. (6) Many school districts make no provision
for the groups of migrant children that come through
their districts every year.

Panel IIIB

The group was told of efforts in New Jersey to give
children some of the experiences taken for grantad
among middle-class families (How, for example, can
a child comprehend the word “picnic,” someone asked,
if he has never been on one?), and of similar efforts
sn western Alaska to prepare Eskimo boys and girls
for readers that assume a firsthand acquaintance with
supermarkets and automobiles.

Most of the projects described included ‘remedial
reading and other language arts activities, some using
the initial teaching alphabet, others employing the daily
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newspaper, still others drawing on speciaily prepsred
materials relevant to economically deprived children
and adults.

The panel also heard of plans to provide cultural en-
richment and recreational opportunities—outdoor edu-
cation, inschool performances by professional drama
groups, trips to concerts and museums. These pro-
grams, coupled with an increasing amount of counsel-
ing, are designed to broaden children’s horizons and to
preclude premature selection and rejection of social and
vocational possibilities as well asto provide general cul-
tural enrichment. “The point of elementary vocational
counseling, beginning in the third grade,” said one
speaker, “is to encourage students to keep their minds
open and not to close doors.”

v

Panel IVA

The subject of tests and measurements ‘as they af-
fect disadvantaged children was a topic of considerable
debate. Panelist Dabney said that “society is ‘gung ho’
on objective measurements. One problem is that we’re
ambivalent in society as to commitment 0 humanistic
values.” She said that educators oughtto be concerned
with this as they prepare tasts.

Chairman Cleveland noted that “middle-class people
have a greater motivation to pass a test. For kids in
the [antipoverty, Title 1] target area there is very liitle
in society that makes them want o pass 3 test. There
are other tests they can pass. They can fight and steal.
They know how to make it.”
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Bert A. Goldman, associate ‘'rofessor of education,
the University of North Carolina, said a major difficulty
with measurements and tests is that teachers do not
know how to use them or interpret them. “Few under-
graduate courses at universities deal with tests and
measurements,” he said.

Mrs. Dabney said there is also a continuing need
for new textbooks that will stimulate the disadvantaged
child. “Many of the multicultural books I have seen
are Dick and Jane in technicolor,” she said, referring
to the new “integrated” approach. Panelist Leonard
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B. Ambros, assistant director, American Textbook Pub-
lishers Institute, assured her that “textbook publishers
are spending more money on research than ever before”
in order to produce sound educational books that are
also nondiscriminatory. “We’re waiting for help from
the field—what will work and what will not work,” he
said. “We're waiting for help from the educational
fraternity.”

Panelist James G. Banks, executive director, United
Planning Organization, suggested that a good beginning
is to ask the disadvantaged what they want in the prod-
ucts designated for their use.

L

m e e e e

He



e

§
}
]
J

Involving Parents

Panel HIA

Panelist Martin noted that “our pedagogy has worked
only when there has been parental concern. The
greatest Negro revolution is that mothers are now de-
termined that their children are to get an education.
That will make everything we do work.”

Panclist Peter G. Kontos, professor of education,
Princeton University, described a community action
program in Cleveland that took place several years ago
and in some ways was a forerunner of many of today’s
antipoverty projects. The idea stemmed from disad-
vantaged teenagers themselves who did not like what
people in the community thought of them. They or-
ganized into a Youth Corps to do things in the inaer city
without pay. Of the 80 members of the Youth Corps,
over 70 percent had never before been involved in any-
thing, in or out of school. They developed their own
projects, such as informing the community on how fo
get more police protection and better health services.
Once it became known that they existed, they were
booked solid for months in advance with projects that
other community agencies wanted done. The youth
became consultants to other clubs in town that wanted
to reach the inner city community. The entire project
cost $200 for 2 years. The significant change was in
the youth themselves. A byproduct change was in the
school curriculum which began to make use of the com-
munity as a laberatory.

Panel IVA

Panelist Donald P. Stone, assistant for educatien for
the Student Nonviolent Coordinating Commitiee in
Atlanta, Ga., argued that the poor themselves have re-
soureces which should be brought to bear en their prob-
lems. “We aceept the logie that peor people have no
answers to problems,” he caid. “If we didn’t accept
this logic seme of those peor people would be here with
us now.” The fact that representatives of the poor are
absent from the conference is a “demonstration of
bankruptey™ in the mesting, Stone said.

He urged that “power be redistributed along more
realistic lines so that the people affected have a way to
make some of the decisions.” e =aid scheol people
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and Community

ought to involve themselves “intimately in the lives of
the people in a spiritual, not a materialistic, way. I
have seen teachers totally uninvolved socially or any
other way outside of the classroom,” he said.

Asked by panelist Ambos, how educators can find
the leaders of the poor, Stone said that when the schools
become thoroughly invelved they will see the people
themselves come forth with leaders.

Consultant Sugarman noted that the schools are ae-
customed to dealing with groups which “gather together
on a stable basis and have constant leadership,” and
that the poor have shifting allegiances to leaders among
them, “It’s most difficult to deal with groups that are
here today and gone tomorrow,” he said.

Chairman Cleveland reminded the participanis that
“there is no group to represent all Negroes, just as
there is no group to represent all whites,” The only
solution to finding the leaders of the poor is to “go
out and get to know the people ourselves,” he said.
Panelizt Stone added that the constitutional system per-
mits enough flexibility to transfer power within groups,
but these in power resist losing it.

Panelist O°Neill said, “The time has come te educate
a minority group so it can speak and exert intelligent
power. The capacity to perform at a sophisticated
level is what is needed.” Cleveland noted that fre-
quently the friends of the poor are the ones who be-
come leaders rather than the poor themselves.

Many pariicipants urged that the schesls make use
of the resources of ths poor. Cleveland said that in the
rush of filing applications for the first year of Title 1
money, the poor were not consulted about the projects.
While this is understandable, he said, “we’re continuing
the same programs next year.”

Panelist Banks said, “It is not difficult to invelve the
poor—if they can see how the invelvement will help
them.” They will not learn this as long as the school
gyctem is isolated from the communily, he caid.
“There is a basie intelligence among people that we
enght to tap.”

Grant Venn, Asseeciate Commissioner for Adul
and Voeational Education, said the cehicels must devise
some means to make education mere palatable to the
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children of the poor. “We must find a way to report
success to their families instead of failures,” he said.
Not only do the schools report failures on report cards
every few weeks but “they also make the parents sign
them as true.” He added, “We’re not going to reach
anybody if we tell them they’re no good. The schools
need to involve themselves in the process of telling them
they are human beings—now.”

Dr. Venn continued: “Why tell them they can’t go
out for sports or band if they don’t get good grades,
when these are the only things they can do, some of
them?” The time for correcting this attitnde is at
hand, he said, because “the anxiety of parents about
what’s going to happen to these youngsters is higher
than it’s ever been.”

Consultant Sugarman noted that OEQ Director R.
Sargent Shriver is confident of the resources of the
poor and the community to help each other. “Shriver
says that 90 perceat of the time when you don’t get
people to help, it’s because you haven’t asked them,”
he zaid.

“The problem resides in us, too,” said panelist
Dabney. “We very seldom focus on the strength of
the people. We need an attitude or approach in which
we will see their strengths, There is a residue of in-
volvement in the community. Everyone wanis to help
the cchools,”

Participants also expressed worry over whether they
understand the disadvantaged. Amboes said, “We need
more demonstrative evidence of what makes up the dis-
advantaged child.” Throughout the sessions Banks
suggested that the group is unprepared to talk abaut
mobilizing resources to help the disadvantaged wuntil it
is certain it knows who the disadvautaged are.

Banks also tock issue with the role of the schoels in
providing the wide range of soeial services now under-
taken through the new Federal pregrams. He said he
was concerned that the school, with an essential mission
of education, will so encumber itself that it will hecome
“jack-of-all-trades and master of none.” He contended
that the problem of social work is one for the ecom-
munity as a whole instond of for the scheel, and that it
is the community that has failed. “The emphasis
should be on improving edueational comtent rather
than soscial serviees,” he cald. “We need to coacen-
trate on kids whe don’t go to collegs.”

Mrs, Dabney and ethers disagreed. “You can’t
separate the two—edueation and sesial services,” she
said. “The schools should be secial-work agencies.”
While they should aveid the rigidities eharasteristic of
the operations of such ageneies, the schoels should con-
cern themselves with an “attitude of global planning”
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which could integrate these services into the school
program. She noted that in rural areas the schedls
must be secial-work practitioners because of the un-
availability of other resources.

O’ Neill agreed that while social work “impinges on
the efficiency of the school to perform its operation, it
does have to be done. The problem is how it is to he
coordinated.” Mrs. Dabney added that these serviees
are necessary for the child and that “no one but the
school has jumped into the gap =o far.”

Fontini caid that if the schools limit themselves to
“the three R’s and subject matter mastery” the result
will be simply an end product rather than an edueated
child with the capacity to live construetively.

Venn suggested that scheol systems hereafter design
schools which will accommmedate the soeial welfare ac-
tivities. “In the future,” he said, “the schogls will have
to see their role net as judge and jury [sitting in judg-
ment on the children] but as an instrument of society
which assists other individuals.”

Coordination of these programs with the scheol sys-
tem’s operations is o big task which must be hondled
well, participants agrezd. And this eoordination must
alse be accomplished within the Federal Gevernment,
they said. Some participants reported difficulty
dealing with OEO and OF and their often similor pre.
grams which can overlap if mot planned preperly.
Close eooperation is alse necessary between the De-
partment of Health, Eduecation, and Welfare and the
Department of Housing and Urban Development so that
uzban development and de facto segregation cam be
considered simultaneously when scheols are at the
planning stage, one participant said.

Ditirick urged “development of a coordinating con-
cept in Washington, D.C,, itself” as one remedy for
“fragmentation of pregrams and competition for dol-
lars” at the local level. An OE staff member caid the
Commissioner’s office has established a laison position
which ought to help this coordinatien within the Federal
Government’s education programs,

Sugarman said that citizens advisory committees have
worked and can werk, and dissussions by various pag-
ticipants indieated generally that this §s co.  Mgs. Wil
liam J. Cooper, chaizman, Committee on Volunteer
Development, National Couneil of Jewich Wemen,
urged sehool people to mebilize the reseurces of the
voluntcer woman. “She’s not a do-goedor,” said Mss.
Cooper, “but we think of her as a supplement to the
teacher.”

Similazly, Sugarman said, “cven young childsen ean
be used in a limited rele” to hielp the schesls,

Venn said that eitizens’ committees will funetion with
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or without the sponsorship of the schools. “Does any-
one here think he doesn’t have a vocal citizens’ com-
mittee?” he said. “Then let him visit the tavern or
the bridge club.” Venn said the school can receive the
services of its young people in a volunteer capacity
only if it indicates that it feels the services are needed.

“Why den’t we make young people an asset to so-
ciety ?” he said. One patricipant described a Title I
program in which teenagers are going into homes to
help families that need help. “We’re using home eco-
nomics girls to help mothers put up hems,” he said.

The school system must also call on the considerable
resources of the college and university to help the
disadvantaged, participants said.

Panel 1A

Arthur Pearl asserted that generally the school and
the parent engage in a “conspiracy™ against the child.
The parent only gets called into the school system when
the child is in trouble. The neighborhood school of

: "o - -
. . :
. -
. A . .
¢ ; '
' P
) -y a T -

o .

J . B )

y {

30 years ago where the teacher lived in the neighbor-
hood and the parent could easily consult with the
teacher are gone, said Dr. Pearl. “Where are those
teachers in East L.A.? They don’t live in East L.A.
Where are those teachers in Watts? They don’t live
in Watts.”

Panelist Montez emphasized the need to go into the
communities saying: “There is going to be a point in
this educational system . . . that if it is going to sur-
vive, . . . we inthis highly siructured ivory tower . . .
are going to have to get down there. We are going to
have to get down to places like Watts . . . we are
going to have to get a little dirty. We are going to have
to be upset. . . . The only way we are going to find
out how to deal with the disadvantaged . . . is in our
own communities . . .”

Panel TIA

While the consensus of the discussion was in favor
of the involvement of community people in the schools,
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14 panelists take a “photo-break.” Left to right, seated : Leander I. Shaw, Roy McCanne, Wilson C. Riles (Chair-
man), Arthur Pearl. Standing: Philip Montez, Harry L. Bowers, Rodney Tillman and Charles Cogen.
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some warned that it was “rapidly becoming a panacea
for almost every problem, bui is probably raising
more problems than it is solving.” University students,
especially those who are considering careers in teach-
ing, should certainly not be overlooked. Through a
sound program devised by both the public school
system and the university, they can provide services
desperately needed by the schools.

Programs of family and community involvement
were noted by several participants:

® A classroom teacher from Knoxville, Tenn., re-
ported that teachers go to the homes and involve the
parents in sewing clubs, mothers’ clubs, and a variety
of activities that take place not only during the eve-
ning hours, but also on Saturdays and Sundays. In
her school, teachers “are willing to de more.” The
positive climate results in educational progress for the
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children, the teacher said.

® At P.S. 192 in Harlem, 65 percent of whose pupils
read at or above grade level, 75 percent of the parents
are active in the PTA.

® Several participants mentioned involvement of
local business and industry. It can help overcome
some of the severe personnel problems facing local
schools; help provide youngsters with saleable skills;
and in work-study programs, it can be a source of
part-time jobs.

® A Beloit, Wis., district administrator related the
successful experiences of his system since they turned
to private enterprise and industry 4 years ago. In-
dustry and curriculum planners developed a program
of study that lasts 12 months. Industry pays the stu-
dents’ salaries, and at the same time students are
learning skills.
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Research and Evaluation

Panel ITIA

Panelist Passow was particularly emphatic about the
need for more effective help in evaluation techniques.
“Title I is the first Federal law with built-in evaluation,”
he said. “The schools need assistance in evaluating
their title I proposals. We’re trying new ideas, but we
are using old, inapplicable evaluating "echniques.”

This point was referred to again sad again during
the meetings. There is no way to measure self-concept
in a 4-.year-old, for instance, although the building of
self-concept is one of the archstones in Head Start
projects. There is no way to measure the value of
field trips for preliterates or other students unable to
take paper-and-pencil tests.

The questions Dr. Passow raised about the need for
research were answered different ways in different con-
texts throughout the meetings. Opinion ranged from
believing that present research is adequate but not
being used, to the belief that very little is known about
even the most basic elements of education. If research
dues exist, the group would like to see it put into usable
form and widely disseminated.
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Dr. Martin made the final panel presentation. “We
are in considerable danger,” he said, “that Head Start
and other preschool programs that appear to be so
successful mask the fact that we know next to nothing
about early education.”” He called for longitudinal
research on the consequences of early education.

There was unanimous agreement on the need for
continued research. As one observer put it, “If we
don’t go on with research, in 1976 we’ll still be fighting
the war on poverty with the tactics of 1962.”

Panel IIB

Dr. Zigler said that in his long experience with
Operation Head Start, “I found not only reluctance
but downright apathy to research. Too many educa-
tors ireat the researcher as an enemy, not as someone
to work with in seeing how we can all best serve chil-
dren. We all want the best for these kids, but we
aren’t going to find it unless we keep looking. Now
we have a kind of numbers game—how many kids and
how much money—but no real evaluation. That’s
because it is easier to count kids and dollars than to

evaluate motivation and morale.”

 —
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Title I and School Desegregation

Chairman: James E. Mauch, Chief, Programs
Branch, Division of Compensatory Education,
U.S. Office of Education

We are her to discuss ways in which Title I proj-
ects can contribute to solving problems of school
segregation. We all know that this can be done, and
is being done in some localities. We also know that
funds can be used to preserve the status quo. Any such
discussion must look back to the school desegregation
decisions of the U.S. Supreme Court in 1954 and 1955.
In those decisions, the Court ruled that racially separate
educational facilities are inherently unequal, and there-
fore unconstitutional.

As part of the Supreme Court’s decisions, lower courts
were directed to require school districts to make a
prompt and reasonable start toward desegregating the
schools. In discharging that responsibility, the courts
have in many cases felt it necessary to define what de-
segregation really means. Thus, a recent court opinion
astated: “It is not enough to open the previously all-
white school to Negro students who desire to go there,
while all-Negro schools continue to be maintained as
such.”

In short, school authorities have been told by the
courts that they may not remain passive, that, on the
contrary, they must take definite affirmative action to
eliminate the dual school system. But, although the
dual system is no longer legal, it all too often exists in
fact in every part of the Nation, and so does the racial
discrimination prohibited by law.

The position of the Office of Education in this situa-
tion is, I think, clear. In case it is not, I quote from
Commissioner Howe’s speech to .the Urban League
earlier this year:

Considering the authority that we gentlemanly education
officials have at eur command to cerrect rocial injustice in our
schools I feel we have accomplished very little co far. While
we have gone on urging moderation, sweet reason, and bigger
and better panel diseussions, of which this is ene, the scheols

throughout the Nation remain alimest as segregated as they
were in 1954,

The Commissioner further stated:

Our task obviously requires an activity mere sophisticated
than the gritting of our corporate tecth. School officials eccupy
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a curious position somewhere between that of the educational
leader and the political leader, but it is apparent that for many
areas a necessary sensitivity to public opinion hes tended to
dilute their sense of responsibility for educational leadership
and that they have exercised it only after the public parade has
already decided which way it wants te go.

The men on this panel have chosen the substance of
educational leadership rather than the shadow. They
have been working on the issue of desegregation for
some time, each in his own public and, I suspect, in his
own private capacity. Whether or not they have met
the success they hoped for, only they can say. But
anyone who is familiar with them would, I believe, say
that they have toiled long and hard in the vineyard.

I would ask them now to tell you about their efforts,
why their efforts are important to our goals, and what
these efforts have to do with the aims and use of Title

I funds.

Wilson C. Riles, director of compensatory education,
California State Department of Education

1 would like to state at the outset that we in Cali-
fornia do not think that we have solved the problem
of eliminating de facio school segregation. We think
we have made a start.

When Title I funds became available, we were faced
with a program that might have been at variance with
our State policy and laws. Back in 1962, the State
Board of Education tcok a position on de facto segre-
gation in the schools of California which became part
of California law. The following is an excerpt from
the Board’s resolution:

It is the declaved policy of the State Board of Eduecation that
persons or agencies responsible for the establishment of school
attendance centers or the assignment of pupils thereto chall
exert all effert to aveid and eliminate segregation of children
on account of race or color.

The California Supreme Court backed up the State
Beard’s pelicy in its decision in Jackson v. Pasadena
Scheol District. 1 will read one paragraph from its
ruling in that eases

Se long as large numbers of Neogroes live in cegregated areas,
echool antherities will be confronted with difficult problems in




providing Negro children with the kind of education they are
entitled to have. Residential segregation is in itself an evil
which tends to frustrate the youth in the area and to cause anti-
social attitudes and behavior. Where such segregation exists it
is not enough for a school board to refrain from affirmative
discriminatory conduct. The harmful influence on the children
will be refiected and intensified in the classroom if school at-
tendance is determined on a geographic basis without corrective
measures. The right to an equal opportunity for education and
the harmful consequences of segregation require that school
boards take steps, insofar as reasonably feasible, to alleviate
racial imbalance in schools regardless of its cause.

That is the position and the policy of the State of
California, as evidence by the Board resolution and
the court ruling.

Title I, as you know, speaks of concentrations of
disadvantaged youngsters, and some of us were much
concerned that it would put us in a position of rein-
forcing segregation patterns.  (And, by the way, there
are people in California, as I suspect there are else-
where, who would be perfectly willing to give you
compensatory education if you kept the children in the
ghettos.) For a year, our Advisory Committee on
Compensatory Education has been wrestling with this
problem regarding Title I.

In addition to the State Board’s policy and the court’s
decision, which I have already quoted, we have in Cali-
fornia the McAteer Act of 1965. This governs all
compensatory education activities and therefore all
programs for disadvantaged children, since in Cali-
fornia all such programs are administered under the
Division of Compensatory Education. Let me read
you one key section in this State law:

Nothing in this chapter shall be censtrued to sanction, per-
petuate or prome’e the racial or ethnic segregation of pupils in
the public caherls,

Our first confrontation with the problem with regard
to Title I of ESEA came by way of a school district
whose administrator said, as we were informed: “Now
I am going te put Wilson Riles and the Department of
Education aiid the U.S. Office of Education on the spot.
I am going to ask for Title I funds for buses to integrate
250 youngsters in my district, and I am going to see
what they will do about that.”

We welcomed this challenge, and let it be known that
we would certainly have to review such an application.
But first we went into the guestion of how to deal with
the problem of disadvantaged youngsters where there
are no concentrations of poveriy—in other words, how
te deal with ceattered poverty. We worked out a sys-
tem whereby we would review a preject on the basis
of how it defined where the disadvantaged youngsters
were, the problems they had, and the process the school
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had gone through to define the problem and arrive at
ways of dealing with it.

If a district decided to completely integrate its schools
and scatter its poverty, we thought we could deal with
this on the basis of the intent of the act. In the case
of the busing project just mentioned, we simply said
that if the district wished to really integrate and set up a
situation where it would have scattered poverty, we
would be willing to work out something with it. But,
if it was just going to come up with a token plan to
move 250 youngsters, we would raise some serious
questions. In the end, a project was worked out which
also relieved overcrowding and added personnel, special
instructional equipment and materials, teacher inservice
training, and curriculum development.

Now, finally, as for the action we took on the overall
problem. On June 9 the State Board of Education
adopted its present position with regard to Title I proj-
ects. The State law provides, as we have seen, that
programs should not sanction, perpetuate, or promote
racial or ethnic segregation of pupils in the public
schools. In our guidelines for Title I of the Elementary
and Secondary Education Act of 1965, we prescribe cer-
tain actions to comply with California State policy with
regard to the integration of pupils in the public schools
and to provide the maximum educational henefits to
the children being served.

In its application for funds for a project under Title
I, we say the applying district shall include a statement
as to the effect, if any, that the proposed project will
have on patterns of segregation in its schools. It must
explain the extent to which it has addressed itself to
the problem of de facto segregation and what actions
it proposes to alleviate this problem. The erucial
test is whether the project sanctions or perpetuates
segregation.

We suggest a few examples. Some of these have
been tried; others have not. In a newly integrated
school district, funds under Public Law 89-10 may be
used to facilitate preparations for the integration
process, provided these funds focus on educationally de-
prived children residing in the target area. After the
integration procecs is operative, programs of com-
pensatory edueation using Title I funds may fellow, to
help enhance the children’s educational attainment and
adjustment to the new situation.

Funds may alse be used for the purchase of inter-
group relations materials, Let me preface that remark
by eaying this: We have somewhat structured what the
State feels about desegregation, but we know that the
loeal district must first identify what they consider the
preblem to be.
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Again, if a district says—and we are encouraging
districts to say this—that one of the pressing needs, or
the most pressing need, to which a project is addressed
is the elimination of isclation and separation, we feel
that this falls completely within Title 1.

Let me add just twe more examples: School districts
which recognize that in the education of deprived chil-
dren motivation for achievement may be increased by
racial integration, can develop a plan for using the
funds to assist deprived pupils who will be involved in
an integrated situation. And in school situations where
classroom space is available, Title I funds may be used
to develop a program whereby children would be trans-
ported from a target school and placed elsewhere in
the district. This procedure should not only facilitate
racial integration but also reduce the class size in the
target school.

We also feel very strongly that under the State’s re-
sponsibility to judge the size, scope, and quality of a
project, we must help school districts to use Title I funds
properly.

With regard to comstruction: We have received a
number of projects that contained a component for re-
ducing class size, and had to make a judgment as to
whether we would permit building permanent structures
in ghettos. In the 874 million we have allocated we
have not approved one permanent censtruction com-
ponent. We have token the position that the young-
sters need help now, and not 2 or 3 years from now,
after a building has been constructed.

Thomas F. Pettigrew, associate professor of social
psychology, Harvard University

I think we can all agree that Title I establishes a great
precedent for public eduecation in the United States.

But Title I also has one great danger. I, through its
special programs, it acts to separate the poer and the
disadvantaged from other children in the public schoals,
it may prove self-defeating. I om not talking merely
about racial segregation now, but about the separation
of disadvantaged children in general frem advantaged
children,

In the recent study which the (flice of Education
cempleted nnder title IV of the Civil Rights Act, one of
the chief findings is that the aptitude and achievement
seorves of disadvantaged children are more related to
the characteristics of the children with whom they go
to schoesl than to other scheol variables. That s, it
is important for the education and the achievement
seores of disadvantaged children that these children be
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in schools with advantaged children. If Title I funds
should be used, directly or inadvertently, to separate the
disadvantaged from the advantaged, we would be losing
what the survey has shown, on the basis of very clear
data, to be the most important means of raising the
achievement of disadvantaged children.

Frankly, this danger in Title I concerns me a great
deal. And, to be blunt, most of the examples that we
were given as we came in of Title I projects invelving
desegregation do not greatly reassure me. But two of
them are, I think, reassuring—and it is about these that
I will talk here.

Many projects are really hashed-over examples of
measures that have failed in the past, that is, special
arrangements for the disadvantaged treated separately
from others. The past record of education is literally
erammed with the failures of such programs.

But two programs among the samples we were given
do reassure me, particularly because they have long-
range potentials. These are the East Orange, N.J., pro-
gram for an educational plaza and the Hartford plan
for regional desegregation [cee exhibits A and B]. It
seems to me that these two commendable programs,
taken together, contain the ingredients and show the di-
rection for long-term solutions te the problems, solu-
tions that must and, we hope, can be supported with
Title I funds.

The idea of an educational park for the entire school
system is one ingredient that we will need. The other
idea, contained in the Hartford plan, adds the suburban
dimension.

It is hardly a secret that in Washington, Philadelphia,
Chicago, Cleveland, and other cities, we are simply
running out of white children to desegregate in the
inner city. We are not running out of whites in the
United States, however. Whites are also coming to the
wmetropolitan areag, just as Negrees are. But, before
there can be any ultimate solutions to the desegregation
of the public schoels in our inner cities, we must invelve
the suburhs. These have been well called the white
noose that surrounds the Negro neck; they will have to
become comething more pesitive in educational terms
than they arve now.

I would hepe that Title [ would be the souree of funds
for cuch o program as the Hariford plan, and that it
and other similar plans (for example, METCO in the
Bosion area) might sesve as experimental pilot models

for us to watch, partieularly with a view to combining
stich plans with the edusationnl park idea.

I accept the point just made by the gentleman from
California that we have to do something immediately.
But let us not fix our exclusive attention on shori-run
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solutions that will institutionalize problems for the
future. We should also be thinking of long-run solu-
tions—of, for example, ringing our large cities with
educational parks in which half or more of the student
bodies would be drawn from the suburbs.

I urge this not just for reasons of desegregation
but for many other educational reasons as well. This
would, I think, really meet what the Congress had in
mind in Title I-—the raising of the achievement levels
of disadvantaged American youth. If, on the contrary,
the danger in_Title I that I mentioned above comes
about, if we separate the advantaged from the dis-
advantaged, I am afraid that Title I will go down as
an unfortunate precedent for American education.

Alexander J. Plante, Title I coordinator and execu-
tive director, Office of Program Development,
Connecticut State Department of Education.

I agree with Dr, Pettigrew that maybe in the long-run
planning we.can develop quality education in the city.
But for the immediate solution and for the generation
we are dealing with, we must have the cooperation of
all people and not just manifest our hatred and our
disgust of the city and take the attitude: “You are
responsible; we are not. Therefore, you live with your
problem.” In the Hartford plan [see exhibit B] we
are saying thot immediate solutions to the problem
we are facing and discussing here today cannot be
found in the eity alone.

The point of view that the plan embodics is based
on two university studies. The first was a study, by
the University of Connecticut, of 4-year-old Negro
children in low-cost housing in the city of Hariford.
When the researchers compared the se-called native
intelligence of these youngsters with their lingnistic
ability, they found that these 4-year-olds were very
intelligent but that, as they prepared to enter the main-
stream of sceiety, they would be increasingly handi-
capped by their limited lnguistic ability.

The second was a study made in Hariford by
Havvard Univercity. This study found that 52 percent
of the elementary-school children in the city of Hart-
ford were nonwhite, tha: this number was rising at
the rate of 5 pereent a year, and that, if o counter-
measures were faken, Hartford would in time become
essentiolly an all-Negre gheito, and any attempts to
to find solutions in the ity would therefore be
self-defeating. The ctudy coneluded that the solution
cannet be found within the city; there must bhe
cooperation with the suburhs.

In addition o this, we listened to the people. Any-
one who has listened to the group of pesple we are
talking about quickly gets a sense of their isolation
from the mainstream of society. To such remarks as,
“Aren’t things better? Jobs are available; society
is more affluent,” they would reply, “No, things are
geiting worse. At one time there were many poor
people with all kinds of aspirations. But now you in
the North, because of the pigmentation of our skin,
keep us isolated from the mainstream of society by the
subtle organizational ways in which you operate.”

So we felt a bold interveation was necessary. Let
me now briefly tell you what our plan consists of.
Moving on a pilot basis, we will arrange for 300
youngsters from 1 through 5 {0 be accepted into schools
in 5 suburban towns.

Eight schools in Hartford have an attendance of
more than 85 percent nonwhite; seven of these schools
go to 95 percent or more nonwhite. From these 8
schools we selected the 300 children from 2 kinder-
gartens and 2 first, second, third, fourth, and fifth
grades. We used a random basis of selection so as
to get a cross-section of the entire nonwhite community.

We asked 4 suburban communities just te let us use
their vacant seats: for example, if they had 23 chil-
dren in a class and could accommodate 25, to let us
put 2 in there; or if they had 20 children and could
accommodate 24, to Iet us put in 4. We were look-
ing for places for 75 youngsters in 4 communities.
Cne community (Glastonbury) turned us down, but
two other communities came to the fore and said they
would participate. So we now have five communities
participating with us to some degree.

We learned from the University of Connecticut study
that deprivation staris early; that you eannot just pick
out a group of these voungsters and leave it at that;
that you must make sure that the deprivation already
caused is quickly ameliorated, and that the cducation of
these children proceeds rapidly. Therefore under the
Hartford plan, with every 25 youngsters we will send a
suppettive team consisting of a teacher from the city of
Hartford and educational aides who will work with these

. youngsters and othier youngsters i the receiving com-

munity with similar types of dicabilities.

We are locking very hard for answers, and I think we
will get some from our strong research component. As
this plan preceeds, we will ebserve the educational
achievement of the white youngsters as compared with
that of the nenwhite youngsters—and of the younggters
who remain in the ghetto compared with that of those
who travel to the suburban towns. We will alse eb-
serve and séek for the kinds of things we can do to train

P



B

L ST

T g A vt eprr ey et

“

i
|
|
o

’—"‘m

people for desegregation programs, not just in Hart-
ford but in other places—New Haven, Bridgeport,
Waterbury, and throughout the State of Cornecticut.
Requests have already come in from other Connecticut
communities for a similar kind of program.

What are our problems? I think you must knew
them, and I think we must face them and understand
them.

The subtle prejudices of the North, to me, are much
more devastating than the open prejudices of the South.
Make no mistake about it; we live in the same box.
We've had meetings of 200 to 300 persons where we
would have to have 15 policemen to guard us from
physical harm. It was an experience I never thought
would happen. So let’s not feel proud of what we are
or Jaok askance at others; let’s look to our own situation
here, for, believe me, we have a long way to go.

There also seems to have developed in this country
the widespread belief that the suburban community has
no relevance to the inner city. It is amazing to me how
we can go into that city each day, earn our living, use
the hospitals, use the cultural activities, use the sewage
systems, and say, “The heck with you!” It just isn’t
possible, because disease in the city will bring disease
to the auburhs, and we will all perish from it. Make
no ‘mistake about it. Running throughout the United
States is a suburban isolation from the city which needs
to be broken down.

It seems to us that we must secure the necessary
financial support for the kinds of things we are trying in
Hartford. I certainly hope the U.S. Congress will make
it possible financially to move this kind of program
forward. ‘

It seems to us, also, that we must go to our State
legislatures immediately, to establish the legal basis for
such programs. We expect to be in court a ot next
year. [ think we will win every time. But the statute
should be clear and should provide for and enceurage
schoo! desegration.

I alzo want you to know there ave carefully organized
groups that will operate in your community and will
distort everything you say. In other words, they will
say that housing must come first; or that adopting
Negro orphans will be the solution to everything; and so
forth. This is enly feinting. Or they will call your
plan metropolitan, devastating, federalistic, secialistic,
communistic, or any other bad word they can dream up.
They ave well organized. This sort of stuff will be

broadcast in your communities just as fast as the.

mimeograph machines can turn it out. ~ You have got
to be aware of this. ‘

202-84¢ 0—86——4

41

One other point which is extremely important for
anyone undertaking a program of thiskind. We picked
the most affluent communities in the Hartford region
and the communities where the educational level was
the highest. The lower social classes feel threatened
by the Negro. So, if you are going to make your
move, make it where you can be successful.

We hope to have some results for you in 2 years. We
feel almost overwhelmed by the potential for success
here. As I look at these youngsters and the response
from the Negro community, I think we are all going to
have a great deal of satisfaction from the Hartford
plan.

John Henry Martin, superintendent, Mount Vernon
Public Schools, Mount Vernon, New York .

I make the following statement in PTA’s, Lions
Clubs, and similar important agencies of our com-
munity life: “The time has come to say openly that the
all-Negro school, or the nearly ali-Negro school, in
the American city is an educational curse. The evi-
dence is in. It is indefensible as a continued institu-
tion. The question is, what do you do about it?”
I would hope that the school superintendents of
America would individually and collectively make a
similar flat statement.

The U.S. Commissioner of Education made such a
statement, and made it eloquently. But the question
is not what he has said, but what he does about it.
Aund the same question confronts the cities and the
small towns of America.

The answers are relatively easy in suburban areas
where there may be, say, five all-white schools and one
Negro ghetto school in a school district. Here the
solution is relatively simple and has been achieved in
many places, though not without turmeil, courage, and
a great deal of difficulty. It is to close the ghetto
school down, roll the buses in, take the children out,
and distribute them among the other schools of the
town. Some of us have done that.

But that answer is not applicable in densely popu-
lated urban areas such as Mount Vernon, which has
a population of 20,000. There, more than 50 pereent
of the elementary scheol pupils are Negro. Closing
down § or 6 of the 11 scheols won’t do the job. The
civil rights leadership has an answer: Use the same
fleet of buses to take half of the Negro pupils out of
these scheols and to bring half of the whites in from
the northern half of the city. That is a variant of
the Princeton plan, with its instant desegregation. The
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difficulty with this solution is that the board of educa-
tion won’t adopt it—and, at this peint, no ene is in
a position to compel them to adopt it.

Between those two answers lie others. There is,
for example, the 4-4-4 plan. This plan I rejected as

" an answer for our community on the grounds that

while it effected a kind of solution for the middie school
and the high school, it gave up on the solution for
the first 4 elementary years and allowed a permanent
segregated pattern during these 4 years of education.

Yet another answer is the educational park. In
terms of its impact as a desegregation device, I have
no argument against this answer, other than the fact
that it is years and years of bond issues and censtruction
away.

But there is a second basis for criticism of the edu-
cational park. This is the fact that the plan contains
within itself no ingredient for educational reform or
improvement. If you rebundle on one site thousands
of children from a larger geographic area but do not
envisage a reform and reorganization of the structure
of education, once they are on that site, you may have
the answer to the question of desegregation; but your
answer has nothing to do with the reform of education
as such,

This criticism is not antagonistic to the desegregation
intent of the plan. All I am saying is that the educa-
tional heart of the program has vet to be evolved. I
think I have a partial answer in the academy concept
[see exhibit C] and I would marry beth, ene to the
other.

The plan we in Mount Vernon came up with, in
the idea of the academy as an interim measure, was
based on the recognition of the importance of time in
terms of months, not yearz. The establishment and
operation of the academy would call for the purchase
of a sizable piece of property and the utilization of
buildings already there. On this site would be evolved
and conducted a program for the academic review,
the cupervision, and the tutorial instruction of chil-
dren from every elementary school in the eity. These
children would come to the academy every day for 2
hours of fntensive remedial, advance, eorrective, elini-
eal work on an individual basis which had heen diag-
nostically established.

That is the academic center of the plan, It wounld
mean that within a peried of 10 or 12 months initial
steps could be taken with the first several hundred
children. The operation could be programmatically in-
creased in 30-day eycles, and we should expect that in
ahout 18 months we would be in full swing, with 2,000
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of the 6,000 childsen in the K to 5 program at the
academy for each working day they were in school.

But there is a growing hostility within the community
to the accomplishment of this plan. The board vated
it. The commissioner of the State of New York ap-
proved it. Civil rights groups oppesed it. At one
time we had the distinction of having just about as
remarkable a consensus as President Johnson might
have dreamed of, all oppesed to the plan.

To me, the plan appears to offer a functional struc-
tural reform in the nature of elementary education, a
bypreduct of which would be high-speed integration
of the elementary schogls.

Title IIl would provide the planning and operational
funds. Title I would provide the transportation funds.
We have such money set aside for the beginning
operation this coming year.

John H. Fischer, president, Teachers College, Colum-
bia University

It seems to me that if we are to have the kind of
comprehensive approach to the preblem we are talking
about here this afternoon, it is important to prepare
first what the strategist ealls an estimate of the situation.
As we look at the situation we have to deal with, it weuld
be well to take into account the facts that can't be talked
away. One way or another, we will have to deal with
them.

rirst, we have fo face the fact that we are dealing
here with a form of sceial inertia which is particularly
baflling. This is not to say it eannot be changed. But
to act as though we were not confronting this secial
analogue of Newton's first law of metion seems to me
unrealistic to the point of irresponsibility.

Second, we need to face the fact that we are dealing,
in this inertial condition, with apprehension, un-
familiarity, and insecurity—if you will, with fear. We
lump these together and call tham prejudice. Dut it
isn't as simple or as easy as that. We have to face the
eompenents of this prejudice if we are to deal with i,
If we don't deal with it, I am afraid whatever plans we
lay are likely to come to grief.

In the third place, we are dealing with the hard fact
of the ghetto, None of us here like gheitos. But we
have them and we wen't wish them away overnight.
We will have to lay plans to deal with them, Unless
they are taken into account in sur planning, our plan-
ning again is not likely to be very effective.

In the fourth place, we arc dealing with shifting
residential patterns. We have not enly the problem
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of the gheito and the problem of desegregating our
cities; we have, also, the problem of preventing resegre-
gation. One of our saddest experiences these days is
when we find curselves, after we have taken brave, hold
steps to desegregate schools, face to face with the fact
that housing resegregation is bringing the water back
as fast as we can pump it out.

Agaip, we are dealing, as Tom Pettigrew has re-
minded us, with the white suburban influence. Some-
times this means also with a series of tripwires. There
are all kinds of hazards here. Whatever words, what-
ever figures, we use, the fact is that we do have this ring
of white homogeneous, unresisting oppositien te the
integration of our population.

Mansignor fames €. Donohue of the National Cathaliz Welfare Canfevense; Dr. John H. Fischer, Columbio Uns-

versity; Gemmissioner Howe; and Austin Haddock of the Oregan State Depariment of Education, cantverse

during the Conference.



In addition, we have a great many small, independ-
ent, and relatively homogeneous school systems, They
are net only hemogencously white. Increasingly, we
are geting scheol systems that ave homogenesusly
Negre. 1 don't know which is werse, an all-white or an
all-Negro school system. Neither says mueh about an
open seciety. Until we find a way to come to grips
with this problem, we are going to have shortages ia our
plans,

Furthermore, we have the problem of the segregating
effect of nonpublic scheols. I doubt that anybody in
this room would want to remove from the American sys-
tem the option parents now have of ehoosing independ.
ent schools for their children. But when yon look at
New York City and ather cities, the faet of the matter is
that the option of parents to choose nonpublic schools
for their children m*ans in many eases the option to
choose a segregated white school.  Of course, mos® of
theso scheols now have their token enrollment. They
have their demonstretion Negro children placed in the
places of high visibility, like the seccptionists in corpo-
rate offices on Madison Avenue. But we are sill deal-
ing with a difficult situation that must be taken into
account,

Over and above this, we have the fact of wide ovetlap
in this eountry between minority racial status and eco-
nemic poverty. Tom Peltigrew was gelting at this
point cariier, when he spoke of the hazard in Title § of
scgregating children in terms of poverty, only to dis-
cover that we have at the same time segregated them in
terms eof race.

Lastly, we have ancther fact which we don’t talk
abeut as much as w2 should, although schoolmen age
coming to talk abo:t it more and moze often these daya.
This is the fact and tradition of the pslitical isolation
of eur public schools in this countsy. There was a
time when it seemed awfully smast and absolutely neces-
sary to separate the scheools frem pastisan and often
eorsupt political axzangements, particularly in our lacge
cities.  But we have siow separated them for something
likc 50 or 73 years, tc: the extent that they have become
in many eases almost hermetically sealed, administsa-
tively and politieally, frem the exdinary decisionnaking
and polisy-forming practices of munieipal and State
goverament,

€9, aswe plan cur sirategies, we had better rememter
that they have to be scmething e xhibitiens of
oppogtuniztic ingenulty.  As we seleey Title § projest
to deal with the difficalties of seorepation and
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cationally disadvantaged children but also attack the
braad problems that I have been teying to sketeh eut.
We ean't sely on the simply epportunistic appreach.

I think Henry Adams once ealled simplicity ene of
the most deceitful mysteries that ever betrayed mankind,
and ¥ suspee? that we have a problem here in guarding
against allowirg the single tacget approach of <ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>