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ABSTRACT -

This study, a political history, analyzes three
educational crises in New York City during the last 25 years. Primary
attention is given to the mayoralty in an attempt to ascertain the
effectiveness of his power in education. This research analyzes his
role by eliciting the actual operations of decision making

L (participants involved, exertion of power, wielding of influence, and

5 the where and how of conducting negotiations); identifying and

. assessing common and unique characteristics in each crisis; and

: integrating the findings to increase our store of knowledge about

; urban educational governance. These studies of the administrations of

|2 Mayors LaGuardia, Wagner, and Lindsay demonstrate that politics and
education have been closely intertwined in New York City's history.
The mayor has usually played a prominent role in educational crises,
for when problems arose, the citizenry, along with the crisis
participants, looked to the mayor for direction and solutions. Mayors

: have usually been rendered powerless when trying to shatter the

v education-sans—-politics myth openly. Education has become an integral

i part of urban life closely tied to the politics of the city.

¢ Educational leadership and responsibility have been lacking in the

i educational community. Educational governance in the future will be

effective only when its officials are able to lead, account,

negctiate, and compromise. (Author/JM)
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ABSTRACT
This study, a politicél history, analyzes three
¢ _ educational crises in New York City during the last 25 years.
i 5 | Primary atfention is given to the mayoralty in an attempt to
' ascertain the effectiveness of his power in education. Prior
research has given scant notice to mayoralty involvement in

education, generally assuming that he has had. none. .

.7

o
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This research analyzes his role by eliciting the

actual operations of decision-making (participants inyolved,

e R

exertion of power, wielding of influence and the where and

how of conducting negotiations); identifying and asseésing
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in eachr cris:
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grating the findings to increase our store of knowledge about .
urban educational governance.

What emerges from these ¢ase studies are the follow-
ing: mayors have played-a role in education but, usually have

been rendered powerless when trying to shatter the education-

TN BT P P S 41 L b e §v8 A T A (4

- sans-politics myth openly. Mayor Wagner, of the three mayors

‘ .. studied (Mayors LaGuardia and Lindsay being the other two),

: exercising leadership in policy-making quietly and covertly,

'was effective. More enlightening, the studies show that education

has become an integral part of urban life closely tied to the

; ) © politics of the city; that educational 'leadership and responsi-
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bility have been lacking in the éducational comnunity; and that
educational governance in the future will be effective only when
its officials are able to lead, ﬁccount, negotiate and compromise.
One suggestion for;governance of school systems focuses on a
mayor-appointed commissioner who would provide leadership and

be responsible to the educational :=onstituency and the mayor.
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Over the last few years, newspapers, magaziné
and journél afticles, as well as first-hand experiences,
: have been alerting all of us to the problems of urban school
! | . systemé throughoué the nation; problems that have centered
zéro&ﬁézkinancés, curriculum, construction, student unrest,
teacher strikes. The list continues to grow, problems
mushroom, time elapses, educational gréups, civic groups,
vparents_dialogue, negotiations deteriérate.' Somewhere
along the way, the mayox's help is sought. Pa;adoxically,
while seéeking his aid, the educational esfablishment continues
E . *. to publicly procla;m its devotion to the principle that }
% politics have no place in the educational arena. The pattern

'has'beccme all too set of late.

This pattern will be the subject of the folléwing

D o S e e

case studies with the iﬁtéption of dispelling the long-held

- myth that education is devoid of politics by focusiﬁg in depth

on one-particular part 5f the pattern--the role of the mayor.

«

This role will be analyzed over a twenty-flve -
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year perlod in New York City with the hope of answering both .

2%

historical and polltlcal questlons--what comﬁon and unique

characteristics determine a mayor's role in education, how,
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when and why was a mayor successful or unsuccessful in resolv-

ey

ing educational problems.
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CHAPTER I

LA GUARDIA - THE MAN

After all, did not everyone of us descend
from immigrant stock? Some arrived on the
Mayflower ... many more in the steerage.

" F. H, LaGnardia ot

g . ' LaGuardia knew that those who carried a Mayflower

i | passport represented the privileged'class of New ¥York for
they had wealth, social standing, professional expertise

and enouéh power and influence in many areas of city life
A * 0 command éonsiderableiaftention and deference. He also
knew that the steerage set entered.this country empty-handed,
willing to seize any'opportuhity that might offer economic |

; _ | growth and success., Thgy could noﬁ command atteﬁtion, let
gléne anything else. He could personally testify to that.
Fiorello LaGuardia wanted to command, .to have power, to have :

influence.

N T e AT N e T s wemane

He was born in one of'tﬁe city's dark and crowded

19th century tenements on the lower East £ide -- a haven for

S R T A A e

those newly-arrived immigrants from steerage. His father, a
musician by occupation, had joined:the Arﬁy as leader of the
11th U.S. Infantry Band. The sound of the bugie, soon after

- LéGuardia'é first glance at New York, toék them West, to

1




Arizona in fact, where they settled and grew. LaGuardla s
early life was spent reactlng then to rural rather than urban
stimuli--the Western landscape generally, with pioneers, cow-
boys and folk heroes; the one-room schoolhouse, a potpourri of
basic skills and Wild West steries;.and a vafiety of different
neighﬁors. Some were Indians, few were Italian or Jewish,
most were Anglo-Saxons, West Point men to be exact. They '
were the commissioned officers; the ones who dominated life
on any Army base.® The "most® then_had a certain distinction
that set them apart from the "some" and the "few." That
.distinction.was made extremely plain to LaGuardia early in
his life when an organ-gr;nder appeared at their base. He
Played music, sang  in Italian and had a monkey dance. All
LaGuardia's friends, the officers' Xkids, laughed. But their
'laughter first was directed at the monkey, then at uzﬂuardla.
The forelgn musician could only communicate with LaGutrdla s
father. That set them epa;t somehow and made them dlfferent--
btt that difference offered no distinction. LaGuardla was
' puzzied: “The kids taunted me for ‘a long tlme after that.
I couldn't understand it., What difference was there between

. us?'f2 When the going got rough LaGuardia fought--"I would

l. Jay Franklin Carter, LaGuardia (New York: Modern Age
Books, 1937), pp. 1-11.

. :2. Plorello H. LaGuardia, The Maklnq of an Insurgent
(New York: J, B. Lippincott Company, 1948), p. 27.
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just as soon fight with an officer's kid as I would with
"3 as years passéd, the officer's kid would

take ﬁany forms.

Two impresvions that had a significant impact on
LaGuardia occurred eariy in his life: one was something
he witnessed daily, the other he read about weekly. Daily_
he would see Indians. They were most unlike his Army base
companions--they were huﬁgry for food. Some white men,
profiteers hungry for quick honey, sold their government
allotments to miners and general stores. The Indians had

no power to stop it. LaGuardia proﬁiséd himself to fight

*
*that £ight for then.

s

Weekly, LaGuardia read Joseph Pultizer's news-

' paper, New York World. It told of.Tammany Hall's corrupt

practices--of using the innocent immigrant's votes to keep.

it in power and fill its pockets. The immigrant went hungry as

'the Tammany tiger grew fat,. They had ho'power to stop it

eithe;. Undoubtedly, to a young person, it was related

easily to what he witnessed.close. at hand. The Indian, the

immigrant, the officer's kid again.

‘The form that probably made the most indelible mark

and cemented a young boy's crusading dreams into adult commit-
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ments was the death of his father. Profiteers, this tlme
in the clothes of Army contractors, sold dlseased beef to
the government at exorbitant rates, His father became ill
as a result of eating some of it, was discharged from the
service, returned with his family to 'Italy to die a few years

later.

The young boy quickly became a man.- He was

employed first, through afamily friend, in the American

-consulate 'in Budapest--one of the cultural hlghl:.ghts of

Europe durJ.ng that ‘time.. For a young man w:.thout formal

+ schooling, beyond an Arizona elementary education, it offered

many opportunities. LaGuardJ.a took advantage of them, learn-

ing various languages, study:.ng h:.story, reading anyth:.ng
and everything on current events, lJ.stenJ.ng to musiec, seek—
ing advancement. He’ progressed nicely in all areas except
the 1atter, for the Fore:.gn Service then militated against
that happen:.ng--LaGuardJ.a was not Anglo—Saxon, he was not '

Harvard-tra:.ned he was not pol:.t:.cally sponsored by a vU.S.

dJ.gnJ.tary. This was a club for the elite and he was different.

' He left the State Department in 1906 after merely two years

'cla:.mlng “that...service is not the place for a young man

to work up.... nd

£
4
i

| 4. Arthur Mann, LaGuardia Comg_s to Power--1933 (New York:

J. Be. LJ.ppJ.ncott, 1965), p. 27. -

13
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To work up meant he had to return to America.
New York wbuid be where he would fight the officer's kid.
First, however, he needed a job, then an education, then

an occupation. He accomplished all in less than a decade.

His job was that of an interpreter at Ellis
Island for the U.S. Immigration Serv1ce, where he witnessed
frlghtened Eur0peans receive harsh treatment. Whether they
were turned away or admitted they faced a bleak picture--to
‘be- sent back without money or family was terrifying but
just as terrifying was entering a city that would easily
gobble them up, by many brofiteers;-the most insidious
! uelr supposed Erieﬂd, tﬁe political ieader of their

district. He would give them a turkey, get them a job with

one hand and take their vote and promised allegiance with

the other.5 That promised allegianee would secure votes

for the political leaders and the Party continued exlstence

in maintaining power and control in the city. and the immi-

grant? His flat would be overprlced, his working conditions

unsatisfactory, his mun1c1pal services negllglble. The -

political leaders did nothlng to‘correct these condltlons.
His education, as one can imagine took two forms:

formally he attended New York University's Law School at

night; 'informally he observed the Plight of the immigrant,

5. Carter, op. cit., pp. 24-5.

W 14




studied their exploiters and got to know city life. S{)me-
how, the formal wedded to the informal would determine how
the fight would be fought. By 1910, with LL.E. in hand he
took the first step--he beéan to practice law. His clients
were primarily the immigrant contacts he had made at Ellis

Island. They always had problems--—depor"tation proceedings,

‘swindles, evictions, contract violations. He helped them

either remain here, or keep their tensment flats, or regain
their few lost dollars. But that wasn't truly improving

their condition. These were merely skirmishes. He realized

‘that to be helpful, to fulfill his commitments he would have

to "make law, not merely...construe it."® For a young'

ethnic lawyer to be successful in New York politiecs the usual
route was throcugh the Democru:ic Party--the Party that held
the power. The Party that seemed both to make and construe
the laws. But LaGuard.ia remembere.vd the Indian, ﬁis father,
't'h.e Ellis Island immigrant--the victims of entrenched power.
He knew there was onlf ‘one avenue -oplen ‘to him: "a party in
the minority cannot help beiné good and pure, Y He
registered himself in the Republican Party. Little did he
redlize at that time that 'being‘ip the minority was not

synonymous with being virtuous.

He found it out quickly enough when his political

- club leader queried "who wants to run for Congress?" and

6. LaGuardia, op. cit., p. lOEI..
7. 1Ibid., p. 3l. 15

-6-
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LaGuardia answered "I do." The contest took place in his

home territory, the 14th Congressional District, that section

" between 4th and 14th Streets from the Hudson to the East

Rivers. As expected, it included the tenement sections of

the East Side, populated with Italian and Jewish immigrants8

' and LaGuardia used his knowledge of both the language and

the plrght and needs of the immigrants to seek votes. However,
Tammany controlled the district and the immigrants. Their
candidate Qas re-elected, but only by a margin of 1,700 votes.
Usually the margin ran at least 16,000, Although LaGuardia
lost, he had made himself known in'the_district and received

a substantial vote. He tried again two years later much

)

gainst his Party's wishes. This tiwme he was pretty much on

Y

‘his own, the Party playing.a neutral role. LaGuardia wanted
‘that office and if it meant bulldlng up his own organlzatlon
of ‘campaign workers, and.po]l watchers and vote counters he
would. He did. He won by a mere 350 votes but he got that
Washington seat. Elated he entered the 14th district head-
gcarters to overhear a Republican leader. talking to a
Democratic leader: "No Joe, we didn't doublecross you. We
dldn t do anything for this fellow.r You just can 't control

' im 9 Both Democrats and Republicans would repeat that

latter statement often.

8. Carter, op. cit., p. 24; LaGuardla, OP. cit., P. 104
9. LaGuardia, on, cit,, p. 127

' B
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LaGuardia went to Washington when the 65th Congress

convened. H.R. Bill 345 was introduced.- it made the fraudulent

" sale of war materials (including diseased beef) a felony

punishable by death during wartime, imprisonment in time of
peace. It was LaGuardia's first bill in Congréss.>® The

first fight would be for his father.

While Washington was being introduced to LaGuardia,

) New York Republicans were considering introducing him to

the city at 1arge. The presidency of the Board of Aldermen
(later to be renamed the City Council) was a possibility for
Republican represer;tation--a rare opportunity that could be
enlarged upoen if the right candidate was presented, .a candidate

that would a2ppeal to the rising Italian and Jewish constituencies.

.LaGuardia was the New York County Republican leader's choice.

The Republicans saw this as a golden opportum.ty for two
reasons: first, the Democratic candidate was 111 and would

rot wage a good fight and eecond it would be a three-way
contest--with an Irishman i’unning oh the Liberty Party ticket.
Hepefplly, enough Irish votes would be caet for the Liberty
candidate to draw away a substantiel number .from the Democratic

11 A Republz.can could thus squeak through LaGuardia,

’
wh:Lle retaining his Congressional seat, made the race. He

had nothing to lose and everything to gain, for a win would

'10. Ibid., p. 146.

1l. carter, op. cit., p. 54.° ) : -
s 17




I L R I R L

York had split their votes between the Party candidate and

Anitiate policy. - That was what he craved. He cut his real

' political teeth then in that seat, learning the mechanics of

.
o=

situate him closer to his goal--destroying Tammany through
the highest secat of municipal power--the mayoralty. It was
a chance worth taking. The fight would be played by the

rules of the game for "he regarded politics as a game. It

e."12 Tammany had defined the rules and

was jgst a chess gam
was his rival. He would checkmate them by using their own
method--ethnic politics--against them. The Italian and
Jew would be his weapons. He thus 'became a professional
politician, one not afraid to st';oop to shrewd and perhaps

even sordid activities to win. He prized himself on "out

demagoguing the best Tammany demagégue" and claimed he ."...
invented the low hilow."!3 Needless to say, it helped him
win the Board of Aldermen seat, by all of 1,500 votes. Even

more important, the Tammany Irish for the first time in New
the Liberal Party Irishman, causing devastating results. Aan
Italian Republican won.. The year was--1919.

It was LaGuardia's chance to really become an

effective leader--not only to mediate and rnegotiate but’ to
- . L} :

g 13. Mann, op. cit., p. 29. 18

12. The Reminiscences of Francis R. Stoddard, New York State
Republican Committee Member (New York: Columbia University
Oral History Research Office, 1949), pp. 9, 16, 17.

-9-
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the various departments and agencies of city government,

It was here that he first encountered the education hierarchy.

' It all centered around the controversial Gary
" ' plan for city schools. Should the Board of Aldermen vote

' for Gary schools or conventional schools?

: _ . The Gary school philosophy focused on an educational

system that had beaen introduced in the schools of Gary,
Indiana and had proven so successful It stressed the need
for the full development of the child by offer:.ng all students
? a var:.ety of activities that involved .not only intellectual

. study, but play and exerc:l.se. manual work in shops and

laboratorles and creative act:.v:.ty utilizing the community.
Thus a school plant would not merely be a complex of class-
rooms but would provide playgrounds and gardens, gymnasiums
and awimming pools, special drawing  and music studios, science |
laboratories and machine shops.14 T'he 1deal Gary school would
- 0ffer daily all the dz.fferent act:.v:.t:.es wh:.ch J.nfluenced a
S -wel;.-rounded human -being. The student, himself, would be able

to choose the activities he was bést suited for and develop

e ' them to the greatest extent, poss:Lble.l5

. New York adopted this plan in a few select schools

F in the Bronx and Brooklyn. It stirred up controversy as any

" 14. R. S. Bourne, The Gary Schools (Massachusetts- The
i Riverside Press, 1961), pp. 14-15.

{ ° 15. Ibldo r po 150 . ' °
y .
o 19
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innovation or change'does, but in education it always seemed
to'be commingled with emotions and -high-flung rhetoric.
Partially, it is understandable, for education of one's

own child is a closely guarded privilege. To experiment
with the Department of Sanitation, i.e. whether there should
be daily or weekly refuse coliections is one thing, to experi-
ment with a child's development is quite another. dJohn
Dewey led the Ppro* side c¢€ the discussion. He claimed "no
more important question affecting the future of the people
of New York has come before them for many years. nl6 The
Rockefeller Foundatlon granted funds to study and evaluate

the demonstration schools in New York, belmevmng that their

£faith in this kind of education for urban children would be

confirmed unhesi%atingly. The Public Education Association,
a young reform group prlmarlly concerned w1th protectlng
publlc education from political expediency, at first
cautlously viewed the plan. Later the PEA stated that-
...thls Plan had been in bperatlon in New York City for

8everal months before this Association was won over to

©its support by the enthusiasn ef.the principals of the two

original Gary schools in this city who believed that it would

give the vast army of boys and girls in our pubiic schools

16." Ibid.' p. 120




!
h
:
)
i
{
t
L
i
i

et s g 7 e e e s e e e g e

R &

A A TTY e g

R L Ty

ey T A e e ey

_ to Ehe continuing issue:

advantages which only the children of the rich were receiving,

in the better private schopls."17

18' It would be his second fight--'

LaGuardia agreed.
this one for the Indian and immigrant kid. The students
would be offered music and art, sports, gardens and playgrounds.

How could anyone be against it?

But the "con" side indeed was.. Mayér Hylan specifically
saw it as a program sponsored by the'wealthy industrialists to
further their foréunes -~ ‘merely educating children of the

. masses fér the ... factorylprofessions (undoubtedly the

reasoning here was that they offered shép courses and other
manual activities) instead of fitting bue; éor the higher
professions;flg The Board of Education quickly agreed. :They

saw the plan as an overt effort of‘£hé industrialists, the
Rockefeller's in particular, to medéle in educ¢ation poliéy-

making in city schools. ihey tﬁus Qould use all the clout ST

"they could muster to destroy the plan. ’

. . A New York Times editorial addressed itself

If any such conspiracy exicted, of course,

the mayor's .indignation would be justified,
but he would have enormous difficulty in
proving that "the Rockefeller's and the Gary's"

. 17. New York Times, September 29, 1921.

-18. Interview with Louis Yavner, Commissioner of Investigation

LaGuardia Administration, December 29, 1971.
-19. -New York Times, August 9, 1920. -

A
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ever had said or done an§thing indicative of

-& desire to deprive any boy or girl of an

opportunity, a fair chance, to acquire all the

education which he or she had the desire and

the ability to acquire.20

LaGuardia acted too. He exhorted the Board of
Education to defend its position, showing the advantages
of the conventional over the innovative. They would not.
They would not allow any Board of Aldermen member, president
or not, to make themaccount. They had th.e.‘ mayor, a strong

Tammany figure, on their side anyway . 'They could and would

defeat both the Gary Plan ahd_LaGuardia.21

As LaGuardia left the Board at the end of 1921,

’

he advised the Aldermen "to be more independent

their powers and use them for.thémsglves}"22 He reflected:

"You can compel every commissioner in the city to come here

' - 23 T
and make an accounting to this office. Somehow, though,
LaGuardia knew that the Board of Education. like the officer's
kid, was different, with' distinction, and had removed itself

from that directive.

20. New York Times, September 29, 1921.

21. Interview with Louis Yavner, op. .cit.

_22. New York Times, December 28, 1921.

23. Ibid.
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. the value all held so tenaciously--economic success--now.

" CHAPTER TII

LA GUARDIA - THE MAYOR
—————

.~ z\

He did what no New York City mayor had
- done before...: he proved that one could
- be an authentic reformer without being a
stuffed shirt or a fool about politiral
realities, .

-

Arthur Mann,
biogragher of LaGuardia

Although he left the Board of Aléermen in the

early 1920's he was indeed not ready to leave municipall

Ppolitics behind. His bid for the mayéraity in 1921 proved

disasterous but he had learned certain realities of the
political world - he could never be elected mayor on a

Republican ticket alone against Tammany. In addition,

- Tammany would have to be blatantly vulnerable for attack

if its walls were to crumble. LaGuardia waited and watched.

A decade later he kneﬁ the time had come.

. . The Depression had deeply affected eﬁeryone in

- the country, not only economically but psychologically%

seemed empty. In particular, the New York City dweller was

hard-hit and while standing uncasily on bread lines he




began to question the continued prOeperity of his political

leaders. The once politically apathetic city dweller started

to rebel against the get quiok rich schemes of the politicians.

* The rebelllon took the form of a court-appornted
comm1551on to investigate Tammany and its leaders. It sought
. the answer to one basic question: ~were the Democratic Party

leaders serving the public good in an honest, efficient way?1

The 1nqu1rer was a reformer with a Mayflower pass-

port. What made this commission different from others that
- reformers directed was that this Mayflower was different.
Samuel Seabury indeed blossomed ané travelred among the elite,
' His family pedigree was impeccable; he was a direct deecendant
.of the early settlers of America. _However, unllke his . '
cloistered colleagues who viewed government and the changlng
New York population w1th a dlstant eye, Seabury had practical
'-experlence in how government worked and what immigrant groups
wanted. Although soc1a11y hls stock was hlgh, financially ’ N ff
hlS family had been bankruﬁt for some time. His formal
schoollng then, much 11ke LaGuardia's, consisted of little
" "more than a good elementary educ;tion. He lacked both

' preparatory and college credentials. He became-a prestigious )

attorney only after working his way through law school and

struggling to establish a practice. To compete successfully "

g

l. Mann, op. cit., p. 5.
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with large law firms meant, especialiy in New York in those
days, if not even today,‘an allianoe with politics. Seabury
became a Demccrat, a succeesful one, being elected to the

City Court and then the State Supreme Court. By the time he
was.barely 40, he sat on the Court of Appeals' bench. He
learned much during those years, especially about the vulnerabie

cracks in the Tammany walls.,

; ) | ' By the time he was called upon'to conduct the

; | investigation of Tammany, he had removed himself from elective

g" politics, had retired from active law practice and was.enjoy-

- ing life. He had had time to reflect and digsst his past

- .ex_éer;i.ences and to philosop’xxiz:e. Wnen the time camne hie was

: _ . ready effectively to move the commission--not to single out

+ individuals as those other Mayflower commissionsdid, but to
seek to destroy the machlnery that_both created those
individuals and sanctioned their activities.2 As children
starved and women begged, Tammany chleftalns had grown obese."
Reform must come, born not from civic concern but from

’

depression, hunger and’ despalr.

_ LaGuardia saw his chance for his third fight--
" this time it would be not only for his father, for the ' ’

Indian. for the Ellis Island and East Side immigrant--it

'jwould also be for himself. He wanted to be the first to

: © 24 'Mann, op. cit., pp. 39, 42,. 46, 47,
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compietely destroy Tammany. Not oﬁly would: the organ-grinder

YR e A Tree S A Sreheers

laughter stop but he would have the power to make his oﬁn

- music.

Tammany had taught him two invaluable lessons

in msking audible music.

el rsios Seadth e

One, that the man who could make himself useful
3 ‘ and indispensible to the poor and foreign-born of a metropoiis,

give them a turkey and a job and get their vote, had his hand

RPN YTy

on tremendous power.3 LaGuardia had already built up support
..with.the foreign-born population of the city by de-Westernizing
himself, by playing up his ancestry--a Jewish mother, aﬁ
. Italian father, a Protestant reli

. .
n igion, and had won various

elections~-even the city-wide Board of Aldermen's president's

-~

chair.

Two, the road to political success had two lanes, g

but the Democratic Party usually controlled the road. The

Republicans could never control it alone and more times than
not sold out to the Democrats. "No Joe, we didn't double-
cross you," echoed in LaGuardia'g ears. He also knew that

when corruption mushroomed to unprecedented levels an anti-

** Pammany coalition usﬁally was formed.. This type of pulitical ) .
, ~ coalition usually comprised disenchanted Democrats, conserva-

"tive Republicans, the businesszcommuniﬁy, civic and good

3. Carter, op. cit., p.425.




Y SN T T 5

government'associations. 2Itfwas called’a Fusion alliance
and ran on a reform platform: root .out corruption. Accorde -
ing to Lowi's analysis, and euidence seems to bear it out at
least in.New York, reform movements are cyclic phenomena,4
reformers are elected to office .after long Tammany control
only to disappear after one term, usually accomplishing

little and alienating their const1tuenc1es. D1s111usloned,

'reforners either retreat to their garden or return to the

Tammany fold. ' - -~

The problem then for LaGuardia would'be how one
would go about securlng political endorsement, for the _
Fusion Conference Committee had made it plain that it was
their time to command and it was going to be a Mayflower

on their slate. LaGuardia remembered quickly his early

political days, trying to get Republican endorsement and

support and how he had to build up his own organization. He

' wanted to run, he wanted to be mayor but he knew he would

need endorsements this time to both-run and win. So he would

caJole, say what the ellte reformers wanted to hear, play

the buffoon. "I'm very proud to be here tonlght. But I

don' t know whether you ladles and gentlemen (of the ellte)

.have decided to admlt me to the social register, or whether

you Jjust wanted to go slumming with me."5 ' Indeed, the

4, Theodore Lowi, At the Pleasure of the Mavor (New York:

. The Free Press, 1964), pp. 177-79. For a full discus=-
- sion of urban reform and fusion movements, see pp. 183-190.
See also: Theodore Lowi, “Machine Politics~-~Old and Néw,"

- The Public Interest, No. 9 (Pall.1967). P. ‘86.

5. Mann, op. c1t., pP. 76.
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‘as a result of his commission's findings and the Mayflower
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reformers must have thought the latter as they laughed, The

"half Wop, half american, half Republican"6 could never be

their choice,

"I want to defeat Tammany" wrote one member of
the gentry to another but "I feel as I did in the beginning
that a crude, brawling, loud-mout hed person like LaGuardia
is the surest way t:o. defeat that end."/ "If it's LaGuardia

or bust," another fusionist stated, "I prefer bust,"8

Bust it would have been, except for the position

and experience of Seabury, He was riding higher than ever

reformers had to acknowledge him as their official leader.

In order to follow-through on his findings, Seabury wanted

a winning candidate, He began to receive soundings to counter-

act the voices of the reformers. Wallace Sayre, professor

of New York University, student of municipallg.)olitics and a
well-known and respected figure in reform and good government
groups, saw LaGuardia as the best possible candidate, one with a

splendid record, with appeal to liberals and the matter-of-fact

- allegiance of some 400,000’~Itali§n voters. It was nothing

to downgrade and Seabury knew it, He convinced his Fusion

6. Ibid., p. 69.
7. Ibid., p. 72.

'8, Ibid., p. 76. | | b
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'LaGuardia, he replied: "He's absolutely honest he's

-sponsorshlp, ethnlc support, crusade rhetorlc, spelled success,

colleagues; but only after many undignified'shouting.matches.

Asked in a calmer moment why he would possibly have selected

a man of great courage, and he can win. n9

LaGuardia thus got Fusion's endorsement but
would the man in the street, the middle-class voter, over-
come his prejudice against "Goo Goos" (good government groups),
for these groups had a reputation for beiné impractical,
ineffective, snobbish and, more 1mportantly, were known as
losers°lé' He would have to dispel those prejudlces quickly

and by uslng the press sensitively to maximize his strengths

he was successful. Thus - LaGuardia sought to fuse all

voters by developing his campaign into a crusade. His

rhetoric took the form of a savior: "Ours is not a political

‘contest, We are fighting against a cruel, vicious political

system...we want to wrest control from the political bosses

and make our city what we want it to be, a great big,

beautlful, klnd New York. wll

The period of the 1930‘s was the right time for

' LaGuardia; The Tammany scandals, the Depresslon, Fusion

)

aAn . Itallan-Amerlcan became mayor.

.9. Ibid.' P. 80.'

10. Ibid., p. 88. ‘_ | o
11. Ibid., p. 104. B4 S T
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"The Fusion administration is now in charge
of our city, our theory of municipal government is an
experiment,...if we succeed, I am sure success in other

cities is.'possible."12

The experiment would take a new turn, for not

-

only would it be concerned with destroylng Tammany, it would
'create something better. aAnd LaGuardla, the mayor, would

\ Z' _ do the creating. That was a given.,

.Ona particular area of concern to LaGuardia was
education. Whatever his motivations--his early awareness

of the Board's intransigence with the Gary Plan, or a

possible threatening element to his stewardship of the

whole c¢ity, or his' reputed interest in childreén, or his own
edueational inadequacies-~-he took an early irnterest in |

education and met head-on with the school establishment.

LaGuardia during his reform éampaign outlined an
educational program tpat sta;ted with a Board that was |
qempriéed of competent, conscientious, nonpolitiéal. "high .

, célibre" people. Enlightened 1eaéérship had to come first,
hg'm;in;ainea, before overhauling the system. In addition,
as a reform candidate, he pledged to eliminate politiés from
education, not only in the appointment of Board members but

in gchool site selection and construction. His only caveat

12, 2bid., p..20. - .'?9 o | .
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.was that it was perfectly,prdper fdr, him to interfere in
the school uystem, after all he was’ the mayor and whether it
was the police department or the education department, made

no difference--he wanteii it to, function.

The early years of his a.dministration were marked
by pos.'itive interference in education, Fund’amex'ltally, that
means lending the prestige of the mayor's office to advance
\ . the ideas or wishes of the educational esta.blishrﬁent, he

geriously threatened no one. So far, no one complained.

As a result of ‘the Depression a tight budget

was felt by most city departments, :anlud:Lng the Board of

-~ Edacatn.o‘x. Tammany had cut the Board's budgct ty $£18 millicen

ke e oda

in 1933 which resulted. in salary deductions for teachers. and’

.a halt to the school construction ;prog'ram. . Specialized services

R Y T ROV T T e

™

"in ‘'various agencies of the board were curtailed and class size

R rAr

was increased. Teacher morale was low and cries for over-

.

hauling the system were ‘often advanced by special interest

groups. LaGuardia moved quickly by restoring the budget

cuts in the first three years of hls administration, allocatlng

R E e A A SR L S B EAE

by 1938 a sum of $97 million to educat:Lon.

ISR
.

A

-Néxt. he saw a chance to win back a small part

:

of the..Gary plan--offer students a 'chance to develop their
";iatural talents to the highest degtee possible. He had asked
'.'the Board to start construction of a high scl';ool of music and

art.for gifted children of the c3iéy. The’mayqr's plan called for

. : -22- L :
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. actions might have been with regard. to them, the establishment
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_is usually heavy-handed and open, using the prestige of his

the construction of that institution and then development

of it into a conservatory under municipal control. The -

_Board accepted the first plan without a hitch and construc-

tion started quickly. Even the newspapers praised his direct
approach .in education:
The mayor's suggestion of a separate
high school of art shows a gratifying
appreciation of real values....The mayor
has given the finer things recognition even in
these days when 'practical’ things are so '

dema.ndigg. These finer things are not.
frills.

Two years later, 1936, the high school opened. The Board

could work harmoniously with a mayor as long as its

interests were protected and its jurisdiction enlarged.

Negative political interference by the mayoz.:--
taking a position that collides with one -or more of the
powerholders in the educational establishment is something

A

else entirely, and no matter how beneficient his prior
will seek to render a‘'mayor ineffective. The interference

office with its attendant power and influence. Too, it

usually attacks both the policy-making and administratiori"of \

13. New York Timeé, February 3, 1934. ' ' '
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the Board. In both casgs, the educational powers easily
and quickly yell "politics" and generate enough public senti-
ment to make the mayor retreat. Such was the case of

LaGuardia's adventure into education in 1943,

During thewar years, LaGuardia interfered negatively.
Beset with a tight financial situation he sought to cut
corners in every conceivable nook and cranny of city govern-
ment and eventually focused on educatlon. One particular
area in educatlon.where money seemed to be unduly wasted
sas in the Board's Bureau of Supplies. Two investigations
had discovered that the Bureau was inefficient and duplicated
the woxk of the City's Department of Purchase. ‘A study
commission‘estimated that $500,000'cou1& be saved if the

Board's Bureau was absorbed by the City's Department. LaGuatdia

-1ntroduced a bill in the City Councll calllng for just this

action. I ' s !

Hopefully, the City Council'would be more
effective in education than the Board of Aldermen had been,
20 years before. Furthermore, he was a reform mayor, not a

Tammany chieftain, and could exercise more power than he

,,dld as pres1dent of the Board of Aldermen, or so he reasoned.

The Board would have no part of thls scheme. Even though

it was . aware ‘of the money-sav1ng purposes of such a move,

it con51dered its posmtlon more closely. it would be relinquish-

32
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ing control over school supplies, -and even though supplies

were only one small part of its operation, it would mean

diminution of power, possible weakening of its entire

structure.14 Public groups saw only political overtones

in such a plan. Fears were engendered that this week it
L ' would be a city take-over of pencils, next week pupils. The

bill was scuttled. The Board had ﬁon égain.

LaGuaréia thrived on success in stewarding the
city, his city, for°su¢cessiin éndounfers with his commissioners
and departments ﬁeant ésseﬁtiﬁlly_increased power and recogni-
tion--in addition to thé attention of others,-applauSe,
-'faﬁe and glory--and this any effective politician not only
needs but craves. 'Because he was defeated in education,

it meant a decrease in power. ducation had always been

his Achilles Heel. He would be vulnerable again. But he

‘had won toomny fights and battled uphill too many times

fo be intimidated.

. _  14. Charles Garrett, The LaGuardia Years (New Jersey: - ' :

5 . Rutgers University Press, 1961), p. 201.. ' 4
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CHAPTER IIT

THE 1945 KARELSON CRISIS
THE ON C

It was obvious that the schools could
not solve the problems by themselves.

Yavner Report

The schools are in crisis! Teenage hoodlumism

. in New York has increased enormously! Juvenile delinquency

~in Brooklyn is steadily increasing! A trend toward youth-

ful gangs is clearly seen! High school drop-out rates ére
higher than ever.! Negro and white students clash! And so
the newspapers reported. The years were war years -- 1943,

1944 and 1945. The Board of Education could not meet the

challenge. One Board member, retiring after ten years service,.

at the time quipped in frustration: "I'm still surprised
after 10 yeiars, how the ,school man's mind tends to say: 'it
has not been done and it can't be done.' No lawyer or doctor

could, survive on such a formula--the trouble with school

'men is that detail dulls their imaéination;?l

. In order to fire their imagination, a group of

reformers formed an Educator's Committee on Human Relations

-

to develop and publicize its movement.which centered on

l.  New York Times, March 7, l9$5,'. .
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‘as the sole legitimate means for obtaining social change,
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intercultural education. What this movement involved was an

effort to mobilize the home, school and community in a joint

" attack on prejudice and intolerance'by stressing the diverse

contributions of all.groups to American culture. Perhaps -
in this way conflict, delinquency, gangs, riots, could be
reduced. The schools were the chief place for this to happen.
They met to exchange ideas and make recommendations about a
human relations program at 110 LiVingston Street. They

suggested that their effOltS might be best achieved within

" the Board's structure rather than without. *

These professional reformers had faith in both

_ their ideas and the educational establishment and felt

strongly that fragmentation of efforts led nowhere. They
were committed to centraliZation,'hureaucratic centralization,
They believed, “in the classic liberal tradition, that the
bureaucracy's emphasis on merit, protected against speciai
interests and favoritism and insured dbjectivity. Consider-

ing the sensitivity of the problems they were dealing with,

‘they quickly sought ‘the shelter of the Board ‘Indeed it must

be admitted that this shelter--this centralization, had pro-

duced substantial benefits--a city-wide tax base, and, an,

as near as possible, nonpolitical school administration--but

it also entailed serious sacrifices in terms of account-
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abbrbt the Board in "evaluating the work on tolerance

T . _ )
‘ability. That the committee would subsequently f£ind out.

.At the outset, John Wade, Superintendent of
Schools, reacted favorably to the idea in the spring of
1944. The Board would set up its own committee. The
structure of the committee and ite chairman were discussed
by Wade, board members and lay 1nd1v1duals 1n the latter
part of September 1944, Wade de01ded on the organization
‘0of the commlttee and sdbsequentry announced 1ts formation
officially. The Advisory cOmmlttee on Human Relations came
into being then: in late September 1944 It consisted of 15
representatlves of school and civic organlzatlons who would
done
in.the schools, ‘suggest new areas for study.or exploration

and coordinate the school program'with that of'the community.“~3

A}
.

At the same time Superintendent Wade appointed

Frank Karelson, Jr. as the chairman of this new Advisory

Committee., KXarelson, promlnent, wealthy, an attorney, was a

-member of the Jew1sh 1nte11ectua1 elite c1rcles, 1ndeed a

Mayflower in the broad context o€ the term, in New York. 1In

addltlon, his credentlals in educatlon were noteworthy for

'he was a v1ce-presxdent of the Public Education Association

and~pre31dent of the City-Wide Citizens Committee on Harlem,'

2. MarllynGlttell and Maurice R. Berube, "In Whose Interest

is the Public Interest," Social Policy (May/June, 1970),
pp.sg . * ) ; *

3. New York Times, 0ctober 3, 1944,
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a group of civic-minded New Yorkers interested in improving

the plight of the Negro in the urban ghetto,

Among the groups representéd wvere the Jewish
Teachers Association, the Protestant Teachers Associétion,
the Catholic Teachers Association, the New York Urban League,
the NAACP, the Conference of Assistant Superintendents, the
American Jewish Committee, the Brooklyn Committee for Racial
and.Religious Amity and the National Conference of Christians
and Jews, The Bureau of Intercultural Edﬁcation and other
school personnel were included, Although the commiﬁtee members
met ofcén during the ensuing months, little was pfoduced.

There were no reports or statements publicly issued from the

-Committee directly or through the Board, for the Board had

emphasized to the committee members that all written communi-
cations to the public on their findings had to be cleared with

the Board's hierarchy, Although the chairman of the committe®r

~ stated that papers were funnelled from his groups to the

appropriate Board people, nothing was funnelled out for public

consumption,

"Student Strikes Flare Into Riots In Harlem
Schools."® "Knives Flash in Street Fights as Elders Join

Pupils in Battling the Police, " Open racial warfare had broken

out, The scene was Benjamin Franklin High School and its

4., New York Times, September 29, 1945,
5. Ibid,

J7




neighboring junior high school, James Otis.

200 police were imhediately dispatched to
"trouble spot” schools in ghetto areas of the city. The
President of the Board of Educatlon was seen entering Clty
Hall.6 Meanwhile, the pr1nc1pal of Franklin High School

.decrled the publicity, saying the eplsode was "merely a

bov's flght and not a real race issue." u?

~

k This was’ the mayor's town though. He wasn't about

to take any chances. He dldn t care what hais past experiences
1n education had been, this was an emergencv that requlred

mayoralty interference. He called in the Pollce Department

- and instructed them Lo send daily reports directiy to him,

- Official papers suggest’that.in@eed the principal was wrong.

Students were having more than a ﬁtienaly squabble, for over -
100 students were involved at the Franklin tiot:’knives,
.wood guns with cartfidges in their'chambers, razor-blades
and baiing hooks were seized. Injurigs were suffered by
some boys. The custedian of the school was hurt when he

é » tried.tO»intervene. The police further reportéd that nine

boys were being investigated while six alreaay had been arrested.8

6. Daily Mirror, September 30, 1945,
7. Ibid, '

- 8., Report to F. H. LaGuardla from Acting Capt. Schrleber,
o Bureau of Operations, New York . Citv Police Department
" - (September 28, 1945), (Private Papers of Mayor F. H,.

LaGuardia Administration located at New York City
Municipal Archives Center). . -

J8
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'_increased, the schools were indeed tinderboxes.9
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‘was made to introduce an intercultural and interracial program.

- But for a loné time it has been only sporadic and has . '

Reports.by the Police fur?her substantiatéd'tho newspapers*

claim: juvenile delingquency had~increased, drop-outs had

The Teachers Union of the CIO and the New York
Teathers Guild of the AFL, issued statements calling for
prompﬁ action by city officiais to'corréct this situation.
The Teachers Union statement charged that it Benjamin Franklin
resentment had increased greatly because of the number of

Negro students entering the school. They also charged little

or nothing had been done to work out satisfactory race
relations in the neighborhood. Several years ago, in the

school itself, the Teachers Union said, "an abortive attempt

depended upon the initiative of a -few individual teachers."l_0

The Teachers Guild said the outbreak sprang from deepseated

social conditions and called for the Board of Education to

provide a program for social harmohy inAthe schools. They

‘went on further to say:. "These outbreaks bear grim testi-

mony to the failure of the Board' of Education to provide a

program for racial harmony in the 'schools. There has been

much talk among school officials about a real program of

9. Brooklyn Eagle, October 1, 1945.
" 10. P.M., October 1, 1945. . 19
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- views of some of Lhe investlyators during their study. "Its '
-first sentences set the tone for the eantire article: “an

_inquiry into the situation reveals 'a shocking state of

A

cooperation among races and religions. But there has been

little action."ll

The response by the city and Board was to set
up a five-way investigation to detefmine whether professional
agitaﬁors were at the bottom of these racial disturbances
which flarred at franklin. Conducting investigations were’
the District Attorney's office, the Police Department, the
NAACP, the Board of Education and the City-Wide Committee

on Harlem.l? ' T

- A newspaper account sets out the experiences and

flabby routinism and inertia far beyond the confines of the

East Harlem area. It uncovers an appalling failure of our

public school system.(.éd cope with a vital problem of hwuman

- relations that admittedly should be an essential concern of

. . 1
our school authorities.” 3.

It goes on to enumerate other problems, such as

increased teen-ége hoodlumism, high racial tension, especially

1l. New York Post, October 1, 1945.

, 12, Worild Telegram, October 2, 1945,

13. "City School Bureaucracy Fails on Racial Problems,"
P.M., October 16, 1945.
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in East Harlem. "It is tragic tha?,the cit& has no coordinated

plan for coping with this serioﬁs problem through the schools
and other agencies. It is most significant that the school
officials themselves never displayed any leadership in.
promoting inter-cultural harmony...."l4 . The news article
stated further that the city Boafd of Education had on paper

an intercultural relations program'but when teachers were

"asked about impleméntation, they said they either "never heard

of it (the program)" or asked "wzhat...procg;ram.."15

If only those professional reformers knew in 1943

what a writer was to verbalize two-years laﬁer:. "While giving

'© lip-service to the ideas of school and community cooperation .

‘our educational authorities from Dr. John Wade down have

répeatedly resisted efforts of civic agencies to formulﬁte
cbmmon action programs in inter-cﬁltural relations. They

look upon the schools'as a 'closed system'vunder their ex-
clusive jurisdigtion. Public interest in' school program is

often resented as an effort by intruders to muscle into their

' 16 . . .
‘territory." But were they intruders? They had asked that

the work be done on the school's' territory with the school's

own people? Reformers were reformers though, they were not

.bureaucrats, ‘and whether they opérated from Board headquarters

: 16.' P,M.' OCtOber 16' 1945.

14, Ibid.
15, Ibid..
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or a civic group address, they were different. Perhaps that's
why their reports and releases never were funnelled out to

the publiec.

These then were the preliminary events-~the
racial conflicts, the'investigations, the public indignation,
the Board's closeness and bureaucratic elitism=~leading up

to Frank Karelson's public resignation as chairman of the

‘Advisory Committee on Human Relations, and the on-set of

the crisis.

.On October 17, 1945, Frank Karelson sent a press
release to the newspapers announcing his reasons for resign-
ing as chairman of the Board's Advisory Committee on Human

Relations. His main reason, he stated, was the lack of co-

‘operation from the Board, the Superintendent of Schools and

the mayor. His Committee's reports and recommendatioﬁs were
ignored, press releases quashed and their work generaily'
thwarted.17 Concomitant with these basic faults Karelson
sought "to call attention to the condltlons responsible for

the low morale of the superv1sory staff, teachers and students

.in our public schools: teasions between Negroes and whites

'and between racial, rellglous and other groups, classes

without teachers, misuse of substitutes, lack of attendance

."17. Letter from Frank Karelson to Superlntendent of Schools

John Wade, October 17, 1945 (Private Papers of F. H.
LaGuardla Administration).
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officers with consequent'ganésteriSm among truants and other

dire conditions."18 In publicly censuring the Board, he

stated that he hoped needed action to "turn chaos into order"
; ! would come from the mayor, the Board itself and if need be

the Governor and State Board of Regents.19 -

o buttress his pleas, 20 members of his Advisory

Committee resigned the following day. One member, a Dr.

Ernest Osborne, claimed the organization was merely a "front"
 for the Board?? while another member, Helen Trager, was

more verbose: "On the one hand it (the Advisory Committee)

serves as a'protective coloration in defending the school

‘system against those who charge it with a 'do nothing' policy

.and on the other hand it, in tact, permits the =chool system
w2l

to do nothing.

Various groups in the city responded quickly, for
this was a situation that brought to a head certain basic
issues: whether the quality of education existing in the

schools was satisfactory; whether racial and cultural

tensions could be reduced by educational'programs and policies;
- and whether the relationship-of the Board of Education with

. the AdVisory Committee on Human Relations was beneficial to

18. New York Times, October 18, 1945.
19, Letter from Frank Karelson, op. cit.

;'50. New York giégs, October 19, 1945.
21. P.M., October 18, 1945. - -
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either the Board, the Committee or:the community -~ whether,
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in fact, professional reformers could seek change through

the centralized education mechanism.

Quality of education always has been questioned

by the citizenry--vhether it be indirect by assessing the

B
e e e s e e

adequacy of basic skills in the marketplace or by measuring

e~

the degree of civic participation and léadership exercised

[ P

by the young. Direct questioning takes place annually at
budget time when'allocations for education are usually debated
at City Hall by school members, the mayor and the public. 1In
addition, local and state politicians often seize upon the

.

question of quality education and build their carcers on

hearings and investigations that uncover failings in school -

g programs. policies and the like. Suffice it to say, that a

discussion .of educational quality7is a favorite pasttime of

the citizenry and legislators alike. However, it took on

added color then because of the unusual tensions in the city.

Wbrld Wwaxr IT sensitized the public tremendously to cultural and

religious discrimination. Further, the out-migration of Negroes

from the South to the urban areas of the Northeast during the

'1940's created added tensions in various aspects of city life,

primarily in the schools, 22 Although integration and de-

.,
R Y S
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22.. The Social and Economic Statistics of Negroes in the
United .States, No. 375 (Washington, D.C.: U.S. Depart-
ment of Labor, Bureau of Statistics, 1969), P. 5.
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centralization efforts have been oommon?lace in New York

since at least the iate 1950-1950'5. it was at this time

" more of a special issue that the school authorities and

the city had to face. Whether outbreaks of violence could
be controlled in schools depended on many factors, one, of
course, being new programs and activities to encourage

understanding of various cultures.

The question of communication and support between
the Advisory Committee and the Board was an issue that was
highly partioularized. Most advisory committees.performed in
a state of limbo and never got very. far in lodging criticisms,
for  the Board's structure'and operations had usually fallen
under the protective cloak of the education-sans-politics myth
and rarely.then had any advisory committee, through its
chairman, exerc1sed such a strong crltlcal position that ln-

volved so many political and educatlonal figures as Karelson S.

_ When interest,'oivic and teacher groups respondedj
their positions overwhelmingly supported the protagonist.
The Teacher's Guild stated it had crltlclzed the Board for

similar failings and made recommendatlons for improvements but

‘no action had ever been taken. They congratulated Karelson

for taking firm action. The Teacher's Union agreed The -

United Parents Association (UPA) headed by Rose Shaplro (later

.to. become a Board member and 1ts<pre51dent) registered distress

40 -
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over the situation initially and later withdrew UPA's representa-

tive from the Committee.23 ‘The Public Rducation Association
(PEA) applauded its vice-president's action and urged the
Board of Reéents to conduct an investigation of the city
schocls because of the "low ebb of public Eonfidence (in the

schools)."24

The political element was introduced by Assembly-
man Schuper (D-Bklyn) who announcad that he "would demand a
state 1nvest1gatlon of the schoal board when the Albany session
opened in January." Stanle§ Iséacs,hiﬁﬂy regarded, long-term
Manhattén Councilman, called for a "thorough overhauling of

the system." o o : . | S

Mrs. Eleanor Roosevelt in her news coliumn supported

Karelson by stating:

Mr. Karelson is a man who understands that
patience is needed in bringing about re-
forms, and so, if after his long experience
in connection.with education generally, he
has decided that it is necessary to resign

in order to focus the attention of people

on the situation in our New York City schools,
we may rest assured that the situation is
truthfully réported. Mr. Karelson is a lawyer
and knows that an assertion must be backed

by evidence....2

23. New York Times, Octobexr 26, 1945.

~ 24, Public Education Association 'Release (undated) (Prlvate

Papers of F. H. LaGuardia Admlnlstratlon).

#'25. World Telegram, October 19, 194s.
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'esta_bllsb ent if he were to be effective at all., Thus he

The publlc too generally responded enthuslastlcally
to Karelson's charges. Letters written to LaGuardia at
the time seem to sum up the feeling. Willard Johnson of
‘the National Conference of Christians and Jews, and a group
represented on the Committee, wrote the mayor in November of |

1945 imploring him to bring the situation into focus: "

giye the public the facts and show that you are concerned

about the school children of the city.“2§j

Karelson knew that professional reformation was
not the answer to imptoving the educational picture in New

York City. He would have to operate outside the educational

- oM P

ushered in a whole new aspect of reform in educatlon--years

" later it would be called partlclpatlon reform.27

" Participation reformers contend that when a,
bureaucratlc system has become paralyzed when it no longer
is able to be respon51ble to the community, it has failed

structurally, becoming reglmented and rigid through a

system closed to the outside. environment. . Power is exerted

and manipulated solely by the professionals. An elite

"deve10ps and controls. When this failure occurs, participa-

tlon reformers stress that a redistribution of power is

essential. 1In the redlstrlbutlon procedure, the system must

26. Letter from Willard Johnson to¢: F. H, LaGuardia,

November 2, -1945 (Private Papers of F.H. LaGuardla Admin-
1stratlon).

27. Gittell and Berube, op. cit., pp. 5-9.
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. who were responsible for méintaining the poor school

be opened to the outside environment, insuring a new source

of:energy as the basis of institutional reform. Ih faét,
they see this new source of energf as a major force for
chanée. However, this typé of reform~--where redistribﬁtion
of economic, social or political pqwer to groups not formerly

participating in policy-mﬁking takes place--implies up-

‘heaval, crisis, controversy. It can be manifested in the

loss of confidence and ouster of the professionals, or

public censure, or confrontation.2t

Karelson's new source of energy then would be an

Emergeﬁcy Committee for Better Schools for New York's

.Children, comprised of a number of the resigned committee

members and other community and civic leaders, some 30 in all.

fhe ad hoc comm@tfee'immediately held press
conferences, having teachers in vérious city public schools
attest to the chaotic condiﬁions of the séhools. The group
kept tﬁeir story daily:on the fronp éages of the major
newspapefs-and its chairman, Frank karelson, after hearing
testimony from numerous indi&iduals called for Superintendent
Wade's resignation and for the fésignation of bﬁreaucrats
29

conditions.

. The emergency committee went on the record to

28. 7Ibid.

29, New York Times, October 20, 1945.
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! demand not only a quick rFesolution of the situation but
P charged the candidates in the current mayoralty electisn

' with the task of'answéring to the electorate how they

, é would "overhaul the (school) bureaucracy, how they would

L % S improve the membership of the Board of Education, how they
&} | . would correct the abuses already'revéaled and how they
would put the l4-point program of the Advisory Committee

(complete teaching staff, smaller classes, adequately staffed

. attendance bureau, more cler1ca1 help, addltlonal units of
3 o
Bureau of Child Guidance, more all-day neighborhood schools,

special attention in tension and  underprivileged areas, et

al.) into effect."30

Finally, Karelson publicly called on CGovernox

Dewey to conduct an investigation claiming the State had
the primary responsibility for seeing that "things are

remedied and the system made sound."3!

The Board was -rather unmoved by the events, even

§ ~  though a new dimension of *eform had been introduced.
Superintendent Wade's office issued only one chhuni—

cation during the first few .days of the controversy. It

‘mexrely acknowledged Karelsén's resignation by appointing

.the Dean of Columbia University's Teachers College, William

v T Ty

30. New York Post, October 20, 1945; P.M., October 20, 1945,
.31, Herald Tribune, October 22, 1945.

. . . C * . -41-
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_ had ‘seized the situation, Wade 1later epoke out, stating that

- Karelson, a few months after the inception of the Committee,

8 M A R S T 4 A S I T 8 N s 60 o gt e s
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F. Russell, to head the Committee, ;Realizing that the media
the Advisory Committee's charges were misleading because they
had overstepped their powers and gone into areas that did not

concern them. Wade further stated that in a letter to Frank

he delineated the Committee's scope: "Bring me suggestions

and advice -as to how cemmunity agencies could be drawn into
promoting and maintaining respect and good will and reducing
dlfferences...(T)he advisory committee could (further) aid in
glv1ng...suggestlons on good rac1a1 programs whlch could be

spread by these community agenc1es.'f32 The ‘Committee members

claimed they never saw the letter to Karelson.

In formal answer to the Kerelson charges, Wade

authored a'multi-paged report entitled “The State of the’

Schools." 1In this report he stated that "it is 1mportant

to bear in mind that the ,school system of the City of New
York has suffered from the same handicaps,due.to war conditions

that have plagued the administration of all large organiza-

tions. Shertage of personnel, scarcity of materials, enforced

cessation of building operations and all other concomitant

handicaps of war, "33

32. Louis Yavner, Administration of Human Relatlons Program

in New York Citv, Report to Hon. F. H. LaGuardia (New
York: December 20, 1945), P. 22,

'33. "John E. Wade,

State of the Schools, Report to the Board
of Education (November 7, 1945), p. 2.
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Wade then sought aéain to defend the schools
generally by delivering a one~half .hour prime-time radio
{ ; . broadcast entitled "The New York city Schools' Attack."

He stated that "we school administrators are our own severest

critics" and that "we are doing the best we can for your
S . children,"34 He admitted that the schools had their problems
but again claimed war conditions caused them and asked the

public to "appraise what we have done...in the light of the S
great obstacles of the times,"35

Ten days elapsed before the mayor entered the

educational picture.

No official documents are avallable to suggest

his reasorns for late entry and one can only guess that
~either he felt the crisis would quCkly die on the vine, or,
because of hlS lame-duck status, felt he dlé not want to
become 1nvolved once again with educators and be lneffectlve.
The latter seems too unlike LaGuardla, given his dominant
personality andhhis strong view of‘the.mayoralty. Besides,
as events unfolded it became obvious that he consldered the

!
{ ' . .mayoralty as the one partmcmpant that could seize the s1tuat10n
;
| .and end it.

; . .

34, John E. Wade, The New York c;tv Schools' Attack, Board
. of Education ‘Press Release, November 17, 1945.

- -7 35, 1Ibid., p. 16.
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significant press release or inconsequential aide would issue

When he actively became egngaged in the crisis it

was rather open and dramatic as suited his style. No in-

a City Hall statement.

His messagée centered on Frank Karelson, patronage
and corruption in educétional‘afféirs. He claimed that in
the 1930's, Commissioner of Investigation for New York City,
one Wallstein, issued a report linking Frank Karelson and his
law firm with a real estéte.oper;tor named Horowitz who was
sentenced to jail in connection Witﬂ dorrupt school site
transactions. The mayor explained the practice by stating

that the Karelson law firm set up “dummy corporations" to

buy inexpensively real estate parcels that they knew through

-

inside information the City was interested in purchasing for

school sites, and then sold them to the City at inflated

prices, thus making large sums of money.36

The mayor stated further that the current Karelson
action was just "a politicgl trick to éet rich (again) by
school sites.37 1In aadi;ion,'he claimed ‘those well-meaning

people who sided with Karelson axe just playing into the hands

of the politicians...."38 He also questioned Karelson's

authority in asking for Wade's resignation.

36. New York Times, October 28, 1945 and October 29, 1945;

Herald Tribune, October 28, 1945; Daily News, October 28,'1945.}

37. New York Times, October 28, 1945.
38. Ibid. . | K 52 -

-44- | '
L . .




v
-
.

He attacked Karelson ppblicly with the intention
of'discrediting personally and professionally the man who
was trying to crumble his Jheavenly city." Karelson, he
knew, was a well-liked civic leader who had more than a
superficial or passing interest in the field of education.
For many years, he had_been'an active member of the prominent
Public Education.Association and had built up a coterie of
supporters both inside and outside-of thg'school system.
In facﬁ, it had been rumored that LaGuardia had offered,
on two séparate occasions, membe;ship'on the Board of Education

to Karelson, who reportedly stated that acceptance would be

‘contingent tpon independence from mayoralty control.39

Karelson never became a Bcard member., In addition, Karelson
cut ‘across the social and economic elites of the city, a

wealthy Jew, a prosperous Park Ayegue'law practice, a member

of the -accepted establishment.

But, and the "but" is big,.LaGuardia himself
had tried with the Gary Plan and the Bureau of Supplies,
specifically, to open up the system to new ‘thought--to

fire the imagination of its memPers. And he never succeeded.

. On the one hand, one queries why not let a Mayflower inter-

cede? But on the other, one sees LaGuardia and his conception

.39, Herald Tribune, November 2, 1945,
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of the mayoralty. It was the chief_offide'of the city and
if criticism were to be lodge&,.it_would come from that

office. For this was his city, "...he was the sole one

responsible. He was what the people looked up to...he was

the symbol...he was the city government while he was in .

40 Indeed, LaGuardia had no established following

office,"
or machlne to mend his fences or secure ties w1th various
groups 'in the city. He was the center of the wheel and had

to create his own organization and be its éoie'operator. He

had to protect his flanks from all usurpers.

He was always criticized as being a
dictator. That was something he couldn't
help, because he was the party himself.

He was elected. He was responsinlie, for
everything. He had no Republican Party....

The liberal groups.that were really backing . )
him had 7Q power, so that he was the one
elected. :

He had no ready or steady allies. Party affiliation is

~very important in a city like New York. -In a city which has

one dominant party, you are eithér'part of that party or you

‘ally yourself with the mlnorlty and count on defectors, civic

groups and third parties to support you. If you reject the

) domlnant one, have 1uke- ‘arm relations with the minority

one, you have to create your own organlzatlon, become an

40. The Remlnlscences of Mrs. Marle LaGuardla, wife of

F. H. LaGuardia (New York: Columbia University Oral
Research Offlce, 1949), P. 56,

41, Ibid., p. 31.
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astute wielder of influence and a master power player,

especially when critics from the outside begin to attack

the departments and commissions of your Administration.

To abdicate any of these duties will usually spell doom. He
was the mayor; education was under .the province of city
government; he was not going to iet ény "goo goo" type

cfiticize it without a fight.42

The only way to solve this crisis quickly,
would be to attack harshly the man making the statements.
Furthermore, LaGuardia felt strongly about rooting out

corruption and imagined that most New.Yorkers felt the same

‘way about someone putting his hand in the tiil. He used a

traditional issue, corruption in school site purchase and

construction, to assassinate Karelson.

Undoubtedly, he assumed the public would recognize

that his ‘disclosure of Karelson's indiscretions was his

means of protecting thercity from further corruption. This

would quash the crisis.

LaGuardia directed his Commissioner of Investiga-
tion, Louis Yavner, to conduct a muckraking investigation

of Karelson and his Advisory Committee and to issue a report

as promptly as possible. This action was not ext:aordinéry

- since the office of Commissioner of Investigation, although

considered a legitimate and prestigious office by the

42.' Interview with ILouis Yavnér,’op.'cit.
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citizenry, actually has as its chief function to provide

a mayor with the information he wants for any given situa-

tion. In fact, some 25 years later, the Comm1551oner was to
admlt that' that was exactly what he did and wrote a report
that had little bearing on educational inadeguacies but

much on human inadequacies.43

Within two months of its assignment, Yavner sub-
mitted his report to éhe mayor and the press.- The first
page announced: "It is our cdnside#ed judgment that a reading
of (the)_wealﬁh of evidence leads to the inescapable conclusion
that Mr. Karelson's cherges are.largely a sefies of demagogic
phrases and poiitical catchwords. Mr. Karelson succeeded in
creatwng a mlnor .public hysterla thch resulted in stampedlng
28 other members of the Advisory Conmittee into a mass resigna-

t:.on."44

It then went on to acknowledge an "irretrivable
error" of the Board?5--the selection and appointment of Frank
Karelson as chairman of the Committee'originally. It saw

Karelson acting in a ﬁigh-handed.manner, adding members to the

Committee, diluting the'Board's strength and engaging in a

“struggle for power" with Superintendent Wade.46: It quoted
the testimony of members that saw the meetings as ill-attended

talk marathons and unfruitful discussions. One member was

44, Yavner, Administration of Human Relations Program in

. New York Citvy, op. cit., p. 1. ‘- ;
45, 1Ibid., p. 8. . ' f y
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. He was orlglnally subpoenaed by Yavner to testify at closed

quoted as seeing the Advisory Committee as "a lot of hogwash’. "47

In addition, under a caption "Prejudice of the Unprejudiced" it

claimed that the Committee was a study of human beings "all

too hﬁman" meaning that the Committee was divided because of
human biases, namely anti-Catholic feelings which were

supposedly exhibited and fostered bi'Karelson; In fact,

Yavner asserts a coup among members was about to take place to.
depose Karelson on the very day of his resignation.48 Yavner
stated that the very cultural pluralism philosophy that the
Advisory Committee espoused.could not be exercised among its
members and thus fragmented the group and rendered it inéffective.
Neither Superintendent Wade's actions nor . conditions at the ..

various schools were fully discussed in the report.

The Yavner investigation caused outcries from

many quarters of the city.

Naturally, the first one to respond was Karelson.

hearings, He immediately refused, calling the investigation

. @ LaGuardia conducted "“gestapo-like" inquiry aimed at obscuring

the deplorable conditions in the.schools.49 Second, he
categorlcally denied the 1nnuendoes made by the mayor con-
cernlng his law practlce. He described LaGuardia's remarks

as "verbal thuggery and character dssassination"50 and went

47. Ibid. - . S o

° 48. Ibldop po 10

49. New York Times, October 29, 1945,

50. Interview with Frank Karelsoh, Chairman of the Committee
on Human Relations, February.ll and 27, 1970.
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when various responsible groups ask for an investig'ation by the
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53, P.M., October 30, 1945,

on to say that the "mayor had desparately avo::.ded any dis~

cussion of that subject (the state of the schools) or of his

" responsibility in it, and instead 1ndu1ged in an attempt to

assassinate my character. I refuse to permit the mayor to

becloud and confound the issue."51

The newspapers rallied to Karelson's aid, along
with many of the groups who supported his resignation. The

New York Times made this observation: "It is. interesting that

mayor nothing happens but now, when he is under the gun, he's

quick on the trigger."32

The even:.ng -daily, B.M., observed tnat: numerous

parents and teachers groups "have accused the mayor of side--

stepplng the major question of improving the city's schools

and of seeking to dlvert cr1t1c1sm ‘from hlmself in orderlng

the investigation. 453

Teacher groups, by and iarge, played a limited role
for their organ:.zatlon was fragmented becau.,e of battling
fact:Lons, representing dlfferent.rellglous affiliations and
different labor groups. More time was spent in internal

debates and 'controve.rsies that little influence let alone power

51. Herald Tribune, October 29, 1945,

-’52, New York Times, October 30, 1945.
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emerged from their ranks. As ‘evidenced by their own state-

ments, their criticisms of school conditions on prior

occasions fell on deaf ears at the Board. They had no leverage'

- as a distinct group to force the Board's hand in taking any

action. If a powerful spokesman was pleading their cause,

they certainly would support him and not his opponent.

Councilman Stanley Isaacs again entered the picture,
"I kﬁow enough of conditions in the'schools to be sure the
criticism of the emergency committee are justified. That is
what should be investigated, not Karelson's activities in

the year 1930."%% He called for public hearings conducted
by the City Council.

éorrespondence to the.@ayor reflected the public
veaction: amazement at his éonduct concerning the resigna-
tidn of Frank Karelson, his stooping to character assassination
and his not encouraging a full-scaie investigation. Thus.
middle-class support was qpn-existent. -LaGﬁardia had won

éﬁe middle~class on a crusade plank in 1933 and on an

American Labor Party slate in 1937 - and 1941. But he didn't
ﬁin them now. Both in pdlitics generally, and education
particularly, they were disillusioned and looking -around for

a new candidate. Since he had not been effective in the

' educational field, he offered them nothing. It was difficult

' 54. 1bid,

59 - .
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-scale inquiry was necessary.

'systém lacked teachers because of the cumbersome procedures

-
v .

for him to build up this constituéncy.

Karelson further seized the situation by calling

on Govérnor Dewey to investigate the school situation.
Dewey replied by turning over the request to William Waliin,
Chairman of the Board of Regents, the responsible arm for
such an investigation.®>® Wallin contacted Karelson asking
for~His charges against the schooi system and materials to
substantiate them. Karelson gratified by the quick action,

replied by delivering his l4-point program and other materials.

The Board-of Regents met in mid-November as a legal body

-

and decided that the chérges and materials submitted reéuired

~§ statement from the Board of Education and its Superintendent.s6

It also directed the State Commissioner of Education, Dr.

George Stoddard, to determine after study of the Board of

Education's report and Karelson'szcharges, whether a full-

The Board never really refuted Karelson's

charges. Their'report acknowledged the fact that the school

of the Board of Examiners,~statéd;that teachers were needed
in greater numbers and admitted that the Board had to "compete

with private industry (because of thei:)l..present rates of

K , 55, New York Post, October 24, 1945;

56, Worid Telegram, November'IG, 1945,
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-pay'"57 The report also cited that progress was slow at
the Board and adknowledged that a currlculum bulletin orlglnated

in a 1943 summer workshop Stlll had not been printed, 58

: . Their report, including the Wade Report, "State

of the Schools," concluded:

The challenge which presents itself to
boards of education and to educators is

. to maintain a cooperatlve relationship

. with the community and to make continuous
| . efforts to reconcile proposals - for change
y with realistic conditions.59:

The "challenge" was presented. The Regents could

have demanded that the school system be opened to the
cemhunity, that the Board's imagination be fired by reformers.

But it didn't. It accepted the report as a pledge from them

{ to stralghten out their own house. As eventg unfolded, the
war was over, peace returned, money'became more fluid and
conflict subsided. For awhile anyway.

The matter of challenging the merits of bureaucratic

centralization would this die quietly in.the wood-panelled

- austere Regent's Room in Albany. Karelson and his emergency |
. L 3 *

j committee would lose front-page newspaper attention and would

%

work quietly to further achieve their objectives.

Report to Chancellor Willlam J. Wallin (New York: Board
of Education,: December 10, 1945), prp. 8, 16.

Ibid., p. 30. )
Ibid., p. 43. 81 . -
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However, the matter of challenginé the mayor was

quite another story. The crisis wds'more complex, for it

involved at least three different issues. Those issues were
not merely ones that concerned the organization or structure
of the Board, its closeness or elitism, but were issues that
cut scross the fabric.of the oitj in its most sensitive areas--
race, reliéion and cultural differences. As a result, no

' easy answer or solution was.possible for LaGuardia. To
commission a report df sohool programs would nor saﬁisfy the
Karelson group who had by now built the crisis into proportlons
that demanded immediate act10n. To delve 1nto the reasons )
for racial disturbances and perhaps polnt the finger at certain
groups would be courting devastating results in a city as
heterogeneous as New York. To remove the Superintendent of
Schools was not part of a ma&or's aﬁthority. To agree with
Karelson was not port of LaGuardia conception of the mayoralty.
Even though he as the mayor was noé responsibie for the
Karelson committee's inéffsctiveness, the nature and operation:
of the Board was; this wassan attack from.an outsider on his
Administration. That was the point. It was not,that'he
supported the Board, per seh-but.rhe Board of Education was
part of his Administration. They couldn't be separated.

Thus,  the attack could not go unchallenged. The issue then
could best be handled by ignoring its substance and focusing
.on the man creating the issue. 'Psrhaps the spotlight would

move too.
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_‘other groups either.

Thus,.a-frontal attack was launched at all the

poWers in the city suppofting Kareiéon--parents,uteachers,
civic groups, pfominent poliﬁical individuals, the Governor
and the Regents.60 It was a rerun of LaGuardia' successfui
crusade platform of runninglfhé corrupt rascals out of the
centers of powef. It was then a solution that either WOﬁld

be won or lost completed. Either Karelson would lose prestige

among his backers, thus losing the spotlight, thus not

.¢challenging the Board or the Administration, ‘or Karelson

would seize the-éituation; playing up anti-Semitic treatment,
and walk away with the prize--making the educational establishe-
ment aecountable to him; It then was for LéGuardia a solution

: -
that was dangerous and not easily attainable, for Karelson

‘was a highly regarded Mayflower remember, with a lbcal follow-

ing. The Yavner report, intending to help the mayor, was

immediétely upon publication criticized: "Its author wields
a élumsy smear-brush with one hand and appiies a heavy coat
of whitewash with the other....It should not go unchallenged."61.

That was merely'oﬁe account. It had no credibility among

.

q

As events unfolded it bécame evident that LaGﬁérdia

had lost and Karelson had used the attack and réport to

60. Although neither the Governor nor the Regents took a
direct stand i.e. outright support.of Karelson or the
Board, for politically they could net, the very fact that

they moved so quickly and independently without consulting
with either the Board or mayor, and accepting Karelson's
charges and materials, is evidence of the fact they felt

- the New York City Board was not completely innocente

6l. P.M},, December 30, 1945, 63
. .o _ 0
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further his cause, Almost no one questioned Karelson's

motives., No one highlighted what Karelson'originally based

his argument on--the role of the Advisory Committee vis-a-vis

the Board If it were to evaluate, assist and coordlnate

human relation programs for the school system in the

community, as its original mandate was, then Karelson had a

e ey e

legitimate complaint in accusing the Board of non-cooperation,
stalling and closedness. If, on the other hand, the Advisory
Committee had only limited duties as deflned by Wade later on,
those of suggesting and advising, then Karelson was stepping

out of bureaucratic line and engaglng in a power stuggle, No

one questloned whether Karelson was truly involved in corrupt

leoal or financial oartlces No one cared. Certainly LaCGuardia‘’s

correspondence with the citizenry bear that out. The surge

for honesty and reform that ran so high in 1933 was no longer
alive. The enemy here was the school system and that alone.
LaGuardia, as mayor, certainly had ‘the authority to enter into
the situation and a reading of_letters~addressed to him

I\

seemed to plead.for his interference. Undoubtedly, LaGuardia

3
‘
!
E_.
b
z
i
t
|
!
!
|

felt that he, as mayor, somehow had enough publlc support
and dld not have to yield any 1nfluence,'that his power was
large and w1de-spread enough to command a follow1ng. His
private papers reflect no written or telephone conversatlons
with Board members or civic groups at this time to dlscover

f-who could be expected to support him or how they felt the

64




I

-~

.

crisis was developing. His educational liaison, Trude Weil,

received no written directives or suggestions for mobilizing
resources to support his solutions. This absence is particularly
noteworthy for memoranda abound between Weil and LaGuardia

on other controversial educational issues.

Karelson in gaining.power and influence put the
Board and Superintendent Wade on the defensive. They were
forced to defend their abtivitie; and programs. ' In writing
their report, the Board, through its president, admitted

certain inadequacies and pledged to correct them.

Karelson, had, for all intent and purposes, defeated
the mayor,.not only in thé particular instance but in edaca-

tion generally, for where the mayor was usually rebuffed and

-had to retreat, Karelson had'made Ehe Board retreat. AlF.

though it is notﬁto be suggeséed here that the Board's re-

treat ended with a glow%ng new and energetic human relations
program for city,schoolé, ?r an acceptance of either professional
or participation refSrmeré, or a healthy open bureaucratic
structure, it made the Board admlt that the educatlon establlsh-
ment could be 0pen1y challenged and held accountable. That

was a victory in 1945,

. That was something LaGuardia had never been able

o accomplish in the field of education. Thus he was over-

65
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shadowed not only by a Board of Education but by a

- Mayflower.




.0f" how it all worked and what it all meant. The goals were,

“was deeply involved in New York politics, being a Democratic

CHAPTER IV

ROBERT F., WAGNER - THE MAN
—_—— = —

-

Don't antagonize them, they re

) all voters. \

Senator Robert F. Wagner

If ever one were schooled from infancy for his
future role in society, it was Robert Wagner. His life
reads like a tome on how to win political'frienas and '

influence voters.

Political life.was the sacred mission. It wasn't
merely a pasttime one daubled in, or 'a game one lndulged in.
It was to be a serlous profession, a position earned only
after neeting all the requirements and prerequisites. Thus

one needed teachers, books, experiences and big-picture views

of course, prestige and power, but hopefully they went beyond

. that--to make life a bit easier for the average man.

To achieve this end, Robert Wagner conveniently

. was born into a political household{ for in 1910 his father




the light, The Irish in the area were the affluent ones--

"realized the route from the tenemeﬁt to the restaurant and

A ]

State Senator and a strong Tammany Hall supborter. Sehgtdr

Wagner had achievéd this position through hard work and |

many -mistakes. He, like most parents, believed he could make
it easier for his son, for he would teach him the holes to
sidestep and the boulevards to glide on. It .would be a

long initiation periqq but an.exciting and.eventful one,A

for Senator Wagner saw the political world as the most
adventuresome and fascinating world to live in. His excite~
ment with politics begaﬂ as a young, eager, briéhf immigrant
in Yorkville in the late.18é05. It was a ﬁaven for newly-
arrived Germans. His father was é:janitor of a huge, dark

A}

and depressing tenement with little prospect of emerging into
smoking aromatic tobacco and eating juicy steaks. Wagner

those steaks lay not in working more diligently as a janitor

but in emulating the Irish, learn to speak the language and

use it to get a political job.l In addition to learning the
language, a German would'heed something else, something valuable
to enter the Irish-domiﬁéted Tammany doors. Those were the

e, . .

only doors that counted, for New York was a Democratic town.

- Those doors, however, were guarded closely against

any intruder for the Irish had waited a long time to gain

. l. New York Post, January 18,-1956;
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control. During most of the 19th century, éspecially the

. 1830s and 1840s when they had arri&ed in largé numbers, gain-

ing a foothold in New York city politics was an impossibility.
In fact, they were bitter opponents of Tammany Hall, consider-
i'ng‘it. a home of bigotry and pfejudice because of its policy
bf_ accepting only natural borns rather than " o_ted citizens"
among its ranks.Z. It was only after Tammany was forced to
recruit naturalized citizens in order to maintain J.ts power
position in the c:.ty that the Irish began to infiltrate. .

They ascended those political steps slowly, starting at
precinct levels and working up té distr'ict ieader and assembly'
leader. It took them aﬂother 50 years to control three
;::ouhties, Manhattan, Queer;s and 'Ijtings,z and thus capture
Tammany. As Lowi has pointed out, "representation of a new.
minority i.n places of power occurs..'lorig after it has reached
considerable size in t"he. population and electorate"4 but for
the Irish the wait was the longest of most groups--almost a
c'enturj. Thus, at the turn of the century, politif:al power

in New York was held tightly by the Irish. They had waited

but now had control--no one was going to wrest it from them.
' . . ' . : N

2, 4Gusta\}us Myers, The Hlstorz of Tammanx Hal (New York:
Boni & Liveright, Inc., 1917) , p. 30.

3. Lowi, At the Pleasure of the Mavyor, op. cit., pp. 37, 40,

4 o—Ibide,~Ps-39s s T T




Wagner decided that the Galuable aéset that might
open those doors would be higher educﬁtion, something tﬁe
Irish.neglected to obtaiﬁ. With the aid of his family he
éttended the college of similarly—situated immigrants, The
City College of New York, and with the help of a good brain
and strong discipline,'he graduated.Phi Beta Kappa with a
Bacﬁelor of Science degree. During this time he held various
barttimé jobs, enjoying msst éerhaps his‘bellhOPping days
at the New York Athletic'club,5 the haven of the prosperous
Irish. Those prosperous Irish were more often_than not,
iammany influentials. Wagner got to know many of them. He
listened closely to their- tales, tﬁeir'exbloits, their

Iis practical. education in politics weshed nicely
with his académic trainiﬁg. After receiving his LL.B. at
New York Law School, he started his{political caféér-in'
earnest. It began 6n the district level, fréquenting the
neighborhoéé Tammany clubs, gettiné well known, doing- favors,
building political fencé;; Before long he was an Assemblyman
£rom Yorkville, the 16th A.D. in Ménhattan to be exact. He
then ascended to the State Senate, becoming its DemocratiE

|

- floor leader, and then successively robed himself in the

5. John C. O'Brien, "Robert F. Wagner: Pilot of the New
Deal," ed. John T. Salter, The American Politician

- ———(North-Carolinai The University of North Carolina Press,
" - 1938), pp. 114-15. . o -
it
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black mantle of the New York State Supremo Court and the
New York State Appellate D1v1slon. His final triumph was
as New York State's Senator to Washington. That triumph

repecated itself for three consecutive te;'ms.6

In the course of his polltlcal travels he met
many, becomlng the close and 1nt1mate friend of both Governor
Al Smith, a presldentlal hopeful, and Franklin D. Roosevelt,
the hopeful president. His experiences molded a man interested
in improving social“conditions for the less fortunate. He

often gave reason for his dogged support of social legislation

.by recalling his early Yorkville days. ' "My boyhood was a

pretty rough passage. It left its marksiand when I found
myself in a position to influence'legislation, the thought

of the social injustices I had seen all around me and still

" see ail>around me impelled me to work for the passage of every

measure that I.thought would ameliorate such COnditions'."7

The rheto;ic was glowing,and hopefully assuaged any feelings
among both his supporterséand voters that there was any
anbiguity between suppogting avant-garde social legislation,
while staunchly supporting Tamnany;~that*tiger that more often.
than not took more from the little man than it ever gave.
Wagner ‘was a politician, ‘he needed a base for operatlon if he

were to unfold his plans and realize his goals. It was all

' 6. Robert F., Wagner, Sr. Scrapbook {New York Municipal

7. "John C. O'Brien, op. cit., p. 112

Reference and Research lerary, 1964) (pages unnumbered)

-~
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very practical and he couldn't understand why others saw him

as enigmatic,

His practical view of things made him a Senate
success—-success as defined by his peers that is, not by
turning out legislation quickly and effortlessly but by
plodding method:.cally along. At the end his bills usually

.became law. Illustrative of his plodd:.ng nature is the
history of the social security bill, He started Pressing for
unemployment insurance in his first term, 1926, and kept
bresenting revised bills each 'session, until the social.
'security bill was passed in 1936. Ten Years taught him

to be a real:.st_. one who would ﬂﬂmprc'n:f'c, enc who would take
half a loaf if he couldn',t get the whole loaf. He realiz'ed'
too that gett:.ng even half a loaf requ:.red adroit negot:.at:.on
and persuas:.veness, not through colorful oratory on the
Senate floor but through cloak-room encounters.® His -style
was first legalistic_--aré'ue the merits b,f the case plainly

and squarely. He would then inj'ect‘political elements and

wait out the results, Waiting was,_of course, someth:.ng that

- sometimes couldn't be hurr:.ed but learnJ.ng those other thlngs,

negot:.at:.on, persuasion and' the art of comprom:.se, could be

and Senator Wagner was intent on teaching them to his young son.

' .8.. ' Ibid.' ‘p. 114‘
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Robert Wagner's early life, then, would be omepractical
polltlcal lesson after another. It started first with the
selection of his godfather, a strong influential Tammany
Dlstrlct Leader, named Mike Cosgrove.? The concentration
of those lessons increased at about age 9. His mother

died and being any only child he became the permanent side-
kick of his father. He travelled everywhere with him, being
a page at the State Leglslature, attendlng political meetlngs,
rallies, conventions, poker games and the like,l0 only
occasionally did he get to enjoy thlngs of childhood - rldlng
a pony at Al Smith's home, or rough—hous1ng with chlldren
his own age, or just acting childishly silly. By the time
he was a young man, he had travellea to Europe, saw.dozens

of plays, heard many operas, rode in chauffeur-driven . llmou-

sines, 5001allzed with governors and presidents.

Robert Wagner s life was then quite drfferent from
that of most young boys and certalnly radically different. from
- that poor immigrant boy who went to City College, his father.
But that was just the way Senator Wagner wanted it. Along
‘wlth exposure to those cultural and polltlcal pursuits of
New York and Albany and, later Washlngton, young Robert was
. exposed to an Ivy League education. He attended both publlc
and Cathollc elementary school and then prepped at Connectlcut'

Taft School before Spendlng four years at Yale Unlver51ty. a

Y

9. Time, October 1, 1956.

10. New York Post, January 18, 1956. - B
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Year at Harvard's Business School,;three at Yale' s Law

School and a summer at tht Geneva Sﬂhool of Internatlonal
Relations, Hls studies primed hlm for his future governmental
positions - polltlcal science, economics and international
relations,

He was active in Yale's Democratic Club, learn-

ing early how to harangue voters for F.D.R. on New Haven

street corners, to assess prospective voter attitudes and
behaviors and to argue domestic and international issues.
LaCrosse also played a maJor role ln his sports life for the

ablllty to play a rugged game, to learn how to win it or how

to suffer defeat, was essential if one were to Play in one of

the most. rugged human games--election politics.

His father then cut the pattern'of the future for
his son; a young man, with correct education credentlals,
the ability to stand squarely and d1sc1p11ned on a piatform
and.debate his adversaries, a sophlsticated, 1learned man'at

ease with the city's elites. He would be a new type of

public official, not the'Tammany hack, but an Ivy League,

collegiate man, one that would listen, contemplate and then
act,11 He’was, though, never to forget one very human
factor-~that all people were votets and nothing in his style
or nuen should alienate those voters. That would be the most

1mportant 1esSon to remember, for without that, all the rest

.would be folly.

1l. New York Times, October. 17, 1953,
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He 5egan to exercise thi; education even before
completing his law studies, for he was involved first-hénd
in his own political éampaign for the State Assembly. ' The
Yorkville Tammany Club had circuléted petitions in 1936
calling for his nomination. The 16th A.D., the district
his-father'used'to"initiate his political career, was to

_be'ironically his first challenge. It wasn't in fact
though much of a dhallenée for withouf any effort at all,
while still at Yale taking ﬁis final year law examinations,
he secured the nomination and then easily won the campaign ,
in Novenber. ZLater on in his political career he acknowledged
that "I don't kid myself that the reason I had the Eppoftunity.
to represent the district my father represcnted was the fack
that he was there first and that I lived there all my life.

_Sﬁre, my father helped me get started in politics...."1l2

. Although gétting the Assembly seat did not féquire him to
lean very heavily on the political'education he had been

| schooied in since birtﬂ;.he began to ekercise it in the

Assembly. Following.his father 's philosophy of social reform :
legislation he fought hard for a compulsory health bill aﬂd
a public housing bill. Both wer;'enacted into. law quickly.13

He studied, he knew the facts, he knew the political pressure

12. New York Times, October 18, 1953,

Municipal Reference.and Research Library, 1964), (pages
unnumbered) . . : '
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points, he compromised, he sat, he listened, he was respectful

" to tne elder members. He waited and then won.

World War II interrupted his legislative career
but only temporarily;q He served in Europe, participating'
particularly in the Nornandy invasion and emeréed as a
Lieutenant Colonel. 1In 1945,.great honor was attributed
to military service, with its titles and other regalia.

It was most.definitely.another politicai-asset for Wagner.
He returned td'Albany. served outlhis'term,vbut by then was
readé to move on and at the invitation of New York City's
Democratlc mayor, William O'Dwyer, became the new c1ty Tax
Commlssloner.

Within the year, he moved up to Commlssloner

of Houslng and Buildings and then became Chairman of the City

_.Planning Commission. He seemed to enjoy this office for it

gave him a chance to see how his heusing legislation was'being .
implemented and to share in the futurelplanning of the-city.
Although his ‘employees considered him "brusque and stand- '
offish" 14 he managed to keep the department operating eff1c1ent1y,
free from scandal or corruption. There were no outstanding
incidents or achievements or'successes during his ene and a
half years at the helm, but that' was understandable. Wagner's
style as developed by an astute father, was emerglng--handle

the job, no matter what it was, capably but without fanfare.

Don t get into trouble, don't lnterfere 1n areas where you

-

l4. New York Sun, January 3, 1948
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have.limited authority. And most of all don't make rash
decisions. He waé taught that'cautiousness was a virtué,

never. a vice. 'As he later was to say: "My father taught me

a great deal, He never made snap judgments. He would think
things througﬁ. He felt there'weré.few issues that had to be
decided on the spur of the moment even though people insisted
thﬁt an immediate decision was vital. He believed it was wiser
to sleep on it, to get some perspective; I have found the

same to be true...."15

'When Tammany mentioned the Manhattan Borbugh
Presidehcy to Wagner in'1949, he.didn't have to sleep too
long on it - it was an elective office, oné where he could
assess his vote-getting sﬁrength again. He had really little
to lose for traditionally Manhattan had been a Democratic

sfronghold and with Tammany backing he was sure to win. He

campaigned actively.fbr the post, advancing a low~keyéd

rhetoric with a good solid background in-the ins—-and-outs
of city government. Hoﬁsing was an issue thﬁt he could deal
~ﬁifh easily having thé.Department of Housing and Buildihgs
unéer his belt along with the knowiedge of how the City
Planning Cdmmission operated. Education was an area that he
héd'liétle experiencé in, but.he did know that it was anl

issue dear to the hearts of all classes in Manhattan and he

-7 15. P, Homburger, "The Mayor-fDon}t Honk, Bobby...the Man

is a Voter," The New Yorker (Fébruary 2, 1957), p. 46.
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would listen to.their.plights and be interested. The voters
made their voices heard ih that election, giving Wagner a

200,000 vote plurality over his oPoonent.16

During his four year tenure as Borough President,
Wagner achieved one of the important necessities of politics:
build up a strong base of support, make it as heterogeneous

as possibles He achieved this primarily through two avenues.

L ' . His service in various departments in New York City

government during the O'Dwyer years taught him that the
administrative agencies were being overwhelmed'with responsi-‘
b:lities for providing multiple City seérvices and With complaints

£rom the Citizenry that these duties were not being met satis-

factorily. As a resu1t the City was ceasing to function

effectively. Wagner realized there was a void in the political

structure of the city. Prior_to the 1940's the 1oca1 political

clubs, primarily Tammany, acted as a buffer agent, a source

B T S

of information and a mediator between.the'local districts and

the city govermment. The district leaders knew who to go to

"in the city agencies to gain favors or services for their
constituencies and knew, in turn; Who to go to to cool down
| local resentment when demands were unmet. It was relatively

easy for the Party to secure these favors for many of their !

A I ATV et A [, T RO

people, Party people, were strategically located in the city's .

departments. But as the City grew more complex and ClVll

- -

16, New York Times, July 17, 1956,
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§ - service reforms took shape, one particular'change was

% .readily evident--party control decreased as merit and fitness
E " became hhe criteria for appointments and promotions in

| government service.17 fThe meritocracy that subsequently

s k aeveloped in these municipal departments begah to exercise
theiriewhiﬁblitical power at City Hall and Albany, and
hsually it was diametrically opposed to the Party's needs .
or desires, The local cldbs thus could no longer handle

the constltuency s problems. Because they couldn't produce,
their function and henc& their value was depleted. 6n the i
other hand, the cify bumeaucracies_we:e concerned primarily |

with their own interests. Something was needed.

Back in 1947 when Wagher wae with the Housing

P Department he remembered the-citizens Union's proposal

i. o that New York Clty be divided 1nto districts "for more orderly
planning and decentrallzatlon of mun1c1pa1 services and

communlty development.lg. The report went'on to recommend

.the grouping of city_serviees in one ioca;ion in each
district, with each dist}ict developing its own special plan
in hooperation with the City Plahning Commission. Three
years later,- the City Planning Commission seized the idea

an§ proposed 66 districts as "logical units for thehplanning-

17. vLow1, At the Pleasure of the Mavor, op, cit., pp. 92, 220,  _

18, Daniel Bell and Virginia Held, "The Community Revolu-
tion," The Public Intercst, No. 16 (Summer, 1969), p. 148,

. _71_
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of schools, houslng, hospitals, libraries, playgrounds, local

street systems, and other publlc faCllltleS as well as for

consideration of land use and zoning patx.erns."19 Although

much discussion was generated from this plan, little in

practical results developed,

Wagner in 1951 decided to use the idea in Manhattan
and as Borough President set up community planning councils,
consisting of 15 to 21 appointed members, for each district

in Manhattan. - Thése boards were to dicuss a broad range of

‘subjects,  from zoning variances to school and library facilities.

Y

Problems that beset districts were 1nte111gently dlscussed
experts frOm city agencies reviewed the departments' functlons

and activities and lohhyﬁﬂg tactics were develo

ed, Although
these boards had little formal powexs for they couldn't enact

or change laws.fthey acted as a safety value for the community,

mediating between and among the borough president's office and

the city agencies and departments. ,The idea of decentraliza-.
tion and local communlty organlzatlons as a source of partici-
patlon in the new structure of urban government thus seemed to
get 1ts initial start here, in the early 1950s under Wagner's
tutelage.20 Manhattanites reacted warmly to these councils,

and although their achievements were llmlted they set the .

-

19, 1Ibid.
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tone of the Wagner borough presidehcy - he was interested and

concerned and trled to give each citizen a chance to partlclpate

in his government.21

His interest and concern was further emphasized

as a Board of Estimate member.

It should be pointed ont that the Board of Estimate
represents, in New Yorh City‘s-governmental structure, the
upper house of the Legislature. Created in'1937, it
comprises the'mayor, the comptroller, the president of the

Clty Counc11 and the presidents of the city's five boroughs.

;It represents the top echelon of the city's OfflClal elected

leaders., Thus it has had, at least prior to the 1961 charter
revision, a great deal of 1nfluence in checking the mayor's
act1v1t1es, in delaylng proposals that come in from all
sources of Clty life. Its most lmportant power has been
control over the budget. Because of its power to alter the

expense budget of the mayor during the flscal year, it could

rn effect, and did often, remake the budget to suit its own

wishes and interests, Thus as far as city power'politics
was concerned, the Board was coufted by a vast network of
those seeking favors, consideration and budgetary alloca-

tions. It held the power,

- As a member of this powerful Board, Wagner found

RIS

21. Intervrew with Henry Stern, liaison with Manhattan

community planning boards in 1950s, Office of the Mayor,
July 20, 1970, .
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it valuable to attend most sessions. He always seemed to

.

be attentive to a spokesman on ahgiven issue and unlike many
of his colleagues, he was never involved in reeéy huge bills,
or budgets or briefing memoranda while the session was open
but. sat wide-eyed through hours and hours of testimony. It
is also noteworthy that while mayor he also continued this
practiee and seemed to have a ready answer or promised one
when addressed. Perhaps his feeliug was that the Board hear-
ings'offered an invaluable opportuuity for a politician to
;earn where the grass roots stood on controversial issues,
for much of tﬁe testimony involved the general. citizenry
complaining of problems end seeking soiutious. ﬁo analysis,
or memo or report by any young neophyte assistant could
adequately present the eross-sectien of views that one was

able to cull from these meetings. "It was perhaps his way

.of walking the streets in shlrtsleeves - galnlng polltlcal

knowledge, galnlng exposure and hopefully gaining voter

support

By helping a distressed c1tlzen, he could learn
somethlng about the functlonlng of a city department and
hopefully improve the situation of the citizen. He could
also gain a vote. It was another political lesson of his
' father'S'actuelized: take an interest, show your faCe,'write .

a letter.22

Y

22. E. W. Kentworthy, "The Emergence of Mayor Wagner,"
' New York Times MagaZLne (August 14, 1955), pp. 20- 34
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As time went on, it seemed many of his letters

were directed to the Board of Education at 110 Livingston
Street, for many of the citizenry'e‘complaints'focused on

the plight of the city schools ~ either they were over-crowded
or poorly maintained, or understaffed, or the scene of dlsc1p11ne
problems. Parent groups and individuals never secemed to reach
into the labyrinth of Board headquarters to address their
complaints to'the right department. Wagner cultivated these
groups, whether they be Manhattan re51dents or Staten Islanders.
He would take "an interest, write a 1etter and often visit

the school, or the library, or the playground. Some results
were usually forthcoming and the citizen feit contented, and '

remembered Wagner. He developed these cohtacte.‘

By 1953 he had built up a following. It included

_both:Tammany and the individual voter. It was a mayoralty

election year and the .incumbent, Vihcent Impelliteri, an

Independent with little bemocratic eupport, was a weak-

candidate., Tammany wanted‘to attach itself to a winner. It | . ’
needed a man who was‘a proéen vote-getter, a respected

politician, one who was~ﬁot_touched with.scandals or corruption

or bribes, who had in effect'sta&ea out of°trouh1e and in

New:Ybrk City polities that ruled out a tremendous number of
candidates. . But Wagner's record, thle not very colorful,

. . . /
was certainly quite clean."Carmine'DeSapib, Tammany's leader,

- had contended with the scandals of the O'Dwyer years, the

subsequent defeat of its organization by Impelliteri in 1949
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* Thus under the direction of DeSapio, Wagner won the full

on an Independent slate, and the loss of the City Council

presidency in 1951. He now had to have a winning candidate.

support of the Party, campaigned against Republican, Liberal/
Independent and American Labor candidates. His election

plank was "to listen, to assess and to give real leadership."23

He won smashingly, captufing more than one million
votes, carrying four of the five boroughs of the city. He
won so well because he had cultivated the yotef every
opportunity he got. As one campaign aide remarked after the
elecézon: "eeaewe had a precinct organization built on the
interest of parents in schools, héll, we could have won on

the PTA vote."24 All Newbold Morris could retort was "Wagner

has set back the cause of Fusion for years."25

\
B\

r.

/

/

23, New York Times, October.l7, 1953.

. 24, Keﬁtwo:thy, op. cit.

4

25, Ibid.




o CHAPTER V

ROBERT F. WAGNER - THE MAYOR

Politics is the science of doing what
is possible.

-

: - . Robert F. Wagner, Jr.
: Second Mayoral Inaugural
Address

'Wagpér's philosoPhy of governance followed
closely such a définition; He wasn't about to be a
crusader for utopian governments or pie-in-the-sky
ideas. He saw the :ole.of a mayor'as that of a manager,
one who cperated on two different 1eve1§; to solve the
‘problems of the city. He never initiat;d the problems

nor did he seek direct confrontation with adversaries.

Wagner's first leQel'app;oach to.problem-solVihg

was that of the open-mediator. He saw. the mayor as the

protector or guardian of the city's interests, an elected

. .off1c1al responsible and answerable to the people.l It

meant vocalizing publiqu his interest in, and desire to

help resolve, conflicts as théy erupted. ﬁowever, he never :
sgﬁ center-stage on this level, The responsible depart-

. ment heads and commissioners did, for they were. the ones

e

4

.- lo Press Release, Office of the Mayor, “address to World
Conference of Local Governments,“ June 15,_1961
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Commissioner and Frederick Zurmublem, an aui:ho_rity on
‘ res'pective departments but would report quickly and directly

to bring all participants in the contf:oversy together for

running the city's offices and departméhts.' Wagner, depend-
ing on these men, thus would seek out and select high
calibre experts for these posts, going beyond the usual

political hacks of the clubhouses. It meant bringing in.

people like Stephen Kennedy, a crime expert, as Police

inunicipal construction, as Public Works Commissioner. These

men thus would handle most decision-muking duties of their

to Wagnér when serious problems arose. Waéner would 'then

take an official stance and set about directiy and openly

negotiations. Newspaper coverage wonld be widespread; dis-
cussions open and the public.apprised of developments. Solu-

tions were more often than not consensual with each group

receiving some valuable accommodation. The office of mayor

was a direct catalystic force.

. Wagner's interpretation of such an approach went

even further--it meant setting up an office to coordinate

generally the affairs of the city, thus further delimiting

't'_he possibility of his being tangxi to task directly. As.a

_resultlof the Management Survey Committee Report2 he set up

2. New York City Mavor's Committece on Management Survev of

the City of MNew York--Modern Management for the City of
New York (New York: 1953), see all of vVolume I.

. 7-
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. establlshed political customs., He needed a base for opera-

did Wagner come to the forefront. When he did become actively
. . ., . J

A )

!

an office of city administrator as protective insurance.

He named Luther Gulick, an expert in the field and a con-

tributor of the management study, to head up the new office,

Wagner's appointments ﬁhen immediately identified
him as a mayor who was independent, "who was not waiﬁing_
to get the word from the HaiLl"3 when making top appointments.
It:should ba éointed out though that Wagner, as a public
offlceholder, was not about to completely dissociate himself
from hlo polifical colleagues or interfere w1th soundly
tion, just as his father did. Thus he greaaed the political
machine by giving lower-level jobs and appointments to the
politicos of the local club houses as rewards for getting

out the Qote.

As a result then of thls approach to the urban
mayoralty Wagner, although directly responsible to the
electorate, left the responsibility of running departments
and solving problems to his expert decision-makers and their
buréaubrats;'.Direct interference became'verboﬁen. Oniy when
situations of crisis dimension dé{eloped,'or ceramonial

duties were called for or political party questions erupted,

"3. New York Tines, August 31, 1956,




involved with a problem he would then try'tb solve it in a
consensual manner, bringing.in as'nany.peOple-as possible
to discuss the situation fully. He'would make a decision
only after all voices and opinions had been had. This con-

sensual style was formalized in a cabinet structure for both

weekly meetings and ad hoc Sessions. For the former meet-

ings, the participants were always the same--the deputy
dlrector, the budget director, the c1ty admlnlstrator, the

corporatlon counsel, the personnel dlrector, his assistants’

and executive secretary. The city administrator would draw up

and dlstra.bute in advance an agenda cons.lstlng of the major
problems confrontlng the city that week, 4 These weekly
meetings were not, however, to make DOLle decisions but to
prepare the way for dec1srons of an admlnlstratlve nature.
Wagner had realized that many of the problems that were'
blown into crlsls-proportlons often were no more than ones
of administration. If they could be handled frequently and

quietly, he could reduce confrontations that,would put one

' group against another, perhaps challenging his authority. Thus,

for example, a question concerning.the budgetary allocation

|

for, certain Board of Education’programs would be a policy

e e

matter that would not be discussed at a weekly meeting but

at an ad hoc meetlng. Administrative matters, such as whether

’ .
Seventh or Eighth Avenue should be a one-way street, or how

‘:s-to tackle juvenile delinquency problems or whether the- Salk

. -

4, "Interview with Henry Cohen, Deputy Clty Admlnlstrator
. during Wagner Admlnlstratlon, February-3, 1972.




- assets (were) a cast-iron behind.and an awesomely retentive

‘make~up of the Board of Education's budget was concerned, i.e.

o

vacciné should be distributed free to families on relief

would be subject to cabinet meéting debate.

Beyond the formality of a previously prepared
and distributed agenda, the meetings were free-wheeling,
uninhibited and at times lengthy. The mayor would sit and

> He would ask questions, probing

listen- and often say little.
ones, but never chide advisors or bully them as LaGuardia

often did.® As a cabinet associate said: "His greatest

memory."’ When all positions wefe advocated a vote usually

s taken. If the vote‘were unanimous, Wagner would go along.
Ef it were divided, he would make the Final decision, often
after several days. He liked to work then by 2 committee

or council situation, he distrusted snap decisions and b

1]

lieved "when in doubt, don't."® At ad hoc meetings the same
process usually prevailed, except for the fact that other '
participants were involved and one particular issue was dis-

cussed. For example, wﬂen;the question of a'change in the

‘\

-

there was discussion among Board members, city budget officials

and civic agencies that the line-by-line composition of the ’

school budget was unsatisfactory and not very pragmatic £rom

5. Kentworthy, og} cit., pp. 25-36.

. .6. Interview with Frank Karelson, Education Aide to Mayor

‘.Robert F. Wagner, February 2, 1970.

7. Tlme, October 5 1956,

" 8. New York Tlmes, August 3, 1956.
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- the Board's point of view (for it.meant that little flexi-

bility could be exercised by the Board when they wished to
drop an allocated program or.expand another 6ne for they had
to get City approval) Wagner called all ihterested parties to
City Hall to discuss the problem and possible solutions. As
a participant in that meeting described, the table was
d;vided among educators and economists. It was up to

Wagner. He éecided to go with the educators, saying "what
is good for education just might be good politics."9 Indeed
he reésoned éorrectly. For it gave the responsibility of

accounting for their appropriation to the educators. The

question of accoﬁntability could not be laid at the mayor's |

door. ‘In addition, it warranted good press, an extremely

important issue fér any mayor, hol&ing a city together with
band;aids. A good press usually resulfs from less, rather
than more, lnterference in the affalrs of city departments.;o_
Especmally in education this has been true and after LaGuardia's

experience Wagner knew the equation for press success. Charges

. then of indecisiveness, slowness and dependence on advisers

in'fbllowing this cabinet system approach were more often

~than not overlooked by the majorlty of his. 5upporters WHen :

they saw amicable solutlons resolvzng their problems.

9. Interview with Frederick MclLaughlin, Publlc Educatlon

Assoc1atlon Preszdent August 21, 1969 and May 28,
1970. .

10. Low1,-"Machine PoliEicsf-Old apd New;" op. cit., p. 86.
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Wagner had reason to feel then. that urban mayors
operated most efficiently when viewed as mediators and con-
ciliators, referees between and among conflicting groups and

~pressures. He believed that although a mayor made some
enemies by using such 'a style, these groups usua}ly always
got a‘'slice of the action and thus rarely were so vehemently
opposed to him that they would not vote for him at the next
election. Echoes of his father's admonition: "Don't

' . alienate them. son, they re all voters" always.seemed to

resound in the polltlcal corrlders of Wagner s mind,

' Besides being good for the politican, Wagner's

sty1e seemed in many cases to offer stability to the city-
at-large, For it was an effectlve cover for advancing city
policy--by the putting of demands and goals at mediation

i h 'meetlngs in a proper perspective approprlate to a glven
situation, the mayor could advocate a compromise policy tbat
H might have been frowned. on by all groups orlglnally as not

| _meeting their needs but after negotlatlon and assessment of

" their relatlve strength _.and posltlon, they might later see it

as the most advantageous course to follow. - ' .

He realized this was particularly true in the
field of education. From his Manhattan communlty councils,

he knew there was much antagonism between the community, local

1 v ! -t
K4
’
.

.
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school officiais and central headquarters. Dittle communica-
tion existed and as a result poor planning for both the re-
placement and renovation of sghoolg'existed. He knew the
professional staff at the Board was often responsible for
this and with the result of the post-war baby boom he knew the
city was in great need of more and better schools. Money

was being pumped into Board.coffers quickly and often. City
officials, pafticularly Comptroller Gerosa, began to |
criticize these Wagner-sponsored appropriations, claiming
that schools wgreihgp being built séundly or repaired ade-
qﬁately, because the Board's conétrucfion department was

rife with corruption, their method of paymeﬁt to cbntractors
involved tremendous red'tape and other bureaucratic complica-

tions.  The Board's retort was usualiy that their budgetary

allocations were too small which made it almost impossible

to build let alone renovate séhool'buiidings. They called
for more money. Gerosa called for an investigation. And

a State Investigation Commission called for hearings. .

Wagner, the Ivy League manager-administrator
politician, knaw that the resolution of éhis préblem did not
lay with Tammany. He knew .that ﬁréfessionélism had replaced
the.machine as a kéy participant in city'affaiirs11 and that

bureaucratic needs would have to be met before any real

“1le Lowi,'"Machine Politicsf-dld and'New;" op. cit.,

p.-85.
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.accommodation would be made. :Thué in his first mayoralty

year he sought to quiet the plamor by increasing school
seating capacity by 20,000, grantiﬁg a capital budgetary
allocation of $162 million for 25 new school constructions
and additions which would raise the seating capacity by

another 39,000 seats, allowing for 6ver 1,060 new teaching

‘positions and allocating $13.5 million for teacher's salaries

with a promise of greater funds in the near future.l2 1In
one swoop Wagner tried to give something to each group - to
interfere positively in education. But mainly he sympathized "

with the professionals -~ more money, more jobs, better

_teaching conditions. It was a group he would continue to

cﬁltivate.

In ekercisiné his:appointive powers in education
he was particularly angious to select the most competent
and well-recognized ciﬁic-oriented people for Board member-
éhip,7thus following his belief in putting strong people: in

dec151on-mak1ng p051tlons. He felt the 3-3-3 religious

‘breakdown (2 Protestants, 3 Catholics and 3 Jews) of the

Board did not lnsure quallty and broke it by choosing
&3.

: 1nd1v1duals regardless of their rellglous afflllatlon.

g -

This break was precedent setting and raised the

...12,. Kggggprthy{ op. git:, PP+ 39-32.

PR
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" hackles of many groups in the city. New York City political
appointments have always been weigﬁted heavily with ethnic |

" and religious considerations.l3 In 1920 between 60 and 70%

of all cabinet appointments in the citf were held by native-
Americans, English and Irish, with no more than 15% going to
all other groups combined.14 By 1960 the precentages may .
have been changed but not the practice-fespecielly with
regard to the Board of Education. But in 1963 Wagner, sought
to disregard the religious factor When-apbointing a new
member, by selecting e man of the Jewish faith to replace

a Catholic., The Brooklyn Cathollc weekly, The Tablet, claimed

Wagner had acted in a d1scr1m1natory way15 and tried diligently
“to rewvive the...theory that a public body must chow a2 halance

of denominations if it is not to be..discriminatory."16 The

'.New York Board of Rabbis, along with the Archdiocese of

New York and the Protestant Council of New York further
petltloned Governor Rockefeller to correct the 1mbalance
stressing that “rellgious groups (are)...an important segment
of total community life(and) have a specific contribution to

make in the consideration of educational policies."l? fheir
L LI : '

;l6. New York Tinmes, October 2, 1963;;

13.: Lowi, At the Pleasure of the Mayor, op. cit., p. 34.
14. Ibid., p. 35.
15. New York Times, May 18, 1963,

17. 'New York Times, Octbber 3, 1963.
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argument however fell on deaf-ears. The precedent was set.

Further, Wagner commissioned highly-~-regarded

educators and administrators to study the school system,

" such as former New York University president and Ford

Foundation head, Henry Heald, City Administrator, Charles

Preusse, and Great Neck School Board President, Max Rubin

'(laterAto be President of the New York City Board of Education).

When their reports were completed he would meet with Board
officials, either.at Gracie Mansion, or at City'Hall, or at
the Board to discuss implementation. The committee system

got people talking. The rest was up to Whgnér--to assess

the problems, to recognize weaknesses and strengths of argu-

ments advanced and to enunciate possible courses o
Often at this stage, if not before, Wagner would commence

working on another level.

.The second level appfoach that Wagner used Qas
that of covert-initiator. Here he sat center-stage,.was'
not visible to the citizenry, issued no public statements,
had no newspéper covérage.' He set up contacts and meetings
among the powerholders and partiqipants'in a given problem

area. He worked quietly among thése men--maneuvering grace-

. fully,'eliciting their positioné,'demands and needs and dis-

cussing possible solutions without the glare of- television

"'éameras or flashbulbs. This was where policy more often

.
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than not was shaped. Although closed,'even .clandestine, meet-

1ngs are part of admlnzstratlve behavior, Wagner was espec1ally

,successful because of what he brought to these meetlngs -

his prestigious Democratic heritage, his knowledge of the nuts
and bolts of city government, his acquaintance'with most
highly placed or influential people in the town, his ability
to make all participants belieoe they were getting.tﬂe best
share of the pie. He was thus able to amass tremendoLs,
unharnessed political influence on this level. He knew it

and used it juoiciously, though often, and his adversaries
also knew it. It wasn't just the office of mayor they were
dealing with, or legitimate authority;-they were dealing

with a superb political jockey who usually . knew how to win

. the race by using a level two approach. John Lindsay, his

successor, would find that the race would be difficult to

'w1n--he used almost exclusively the hlghly visible level one

approach.

One particular.egisode during Wagner's aoministra-
tion in the field of éducation vividly sets out mayoralty

successfulness of this approach.
L

" During a teacher-Board bargaining session in the
early 1960s concerning principally working conditions and

salariee of the city's teachers, it looked as.if a strike

were the only way of realizinéhcertain demands by the Union.

’
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he would meet with certain key pecple and then arrive at a

Rifkind, and/or labor mediator, Theodore Kheel, were involved

'Charleé.COggh, president of the Teachers Guild, at the time

issued an overt threat. The newspaoers recelved word and
headlined their dailies with the information -~ the New
York City scnool teachers were about to strike. The implica-
tions were devastating for a city like New York: over a
million children would be on the streets, studies would be
interruoted delinquency would increase and in many cases,
children would go hungry. The president of the Board of .
Education, fearful of the actualization of such a threat,
immediately telephoned the mayor to discuss the situation
and seek a solution. The mayor gave no ready answer but
told the president not to issue a c0unterthreat Or use any

inflammatory language to widen the gulf, He further said

decision. The president of the Board was, however, to keep
in contact with him, Wagher then called his second level

approach into actioﬁ. His quick recall served well here, | : |

‘He remembered having seen a newspaper interview-article

with Charles Cogen weeks before which discussed abstractly
the use of the mediation process to realize union demands, . ;
Cogen, interviewed at the time, had been quoted as saying that
he did not favor mediation'per se, but if people like lawyer

and education-specialist, Frank Karélson, lawyer, Simon |

in such mediation proceedings, he would find it far more

1
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" then decided upon the follow1ng course: he called the

resolving the imminent crisis. The president of the Board ) o

appealing. Wagner immediately contacted'his education
liaison, Ruth Farbman, a formerfpresident of the United
Parents'Association and well-known in education cirsles, to -
uncover the information and present it to him. He called

in his closest aides to discuss the pros and cons of inter-
fering directly in the situation.. Other civic.group leaders
were contacted and met at City Hall. They suggested approach-
ing the three pe0p1e .Cogen had mentloncd Others felt inter-~
ference would breach the mayor s non—polltlcal role in educa-

tion. No firm decision was reached. Wagner slept on it and

'Board pre51dent, with article in hand, and suggested that

a Karelson-Kheel-Rifkind mediation .panel might be the key to
agreed. Wagner, however, required two things: (1) that the
meetlng of all pr1nc1pa1 part1c1pants be held at 110 LlVlngston
Street, Board headquarters, rather than.at City Hall. 1In

this way, ‘it would appear!to both the~pfes§:and citizenry that

"~ the Board was cecaducting the negotiaiion, w1th ‘the mayor merely

an observer- (2) wagner wanted the Board called lnto secret

t
session to vote upon his authorlty as chief negotlator. The
Board pre51dent agreed to both conditions. Wagner then con-

tacted the three men and asked them to serve .as mediators.

They dgreed. With the exception of certain civic leaders

o -



and education groups, no dne'else was pfivy'to the plan.

Thus it worked smoothly. There were no cries of interference

" let alone politicking.

The meeting with Cogen was schedulgd at Board
headquarters. The mayor appeared, the New York Times a;ticle
tucked'neatly in his inside shirt pocket. Aall participants
discussed the'situation, their éositions and their constitu-
encies' needs. Before long the negotiatiens appeared stalie~
mated. Wagner theh casually suggested Ehe possibility of
médiation as a method of arriving at a fair soiution; Cogen
refusedloutright. Wagner then mentioned thé'possibility
of a Karelson-Kheel-Rifkind mediation panél. Cogen at first
hesitated and then hastily called for a recess. After con-
ferriné with aides he agreed to mediation. Wagner quietly

‘slipped the Times article from his shirt, unfolded it and

: 18
placed it in Cogen‘s hand.

As suggested, Wagner seldom shot quickly or

exratically from the hip but gauged the demands and power of

his adversary before suggesting a solution, plan or compromise.

|

His two level approach usually was'operating simultaneously,

o with;leveltuadetérmining the mayor's level one actions.

This was especially important in education, where he was

18. Account of Cogen episode told by both. Robert F. Wagner
' and Frank Karelson at separate interviews. Interview

with Robert F. Wagner, mayor, November 24, 1969. Inter-
view with Frank Karelson, op. cit. )
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dealing with men who were used to and prized, their independence

of thought and action. . To steamroller them ovepfly would

.create immediate confrontation and future alienation. The

professionals, as suggested earlier, were gaining more power

and prestige in the bureaucracies. This had been a plank

. of reform-minded individual groups and politicians for years

'in New York City -- let merit not politics determine the

bureaucratic leadership. What with lucrative collective
bargaining contracts being negotiated the professional organi-
zation's ranks were stronger and more unified. They would

become a powerful bloc. Thus level two had to be especially

sensitive.

The artillery of the press was a force to ba
used ca;efully and decisively ‘on level one, never level two.
He courted them with caution and, éy and large, in his f#rst
two administrations they treated Waéner.kinéli'and sympathetically

saying "he has shown unusual energy and consistent berielovence.“19

Even the Républican-orienteﬁ Herald Tribune praised him as a

"consummate diplomat--a marvelously,patient conciliator,"20

This then was the Wagnet style of stewarding the
city. He was not a LaGuardia, or a Walker or an O'Dwyer.
He didn't want to be that kind of mayor. He didn't think the.

voters wanted that kind of a mayor; He knew piainly the

.19, New York Post, May 3, 1954; |
20, Herald Tribune, January 2, 1964,

-
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difference between positiéé and neéative interference
and sdught outwardly to éppear as aiguardian never an

' interloper. He likedqd working'with a group of advisers, to
play a low-key role, to get the most Hr thé city and him-

self politically by efficiency not flamboyance. Only when

he saw his policies or his politics in jeopardy did he

change his tactics.

_ e, T

.
L.
O .
w
l
O AT R RS




CHAPTER VI

THE 1961 SCHOOL SCANDAL

From the time of consolidation of the
city in 1898, the Board of Education has
been embroiled in one controversy after
the other...but none had the result of
the present one.

New York Times,
August 27, 1961.

"Maycr Robert Wagner was greeted by .a rat

. . l -
yesterday," the New York Times reported. Other news-

‘papers went on to explain that this was different from

other encounteis that the mayor faced daily because indeed

‘this was a real live rodent.  In fact, it was suggested

that the testy fellow would only leave the presence'of
the.mayor at the insistence of a school principal's kioom.
The incident, needless to say, caught flre and the schools

were on the carpet. After all, it was acknowledged that

'school space was at a premium but it was hot thought that

- the schools in operation were infested with mice, rats and

a;i sorts of vermin. What about Ehe childfen in those

schools?

1. New York Times, May 31, 1961.
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' The situation was ripe £ér criticism. New York

City Comptroller Gerosa was the first to enter the picture,

- charging that $100 million had been wasted by the Board of

Education all during the 1950s.2 One school official claimed
that ten-pound cinderblocks broke loosé from the ceiling of
one scpool and crashed into-the audiéorium, conjecturing

that "the weight of those blocks could have killed a child."3
Others had pictures to substantiate their claims that school
roofs leaked, ceilingé fell, floors were shaky. The schools
6laimed they just.didn't have enéugh mohey to wasteas Gérosa

was claiming or to correctwhat the newspapers were reporting.

. The city leaders knew that the schoolé had different

and more demanding pressures placed on them during the last

number of years. With population shifts, the Negro percgntaée
alone during the 1950's increased from 4% to 14% while the
Puerto Rican citizenry doubled from 3% to 6:7%,4 young minority
families with numerous children saw their hope of future urban

socialization and success riot in the marketplace but in the

séhools.. Their cﬁildrep$heeded schools in order to learn.

The post-World wWar II baby boom market also needed school

seats. Concomitant with school seats, parents questioned

2. New York Times, May 29, 1961. .

3. New York Times, June 6, 1961,

.4.' Blanche Bernstein,; "The Diékribution of inCOme in New

York," The Public Interest, No. 20 (Sunmer, 1970), p. 2.

i
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the educators when their Johnny couldn't read cereal box
advertisements, let alone elenentary primers,'and the leaders
of the marketplace, in a psyohological state of shock, asked
naively why Russia and>not Amerioa was first in space. The
educators said little except that they needed additional
funds.and control over their oun~purse-stringe, for as in
most urban cities, City Hall controlied both appropriations

and allocations,

To stifle the'various.cries, the schools sought
to temper the demands of their uarious constituencies by
advanc1ng a quick solution -- give us more money and we w;ll
build more schools. Somehow, the pattern to school problems
always seemed to divide along.these lines, more money and
more schools. Somehow a new. modern shiny school was equated
with curing educational 1115 in addltrOn to soc1al llls.

A new school seemed to provide an answer to the question why

N e T et F e vt L et e oy e

Spanish children couldn't speak Enélish, or why the black

v ey s

‘youth crime rate had 1ncreased or .why there were high drop-

| \

! ' out rates, or poor readlng scores, or why. the U.S. didn't

have a Sputnik. Thus thls panacea. would be the solution for
e,

public officials, parentsand students. Unfortunately, it

also seemed to be the solution of educators. Or so con-

vincingly did they espouse it that they won the fiscal battle,
for funds were increased yearly by'public officials. By the
~early 1960's the Board of Education's budget allocation

E‘ | - . . ) . -96- .




for .construction and maintenance had reached close to $130

million annually. Yet with all of that money, '01d schools

" remained unpainted, roofs leaked and cinderblecks fell. 1In

addition, none of the schools' critics was satisfied. It

was perfect for an attack by anyone - especially an aspiring

© politician. .

Gerosa was just such an aspiring politician whose
repeated charges in tne late 1950s and 1960s necessitated
the Bcard of Education to defend its p051tlon. Charles
Silver, presldent of the Board, called for both the city

and state to make studies of the Board, th management and

admlnlstratlon.

The city report, authorized by Charies Preusse,

.the City Administrator, boldly stated that "we find tremendous

internal diffusion of responsibility...we £ind lack of strong
competent, centralized leadership over school buildings,

maintenance and operation, ...we find inadequate advance plan- °

ning with major decisions...we find little evidence of any

systematlc cost controls of school bulldlng products nd
Their recommendations sought new methods of appointing Board
members, restricting p0r1cy-mak1ng duties sulely to Board

members, and hav1ng sohool planning and construction functions

_.5. Charles F. Preusse, Board of Educatlon. Oraganization

.and Management of School Plannirng and Construction
(New York: Office of Clty Admlnlstrator,_1959), pp. 7-8.
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divided into separate units. It was an impressive study,
admitting general Board of Education sloppiness in adminis-
tration but there was, however, no mention of'corruption

among Board of Education personnel.

On the heels of the Preusse Report came the
State report which in'many respects mirrored the city's
'fihdings. The Division of Housing of the Board of Education

was found to be uncoordinated, with wéak leadership and

little planning or research activities. ¢t callsd for a

new director for construction, one with experience ané strong

leadership capabilities.6 Again, it quashed Gerosa's direct

-assault on corruption but indirecfly acknowlzdged waste of

money hecause of poor administration.

| _The Board set abeut to remedy its construction

}' ' shop by c;mmissioning anothay stud&; this time by its own

% X personnel, Secretary of the Board, Harold Hay, and Aésistant
; Superintendent of.séhoolé, Bernard Donovan. Tha rheéorid was
1 . strong, decisive and exactly what public officials and *he

citizenry wanted to hear: "(we) seek to revamp our school

L

6. Henry Heald, School Construction in New York Citv: The
- Report of the State Education Commission's Cormittee
"on Inquiry into Chardes of Vaste and Extravagance in
- the Construction of School Buildings in New York Cit
, (New York: The University of the State of New York,
' State Education Departwent, 1959), pp. 28-47.
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construction program...to remove delays;.;tb deveiop a

broad policy declaration for the construction Programsa.e..
and to report to the Board of Education on the (future)

programs of the school maintenance and repair programs."7

The mayor, in keeping with-his philosophy toward |
the education establishment, that the schools operated best
when devoid of political interference, remained silent and

inactive. .

Public interest éroups applauded the reports
but generated little coqﬁroversy or excitement. These
were.'after all; old hat findings and fecommendations.
These same f‘ndings; less than pr-yéars l;ter though, were
Eo cause a crisis that Qas unprecedented in New York City's -

school history. What caused it all?

1961 was an election year for New York City. .
The.mayoxglty was up for grabs, and, as traditionally is the
qése, the grabbers were many. For ‘a grabber to step outside
the circle of conténders and become a'pdtential threat to
the incumbent, he must séek an:isgﬁe that is popular, that
has wide-spread interest and appeal, that is costly and dis-~

satisfying a large group of people. For the incumbent, it is

7.. Harold F. Hay and Bernard E. Dbnovan, Proposals Developed

For Consideration by the Board of Education as an Interim
Step Toward the Imnlementation Of the Recommendations Con-
tained in the Precuscze-allen Ro
- Education, 1959), pp. 2-3.
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. the administration guarded in ‘an effort to keep such an

.- issue from sprouting. That can best be achleved by having

. in the latter part of May, 1961. Interestingly enough, the

L

necessary to reduce vulnerability by keeping all fronts of

city agencies keep thelr houses in order, free from large-~

scale criticism and attack. Wagner had sought to follow this

plan.

One house became extremely vulnerable, however,

keepers of the house started the assault; The Board: of

Education released to the media the news that it had barred

two construction companies from doing further business with
New York City schools. At first, the news seemed routine,

for the Board, aware of'a'State investigation of its activities
and the anticipated political attacks on its construction
programs, had from the flrst of the year issued news releases
as to the streamlining of both constructlon and maintenance
procedures at Board headquarters.8 - However, when it became
clear that one of the censtruction companies barred was
Caristo Construction Company, a $30 million a year enterprise
and a builder of 49% of the eity's;schools since 1946, further
interest was generated. Why.was‘the Board Sarring them, what

had. they done, what information had the Board uncovered?

8. Herald Tribune, Janue:ry 26, 1961; New York Tlmes,
Aprll 29, 1961.
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Gerosa's claims haunted the situation. The Board calmly

issued another release sEatiné it was acting ch information
received from the city's Department of Investigation "re-—
garding certain facts pertaining to the award of a general

construction job for P.S. 203 in Queens in'1959..“9

Reportedly, Caristo Construction Company and Mars
Associates & Normel Construction ccrp. submitted tie bids
of $1 4 mllllon for the construction of this partlcular school.
In solv1ng the problem of who would be awarded the contract,
it was uncovered that Deputy Superintendent of Schools for
ConStruction, Joseph Weiss, informally tossed a coin with

-the understandlng that the loser would receive a "consolldatlon

p*'~e" cf betw cen $10-11,000 from the w1nner. Caristo won

.

the toss. Supposedly, when this situation was dlscovered,

- it was declared improper by Board of Educatlon offlclals and

a formal draw;ng took place. Carlsto won agaln and was
awarded the contract. After having built the school, Caristo

asked the Board in 1961 for finaL reimbursement., It was

.chly then upon investigation that these .facts were publicly

announced. Caristo denied any wFongdoing, claiming that the
Board of Education properly awarded it the contract and knew

and acknowledged a practice in thefield of granting consolation

pPrizes when tie bids were involved. ‘Althoqgh Caristo secured

- 9. New York Times, May 6, 1951-‘,_ ' | )




reimbursement, the Board voted to bar it from future bid-
ding.l0 At the same time it also barred Normel from

bidding.

Before a few days had elapsed, City Commissioner
; of Investigation, Louis Kaplan, publicly infofhed maycr
: . Wagnef that his investigatiﬁns of the construction opera-
tions of the school system uncovered large-scale corruption
and accused 15 former and 32 present Band of Education

inspectors and supervisors of having accepted money and

E other gifts from contractors working on city schools. "

' The fires were further fanned by rencrts that

new schools, less than three years old were falling apart,

with doors stuck, walls cracked,'mgsonry and concrete

. portions of buildings félling and endangering the lives
of children. In one particular school, it was noted that
a water fountain in the hain lobbY.had run hot water .for

. four years. .Nobody had’ fixed it, yeé it had been reported

: ) in complaints by the prinéipal and custodian for four

: . successive years.11 Théfnewspaper; also secured a

Fire Department inspection répor%tof the schools citing

1800 violations in some of the school buildings they had

visited.

10. New York Times, May 26, 1961.
L 11, Worid Telegram, June 22, 1961..
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Hysteria developed and gai‘ned momentum. The
Béard trying to reduce the grour;dswell quickly announced '
‘that they had declared an emergency situation,’ awarded con-
tracts for painting and repairs, gave _school principals the
authority to hire local mechanics for repairs and authorized

- an additional $65,000 t6 the Bureau of Maintenance.]-2
The clamor rather than dissipating, heightened.

Wagner immediatély saw the situation for all

it was worth -- this was an election year and the grabbers
would be out to capltal:.ze on the s:LtuatJ.on, blaming h1m

for the school mess, for not seeing "to ‘the implementation

of both the Preusse and Ileald recperts, for placing qgood
friends in strategic school positions, i.e. John Theobald,
his former deputy mayor, was now Superintendent of Schools
and Joseph Weiss, a boyhood friend, was Deputy Superintendent
' for School Construction. If there were corruption, certainly
these men should have beén aware of it, ‘and being so close

t6 the mayor, the proximity almést spelled complicity. It
was indeed é.bad situé.tion for an incumbent mayor who was

.

* about to declare his intention of running for a third term,

a- third term without Tammany backing.

Something dramatic would have to be-done before

-.,"12. New Vork Times, June 6, 1961.
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the situation started to fester.

The rhetoric of education .,without mayoralty
influence soon changed.. Wagner immediately hit Theobald
by ordering him "...to proceed directly to Gracie Mansion
when you debark...."13 (for.-he was in Europe on a Ford
Foundation grant) and to the Board: "I demand that those

educational officials who are responsible for the daily

operations cf our: schools, e:n her live _up to the responsibility
given to them, or else it may be necessary to place a check
rein on their independence. They can have their choice.

For me, there is only one choice - a well run school system."14

The message was not covert, no secret messayes

seemed to have taken place. -Wagner no longer dragged his

. feet. After meeting with deplaned Theobald and Charles Silver

a.nd City Investigator Kaplan he ordered Theobald to suspend

the 30-o0dd employees accused of corrupt practices saying

that "we will not tolerate: this kind of breach of ethics, BN
petty corruption of any }cind;...I have pledged to root out
corrup'tion wherever it exists and I will keep my pledge,*15

Later; he would ask for the remcval of Joseph Weiss.l6

. Wagner on June 22nd declared his candidacy for

_13. Press Release, Office of the Mayor', June 2, 1961.

. 14. Ibia. .
15. World Telegram, June 10, 1961, _ - -

Press Release, Office of the Mayor, July .19', 196i.
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a third term as ﬁew York City's mayor. Because of his
independence in appointments during the preceding years, his
allegiance to and support from Tammany Hall had lessened.

In addition, the good government groups were becoring restless
with machine politics and were mounf:ing a campaign against

boss-dictated candidates.

Aé discussed in the preceding chapter, reform
movements in New York City politiecs spring up usually after
many years of Democratic Party control. The reformers, on
a platform of rooting out corruption, form a fusion alliance
with Repﬁblicans, Liberals, and disenchanted Democrats in
an effort to win an election. However, tﬁe movement tends
to be short-lived and cyc_]'.ica.'&..]'7 The reasons for this
phenomenon are basically two-fold: (1) although widespread
and energetic at the beginning, théy have difficulty in
maintaining the momentum throughoui_: a campaign and thus
never elect their candidate; or (2) they elect their 'candidate,
gain partial redress frc;m Tammany, "and feeling satisfied,
ciisperse. Since there is no institutionalized mechanisms
to maintain or advance their plagform, their candidate is

seldom re-elected. The movement thus withers away.

. The reformers of the 1950-1960s were a new breed.

.They were, by and large, young, professional,-' liberai-minded

-

< . 17. Lowi, At the Pleasure of the Mavor, op. cit., pp. 185,

186.
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men and women,’ Oﬁer_one-half of their membetship consisted

of Jewish lawyers,l8 They had wo;kéd hard for professional

advancement, had achieved a relatively comfortable position

and were not now about to wait in line to éee one's political

leader before making decisions. They considered that practice

rather slavish and undignified.19

Thus thesé reformers sought to ushe; in a new
philoséphy of reform--one that "did not attack the regular
party orgahization from the outside in genérai‘elections,
did not rely on 1egislativé investigations, newspaber
crusades or grand jury ihdictments,"zo.but did challenge
the organization internally by conéestingup;imaries in-
volving district and county leadership positions and by
éeeking to capture and control district cluﬁs, staff and.
party hierarchy and the party bure'a’_.ucracy.21 Thus thesg.

new reformers were interested in changing the system from

,~;Within rather than without. The ramifications of such new

thought as pointed out by one of their county leaders, Edward

Céétikyan, was that bad political leaders had to be replaced

~"21. Ibid., p. 40.

18, Edward Banfield and James Wilson, City Politics
(New York: Vintage Books, 1963), pp. 145-¢,

19. Nathan Glazer and Daniel P. Moynihan, Beyond the
"Melting Pot (2nd ed.: Massachusetts: The MIT Press,
19.70)' p. 227. = °

'_- 20. Barlfield and Wilson' OE. Cit. '..p.' 32.
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and that the Party had been too autocratie dnd needed to
become more democratic. To effect these reforms a permanent

* reform base in the Party had to be establlshed 22

By 1961 the reformers had fought hard to secure .
a base and felt stable and_strong enough to confront the
Tammany leader, Carmine DeSapio. He, in turn, sought to purge

all reform district leaders.23 The lines were drawn.

Wagner had seen thevsentiﬁent over the last

few years leaning toward reforn and-realized to secure
the allegiance of these groups he had to disavow the machine.
He had ameliorated that connection in 1957 when he ran with

' / Support but realized that this was 1961 and in
erder.to score well at the polls he had to divorce hiﬁself '
from the machine. That was even more evident in early June
with the corruptlon crlsls in the schools. If anything went

"hand in hand it was machine~dominated politics and corruption.

- He had to make his position crystal clear.

At his press conference he seught support from
all quarters--he needed it to defeat Tammany. "I have been
supported in the past by, and will accept again, the Liberal
Parﬁ&, Whose'membership is and always has been simpathetic

to the type of government I have run. I have had the support

-22. Edward N. Costikyan, Behind Closed Doors (New York:
Harcourt, Brace & World, Inc., 1966), p. 18.

23. _Banfield & Wilson, op. cit., pp. 48-9,
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of Liberal Republicans...and will welcome their help again.
But political parties do not make op the entire electorate.
I have eolicited the advice and support of the substantial
business community in this city and organized labor has

. . always been ablée to enter City Hall...via the front door.

) * - My support has stemmed fron the broadest panorame of city
life and this.is how it should be."24 ‘He neglected to say

.that their support was aksolutely essentlal if he were to

continue to be the man to open thqt door.

Wagner knew that the state would soon be involved
in the educational plcture, conducting public hearlngs into
‘school affalrs. He wasn't quite sure what was to be un-
earthed but undoubtedly he knew he had to be at the fore-
front of the situation if he were to win over the city groubs.
Unfortunatelg, Tammany needed to éet their man into City
Hall to survive. It pioked Arthur Levitt, state controller,
and a strong organization man to be ﬁagner‘s adversary in
the £all primary. Interestlngly, Lev1tt, had been the
President of the Board of Educatlon in the 'mid-1950's and
had an intimate knowledge of educetlonal affairs. He

could be potentially dangerous.’

Wagner tried to calm the educational waters by

two more direct actions: asking the Corporation Counsel's

24. Press Release, Office of the Mayor, June 22, 1961.
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officé to bring suits against construction firms accused of

performing shoddy construction and repair work and proposing

that the responsibility for building schools and keeping them

in gobd condition be taken out of the hands of educators

and given to construction experts in a new city department

.saying: "I think now we must take é-fresh, bold approach."25

This indeed was overstepping mayoralty bounds in education.

It somehow resembled LaGuardia's Bureau of Supplies scenario.

As would be expected, cries of protest were emitted from

the Board and civic groups such as the Public Education

Association claiming that "no efficiency will be served by

such a move."26 Wagner quickly dropped the idea--he didn't

Qant to alienate voters--and he needed these voters, first

in the primary and then in the general election. His future

interferences would have to be more circumspect.

The New York State Commission of Investigation seized

" center-stage in late June in a jammed to capacity hearing room

at 270 Broadway, charging that "...there is good reason to A

believe that (the) proliferating bureaucracy...is itself the

biggest rat in the school system,..."27 and pledging to

/penetrate the Board of Education's citadel of indifference."28

25. New York Post, June 18, 1961.

26. Herald Tribune,. June 20, 1961.
27. Ibid.

28. A Report by the New York State’Commission of Investigation:

An Investigation oi the New York City School Construction

Program (January, 1962), p. 62.
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The Comﬁiss;on began to‘uncover its findings: a
custodian from a Bronx junior high school told of 25 1b.
cement blocks crashing down from a school ceiling, barely
missing students. He claimed that "some of those blocks
had been put in place without a damn thlng holdlng them,"29
Plctures were shown of plit walls, peeling celllngs and the
like. The tabloids ate it up. Then came the more damaging
+information -- Weiss, tne Deputy Superlntendent of Construction.
was accused of taklng $500 a month from an engineering
firm he had hired for Board work Whlle working at the Board.

He denied this as a kickback but had difficulty in locating
personal financial records to substantiate his claims. He
.told the press that "...in the.helter-skelter.of moving

* from private practlce as an englneer into my present offlce
I d1d lose some of my records;"30, The Commission had to
subpoena him to appear claiming he had been .far from co-
0perative. The Commission next hit a Board member. It un-
covered the fact that Charles Bensley, Bronx' Board member
and chairman of the Board's Bulldlng and Sites Committee, was
"president of a company that owned a piece of Washington
Heights property selected as éaft:of the site for a new
elementary school =-- a school site recently voted on by

Bensley.31 Bensley quickly defended himself. He acknowledged

329. Daily News, June 21, 1961. _
" 30. New York Post, June 14, 196l.

31. Daily News, June 21, 1961. ) ' ) .
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that he di@ vote on the site, without any knowledge that

his company had an interest in the property and when he
discovered it, qaicklg notified the other Board members and
Secretary of the Board to disqualify his vote. He succeeded
- in gracefully extricating himself from that situation but
became involved in another one soon after, when the Commission
called Michael Radoslovick, director of architecture for the
Board, to the witness stand. Radoalovickhindiéated that
Tammany had dictated the selection of architects for school
5ui1dings. He admitted that at Seymour,Gang‘g direction (he
happened to be coincidentally confidential secretary to

Board member Bensley), he solicited campaign gontributions

for Tam;any politicians among private architectural firms
doing .business with the:city, Gang was summoned to the
hearings to either refute or substantiate these comments.

He stated that "my memory is clear. I know I never was
engaged in political'fuad-faising.. It is not part of my
existence. I would regafd it as ihproper in my position."32 -
Jacob Grumet, a Commission member, retorted bluntly: "Frankly,
the impression we got is that you are not being frank with

us. w33 Bensley was brought into the plcture by the

State Commission relative to the Gang affalr, but pleaded

innocence again. He left a rather clumsy, corrupt image behind

32. Bernard Bard, "Link Tammany to School Archltects,"
.~ New York Post, June 20, 1961, . '

33. Ibid. 119
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Wagnex certainly noted and remembexed this Tammany connection . ;
two months later, when a sacrifice:had to be made. The

sacrifice would be Bensley, among others. It was known

- that he had close connections with Buckley's Bronx Damocratic

Party--a strong supporter of DeSapio and the regulars, Wagner's
current political adversaries. To protect Bensley would
alienete'the reformers and jeopardize Wagner's standing
seriously. Thus, he would only protect the people he cculd

trust polltlcally.

Whlle these hearings contlnued “Superintendent of
Schools John Theobald was busy defending the school system.
He wouldn t suspend the 30-odd school employees pending

a more thorongh investigation of charges,3¢ he found no

“public schools in which faulty constructlon endangered the .

“lives and well-being of pupils, w35, .he credited wWei ss. with

doing a superb job of improving bdilding operations and

claimed that the rat episode in the Harlem school Wagner had
visited was merely a puBlicity stunt.. In sum, he found all N
their charges and accusatlons a Joltlng experlence but when

asked whether he intended to stay on as School Superintendent

he replied confidently "Yes, of course."36

By the middle of July, he was jolted again and

less confident when it was discovered that in 1960 he had a

' 34. Herald Tribune, June 13, ;961.
'35. New York Times, June 26, .1961. . -

'36. wWorld Telegram, June 10, 1961.
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boat built for his own pérsonal use by studehts at East

New York Vocational High School in Brooklyn. The materials
for the 15-1/2° runabout the'NiEger'a;legedly.had nof been
paid for. No receipts could be produced. Theobald admitted
that the boat had been built in his brother-in-law's name.
The whole story seemed to have holes in it. He, along with

the Nipper, needed bailing out.

Wagner had remained silent during the early
Commiséion hearings while Tammany was being raked over

the coals. He stored up the ammunitibn for use later. : =

However, the Theobald boat eplsode had to be
'dealt w1th quickly., He dlrected Kaplan to "dig right to

the very bottom of the circumstances."3’

A Brooklyn grand jury soon called Theobald into
its corridors. The Superintendent hurried into the hear-—
ings to clear his name. Although no evidence was found to

warrant criminal action, his unbecomirig conduct had cost TR

him his legitimacy. Brooklyn District Attorney Koota
summed up the situation by saylng "It's up to the Boafd
of Education to dec;de whether ?heobald showed pfoper

. : 38
judgment 'in having a boat built for himself."

".37. New York Tlmes, July 15, .u6l,

38. . New York Tlmes, Angust 3, 1961°
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and issued a report a. few days lateéer calling for the resigna-

tion of the Board and'sugéesting-ﬁhe creation of a screening

. panel of distinguished citizens to nominate candidates to

the mayor for Board membership.62 :Certainiy'fheir suggestions
and rebommendatiohs were nothing new, wiﬁh the exception of
the present Board's resignation. &and by thaf time, that did
not smack of hewness“either, for Commissioner Allen and the
Legislature were calling for the same thing. What differenti-

ated the two, however,was where the authority for selecting

‘the new Board would be centered. The Legislature wanted

"Albany to have the power .and the inquiry panel wanted it to

remain with the mayor. The.fieid then had béen_squared Off-—
ﬁﬁe;prestige of the Commissioner of Education's Office coupled
with the political power of the Gévernor and the Legislature .
agaiﬁst the ﬁayor. Could the mayo;“s honorable panel, cén-
éis;ing of distinguished citizens, win out?. Tha£ was the
question. The mayor'conﬁinﬁed his upstagiﬁé. He called for
the Board members' ;esignétions. Again, he took the steam

away from Albany.

Governor Nelson Rockefq}ler had remained relatively
silent during June and July.. His State Investigation Committee

was ‘faring quite well in exposing corruption in New York City's

62. Letter from Charles Preusse, Eenry Heald and Max Rubin

: to Mayor Robert F. Wagner, August 14, 1961, . (Private B
Papers-of Mayor Robert F. Wagner- Administration, located S
at New York City's Municipal Archives Center.,)
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From the inception of the controversy the Board

of Educatlon throuvgh its pre51dent took an outwardly strong

.- stand. Silver in early June commented “the mayor is out of

it--definitely...the Board of Education and the Superintendent
of. Schools make it clear that they are responsible for the

operation of the public schools of the City of New York

‘and, therefore, are willing to accept responsibility for

any shortcomings of the system...."39 At its monthly meeting
in June it blasted the mayor's recommendation for creating
a separate city department for school construction and seemed

to carry enough authority and prestige to quash the mayor '

on that policy suggestion. However, as events unfolded that

prestlge and authority qulckly eroded.

Flrst the State Investlgatlon Commission, had
called Board member Charles Bensley to task., Next Theobald
had been admonished. Following that Charles Silvew, in an

effort to appear concerned and active, initiated a series-

'of school tours to check for hlmself the conditions of

schools. Rather than assuage the bad publicity, he intensified

' it by alienating the teacher's union° In one of his v1smts

to an East Harlem school, he was shocked at conditions and

was-'quoted by the press ‘as saying that the school classrooms

~were "no place for a dog n40 He went on further to exclalm-

-39,  World Telegram, June 6, 196i%

40, -Nem York Times, July 8, 1961.

-14- gon

et G e SR R S N

PG DRI BRI EAENY




educational establishment: Few groups were negating the

charges presented or rallying behind the Board or the mayor.

. If things continued along the same course, the Republicans

might have a real chance' to capture the City Hall seat. For
arewly elected Republican Governor, in office merely three

years, this would be a supreme victory, not only for the

'Party but for the man who saw Washington's chair as a not too

distant goal. In'fact, Rockefeller saw the pitch of anger
increasing as time went on and felt undoubtedly that his

golden opportunity for intervention came with Wagner's invita-

" tion to engage in a city-state inquiry panel Seizing an

act1v1st role, he scorned the 1nv1tatlon, clalmlng "thls is
a tlme for actlon, not further study. "63  He continued to say

that his brand of action meant the calling of an extraordinary

. session of the Legislature to "correct the fundamental

-structdral weakness of the (educatienal) system."64 This

lndeed was a grandstand play, calllng a spec1a1 sesslon in the
mlddle of August, when most assemblymen and senators were
vacatlonlng._vRockefeller must have'felt he was on winning
turf, for he knew, along.with Wagner, that the mayor was on

the rppes. However, he was quick to follow the successful ,

Wagner stance toward educational- policy-making in stating that

he was intervening only because of the recommendations he had

63. New York Times, August 13, 1961.

,64.- New York Post;,August 11, 1961,
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. 41. Ibido .
' 42, Herald Tribune, July 10, 1961.

"How the hell in a democr?cy‘can you sehd'children in here...

How can a principal be so dumb as not to ask to paint these

puél

rooms The United Federation of Teachers was certainly

not taking this insult lying down. Although relatively quiet
during the June and July events, they immediately took Silver
to task for applying the word "dumﬁ" to the principal of

P.S. 57 for not requesting a paint job. Silvgr was breaching
profeséional ethics by outwardly and publicly lambasting a
schoqlman,'and whether he was on the carpeé of.not,'he couldn't

break the rules of the game, Silvér, angry, hardened rather

“than softened his blows against the union. ' ‘'Let them go there!

Let them try to do something constructive themselves instead

of criticizing other people.... As for their statement that

- I should have given Mr. Horowitz (the school principal) a

chance last Friday to make a statement--where was I goiné
to-£find him., In the mountains?"42' That finished Silver and

for -all intent the Board. The union would no Ionger ‘support

. him. By the end of that very day, .the union had called for

Silver's resignation and by the end of the month they would

" demand the ouster of the Board. It was a Elumsy stroke by

Silver, for in striking cut at a pPrincipal he was-aliehating
not: only principals and supervisors particulafly, but somehow

taking to task all teaching personnel too;_ Traditionally,

-l
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received from the state‘s authority.-- the Education Commis-

s;oner. "I do not propose to 1nterfere with-.action being taken

: | by...Allen in discharge of his statutory responslbllltles "65

g - In calling for an extraordinary 1eglslat1ve session, the mandate
was for the state's political officials to enact legislation

: pertalnlng to tne structure, management supervision and con-—

" trol of the city's scnools."6§ It was pretty stringent legis-~
.lation; for it removed almost entirely the role of the city

; leaders in education arfalrs by (a) strlpplng the mayor's office

i"- - of unrestricted appointive power,and settlng up a 1l12-member

f ‘ advisory council to screen'candidates for Board vacancies;

: ' (b) abolisnino borough requirements and clearance from county

; polltlcal leaders before appointments; (c) authorlzlng the
Board of Regents to name an 1nter1m.Roard- kd) prov dlng for
a reconstltuted Board with power to raise and spend funds .

i ~ without political 1nterference- (e) appropriating funds to

prepare permanent legislation to create a new Board at the

next legislative session and (f) revitalizing local boards

" to provide. for effective‘participation by'the community.67

.
A

The Governor's pronouncements were met with
.'P

. T T

indignation'in the city. ASlde from the mayor's accusation

of polltlcal grandstandlng, civic leaders, good government

- . \

65. Press Release, Office of the Governor, August 10,
1961,

. L
‘- . . :

66. New York Times, August 14, 1961.

’

67. New York.Times, August‘l3; 196l.

.
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' general fumbling threatened the school system as a whole and

.on to say that neither -Kad "fairly and squarely" faced the

teachers viewed principals and other supervisors and adminis-
trators as part of "management" and few if any alliances between

the two took place. But Silver's actions and the Board's

resulted in a unified stance by the entire bureaucracy. That
stance would be especially detrimeﬂfal, giveﬁ'the fact that
the Union had made giant strides.in increasing its followers
and was about to be declared the sole'bargaining agent for
the sﬁhools' teachers. 'Thus, the bureaucracy became a

politicél bloc not to be alienat'ed.43

The Board learned 1ittie from this encounter _

-and seemed to alienate at each turn another group, in-

cluding its own members. ‘Francis Adams, o former DPolice
Commissioner in the earlier Wagner administration, and a
Wagner-appointed Board member since 1958, became incensed

by.the entire situation, including most pointedly, the Board

- and Superintendent's actions and called a press conference.

He accused his fellowiBbard members and Dr. Theobald of . Vo

"trying to minimize the current school scandal."?? He went

situation.45

: Further, a letter from Adams to Silver was made

public which reflected Adams' disgust with school conditions i

'45.  Ibid. . | -

.'43. Lowi, "Machine Pbliticsr-OIa:gnd New," op. cit., p. 86. é

44. New York Times, July 20, '1961.
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groups, the UFT and the newspapers;began to generate an orchestra-

tion melodious to Wagner's rather than Rockefeller S ears.

. Former Governor Herbert Lehman, a Democratlc luminary, came

to the forefront by claiming "to take away from this city

of nearly 8 million people the right to conduct its own affairs
would.constitute unjustifiable interference by the state."68
Bernard Baruch, another city luminary, told Rockefeller
succinctly: "You let us alone--we'll run our own show. "©9
Clearly one can see what was taking.place. No longer was

Wagner the center of focus, but the city was~-all 8 million

" people. It went beyond the education arena, it became a
question of the city's rights--hone rule. The Cltlzens
commlttee for Children and the Publlc Education Association
endorsed the recommendatlons of the mayor's inquiry panel and hit -
‘the home rule 1seue too.70_ Interestlngly, the UFT, which only
‘had "been keeping an eye on the s:.tuat:.on"71 attacked |
Rockefeller s special leglslatlve session as "an 1nvasxon of

1 "72

local contro namely thelr control Their chances for

" control in- education seemed to’ increase greatly on August 1llth .

when Wagner endorsed them as the sole bargaining agent for

68. New York Times, August 16, 1961.
69. New York Times, August 19, 1961.
70. Lettey from PEA President, Wllllam B. Nlchols, to

New York Times editors, August 15, 196l1. (as appeared in
New York Times, August 18, 1961.) . .

;71. New York Post, August 4, 1961,

.72._ New York Post, August 14, 196l.
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and entreated Silver to make a "frank and oPen statement

by the 3oard of whatever was wrong in the syste:m,"46

The Board responded to adams' chafge_s not at
all. They moved slowly and it wasn't unt_il the beginning"
of August that the Board held a special session to discuss
with District Attorneir Koota the Theobald charges. However,
.it was a point to be well noted. " Internal dissension of

Board members often existed, but this became public and painted

a p:.cture of a Board in grave dlff:.culty with both J.tself

and J.ts constituencies.

‘The media saw the sensationalismwalue of the scandal.

‘Evén though gfaft and corruptien are recognized casually

by most New Yorkers as part and parcel of city life, it is

an issue that sells newspape.rs.’ School construction seandals,
were not new to New York City, it was by and large a trad:.t:.onal
issue =-- someth:.ng that was uncovered by some comm:.ss:.on or
polJ.tJ.cal hopeful every, ten years or so. It was always r:.pe -
a tremendous amount of city funds went into this program

yearly and what with construction compani; bidding, architects, B
inspecfors, maintenance crews and 'the like, many succumbed to'
the quick and easy bribe. Although the issue was almost a

cliche, the actors were always new and different and for that

_reason alone, probably; whetted the appetites of readers.

. -

46, Letter from Francis Adams, to Charles Silver,

July 19, 1961. .
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teachers and felt that as the new collective bargaining agent
they should be represented on any advisory éroup...(to select
Board members).73 Indeed, they supported the mayor's inquiry

panel with much vigor.

Newspaper editorials finally collapsed the Albany

" defenses. All agreed'that the Boerd had to go but the method~

of "surrendering control...to upstate Rept;}:»li.cans“?‘4 was

anathema.. They would not let it happen.

Board president, Charles Silver, appealed to the

publlc in early August, dlscusslng the school currlculum,

| programs and activities 1n the clty s schools. He claimed

they were superlor. As to other admlnlstratlve problems le.

‘set about in a lengthy letter - port to discuss the corrective

steps taken.75 He claimed that when these steps were taken,
the schools too would be superior... He claimed the Board was
“doing as good a job as is humanly possible."76 But he

stopped short of claiming the Board's superiority. With -

Allen's admonitions, Rodkefeller's-subsequeﬁt actions and

the mayor's inquiry panel's recommendation which Wagner quickly
announced he was pledged to enact, the outcome was 1nev1table--
the Board's demise. Sllver, however, kept saying "Let's not get

too' excited about this. It is a political year--everything is

.715. Letter from Charles Sllver to Publlc on City Schools

73. Press Release, Office of the Mayor, Augdst 11, 1l9e6l.

_174. New York Post, August. 21, 1961

Controversy, August 1, 196l1.
76. New York Times, August 9, 1961, ﬂ_gg
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. August papers gave it daily front-page attention with banner

Needless tO'say; all the local newépapers, gave the scandal

daily coverage., - As events quickehe@ and tempers flared, the

headlines. Early editorials were rather neutral, not point-
ing the finger at anyone, just claiming that the "public's
confidence in the administraticn of New York City's school
Eysteﬁ is badly shaken,"47 or stating that the "public must
insist that the current investigation of the schools be

4
thorough-going and definitive...." 8 The New York Post

was perhaps most direct "question (ing). wheﬁher the direction
of the City's $6 million a year school system ehould be left
in the hands of a Board of Educatidn...."49 Interestinély,
ﬁone of.the newspapers attacked the mayor's eariy interference
in the schools, his rather strong and domineering language to

the Board to, in effect, either shape up or depart or his

unpzecedented'pollcy suggestlon to remove the constructlon

function from the Board entirely and place it with the’city

directly. One can only;cbnjecture thae the press, believing ) R

Wagner's continually espoused mayoralty philosophy that the

Board of Educatien was a separate and indepéndent agency, felt

 the situation s0 serious that it'warranted'the chief magistrate's

‘intervention. Intervention in the field of education by any

mayor as suggested earlier has been usually = denounced--claim-

- 47. New York Tlmes, July 1, 1961.
."48. Herald Tribune, June 20, 1961.
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49, New York Pcst, June 22, ;961.
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‘handling the crisis decisively. Granted it was not his usual

.
L

tangled up in_poli,tics."77 Indeed, he was right, it was a

political year--but he made his miStake in hot getting excited

for the next day Wagner asked publicly for his resignation

along with all other Board mem:bers.78 Most acceded. They

had to for o one would support their defenses.

Althcugh the mayor seemed to be gaining on the

 Governor with his adroit upstaging, Wagner's adversaries,

.both regular Democrats and Republicans, were trying desparately

to move the attention away from the home rule issue and back

_ to Wagner. Levitt kept saying the Situation was the result

S 79
- of the mayor's lack of action ~ and Lefkowitz, the Republican

mayoralty candidate, saw the situation as a typical Wagner

,hfumbling" act.80 The Assembly Democratic minority leader,

Joseph Zaretski, too proclaimed his support .of the Governor.

.

These last-ditch remarks were too late. Wagner.

had cut the inactive, fumbling criticism to ribbons, by

style, certainly not his style in.education; but this time
he had done it and done it cleverly. ‘He had acted through
a prestigious buffer agent, the inquiry panel, which was not

|

tainted with political overtones. These were dedicated

. professionals. His approach then could not be attacked as E

78. Herald Tribune, August 15, 1961 -

':79. New York Post, August 22,.i961”
'80. Ibid.

77. New York Post, August 14, 196l.
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ing that politics should never be injected into the educational
system. However, it is interesting to note that accountability
for the school system has, more times than not, gone beyond

the Board of Education, the Superintendent of Schools or the

‘bureaucracy and has been laid at the mayor's feet, Somehow,

he as the leader of the city, as the people's elected spokesman,
must answer to the citizenry, quell fears and seek solutions.

Certainly this sxtuatlon didn't seem to suggest otherwise.

Civic good government groups and other educational
participants remained relatively silent during the first part
of the crisis. As already stated, .when recommendations or
criticisms were waged against their interests they retaliated,

witness the Public Education Association’s denunciation of

. Wagner's plan for a city construction department for educa-

- tion or the UFT's charges against Board President, Silver.

The State Congress of Parent Te=acher Associations,
through its assistant dmrector, Dorothy Silverhardt, blandly
stated that "parents have hecome generally disillusioned with
the school board and that all the PTA's in town want to see a

. L}
general cleanup. n50

It was not until August that they began to take

strong positions.

50. New York Post, August 4, 1961
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- two style of activity in the educational ‘arena and directly-

heavy-handed political hatcheting but as a sensible approaci

to a serious problem. Removing himself from central focus,

the home rule issue could masterfully be employed. It was.

The Governor had only one option open - to retreat.

To save face, he juggled the situation and came out with

' revised legislation, which in substance merely endorsed the

inquiry panel's recommendations. Wagner agreed to accept
the proposed 1egi$1ation. The legislafure agreed over-

Whelmlngly too. The wte was 57-0 in the ‘Senate and 137~7

~in the Assembly. The seven dissenters were simply die-hard
- Levitt supporters. Wagner then had won, notﬁj&st with the

. educational legislation at the State Capitol which was

an unprecedented victory in itself, not just on the home rule

igsue for the city, but for him,;most importantly, on the

polifiqal front--DeSapio and the'Rockefeller-Lefkowitz

forces were crushed. The mayoralty would be his for the asking
that November. Ironlcally, the very issue or crisis that
seemed a possibility for defeating hlm.ln June and July was . 7

turned into an advantageous situatipn.

In this CrlSlS, it ls 9v1dent that Wagner sought
solutions on two different ;evels.. Indeed in the very
beginninghof the cfisis, given the pressure of the political
climate and the sevéfity of the charges lodged, especially

against people close to him, he departed from his usual level - é
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political leadership had been excessive control by too

This was indeed a political year and the contest

for the gold ring, the mayoralty, was being fought hard

in three, rather than the customary two, arenas. It was

Democrat against Democrat against Republican. But in June

and July the Republicans hadn't seriously threatened the

situation. It was Reform Democrat against Machine Democrat.

- As has been suggested, Wagner in the early years of his

mayoralty was backed by Tammany. It was his winning of

the city's high chair that strengthened DeSapio and the
other borough machines. But that was close to ten years
ago and mich had changed. Wagner had alienated the Hall

by acting more and more independent in his appointments.

'He'picked highly qualified men that could handle the problems

.0f their departments'or.agencies; rather than political hacks

who rarely appeared at their'desks. In addition. Lowi's
\

cyclic phenomenon of reform politics was emerging but this

"time it was cast in a new light Disenchanted Democrats

were no longer serving as the backbone of fusion slates.

.¥Young, ¢ollege educated, professionals, no longer abandoned

.the Party but believed that change could be realized within . |

the Democratic Party's ranks if .new-blood took over the
power posts. These Reform Democrats believed further that
political leaders generally were not bad per se, only bad

political leaders were, that the principal flaw of past

JUTSNCE P L orsd
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a " intervened, calling for the Board to take charge, calling for

the suspension of employees who wé;e allegedly accused of

- having taken bribes, and calling for the transference of the
school construction program from the.school authorities to

l; . the city. Because of his level one approach, which was un-

S expected and perhaps too quick, he failed—--the Board did not

take iﬁmediate action to set its house in order; Theobald did

not suspend the 32 school emplgyee%; aﬁd the pfop0sa1 to

! transfer the construction department from Board to city

cbntrél was met by strong opposition immediatély, from the

- bureaucracy, the Board and civic groups.

Wagner saw that his qulck, direct overt method

had not been effectlve in forming policy. He knew that
this educatlon crisis would continue to blossom and because .
_of the corruption issue, be sensationalized. He also knew

that his political career depended to a large extent on how

he handled this corruption scandal.

- His succeeding actions thus chgnged. With an

D unique. level two-level one combination approach, his tactics

‘ - would call for the creation of a'bﬁffer agent, a group of :
prestige, non-pblitical men, accéptable éo the civic groups, | i
the mlddlm—class, parents, polltlcal part1c1pants and the

educatlonal establishment. 81 his agent would be the spokes-

81. Interview with Warren Moscow, Eyccutlve Assistant to

) . Mayor Robert F, Wagner, Wagner Admlnlstratlon, February
; . - 11, 1971. ’ -
! o 4
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few men at the helm of the political machinery and that
prior good government, fusion efforts had failed because
they were sporadic, impermanent and outside the established
political machinery, 51 To correct these errors, the new
reformers thus sought to throw the rascals out of the

Party rather than merely City Ha;l{

They had cained strength in Manhattan, especlally,
and were anxious to use that strength to defeat the
tiger. Local publin opinion, anng-with the Liberal Party,

supported them. The machine was in disfavor. Wagner,

realized what could happen without their support and decided

to go with them rather than against them. 'He was the proto-

followed the votes.
His actions then would steer him irnto direct confrontation

with Tammany ~- in the person of Arthur Levitt.

~ Levitt had a fine reputatlon, he had been elected

state controller in 1954 and again in 1958,  He was a proven Sy
vote-getter._ In add1tion,°he had, for this particular
confrontation in educatlon, the luster of a former Board

president, far enough removed froem the present happenlngs,

having resigned in 1954, but close enough to the workings

of'the Board to be considered knowledgeable. Hopefully, then,

51.: Edward N. Costikyan, op cit., p. 18,
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.There would be no usurpation of the mayor's power.

man for Wagner for he knew these men's opigions and how
they would reaét to the given crisis. He had worked with
them before. He met with them; discussed the situation,
kﬁew.their thinking.82 He had nothing»to worry about, he
was .thus secure in knowing what he would have to do.
Interestingly, it was what he knew had to be aone before but
knew his directives would be met with ﬁostility--ask the
Board to resign in_toto and create a screening panel to

make non-partisan recommendations of Board members for
mayoralty selgctibn. It gave him the power to continue

making appointments and'léft budgetary and innovative-

functions inh the city's hands. In addition, it would remove

@ Board that had more Tammany backers than'Wagner'supporters.°

No one could thus cry political maneuvering or
interference,on the mayor's part. The issue that could
come forth was a wider, more serious issue for the entire

city--invasion of home rule by the state. With prestigious

N

statesmen éupporting the‘city{'the étatg would be put on

the defensive, on an issue not of their making. It was

literally changing the plot and thus the heroes in the middle

of .the script.

82, Interview with Max Rubin, Educational Expert and

Adviser, Mayor Robert F. Wagner Administration,
¥February 11, 1971. ’
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the machine thought his pronounceménts would have both

authenticity and merit.

His blast was quick and direct. He.blamed the

Y v e, e e

mayor outright for the city's school problems, accusing
. him of "failure to exercise leadership, decision, strength,
) T guidance'and interest in the problems of our schools."52

He further challenged him to a series of television debates

“so that I may confront him with the reckless and irresponsible

L ~ claims and chargeé he is making."53

Wagner, of course, immediately engaged in the
verbal theatrics of a political_campaién. "The statement

of the bogs-ridden candidate for mayor blaming the mayor

for faults in the construction and administration of the
schools is as irresponsible as his;candidacy itself."54 -
Wagner vowed to make a.majoruaddre;s to the people of tﬂe
city on the education crisié and "unlike the boss candidate,

f I will know what I am taiking about. ">

-

State Commissioner of Educaéion, James Allen, had
been sitting on the sidelines durirg June and July but
moved in decisively in August. The lethargy of the Board

in taking action in the Theobald incident was amazing to Allen.

52. Néw York Times, July.27r 1961,
;531 Herald Tribune, July 27, }961;
54.; Préss'Release, foice of;thé'M;yor, July 27, 1961. .
55. Ibid. o130 o
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‘Wagner was able" successfully to change the

B e AT My o s A e w07 R N

script thhout the state being able to cry "false move."

2ll they could dec pOllthally was to revise the legislation

to conform to the Wagner policy as articulated through the

v e e T T

inquiry panel. Thus Wagner could say forcefully at the end

-
e e v s

of the legislative session: ) ' ' | ? |

...(the) bill was in line with what I
- first proposed some time ago--it leaves
. control of the future of .education 1g
\ ‘ . this city up t® us here in the- city. 3
The applause was regiétered'firstly by the -
media, then through the primary vote andufihally through

the November general electioh. The indirect-direct

- aprproach had worked.

O e T
.
.

yop—

.
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83. New York Times, August 22, 1961.
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;57. Letter from ‘James Allen to Charles Sllver, August

With outside pressure and inside dissension. quickening,

the Board strangely seemed more relaxed than ever. Allen,

the authority the'city school’ district is directly responsible

to, met personally with Brooklyn District Attorney Koota.

That meeting was symbolic in‘itself. It meant that the

state decided to enter the pioture and play -a decisive,

if not) primary role, It suggested that the seriousness of

the situation called for legal action. Allen stated that

he belleved the facts presented in the Theobald incident were
"sufficiently serious to warrant their belng promptly brought

to the attention of the New York City Board-of Eduoation

for its considerat:i.on....."5'6 Allen also subtly suggested

that what was- also ‘at stake were the standards of propriety

expected of the Superlntendent. Apparently, he felt, deception

by an authority figure set a'poor example not only for the

- teachers but more importantly, the tupils in the city's
schools., | -
‘ - : .
hllen‘s actions began to build. Within a few |
.days, he sent a letter to Sllver and other Board members,
in which he called "for the Board to step aside 1f it is

unw1lllng or unable to restore order n37 ~He went on further

to dlrect the Board toward partlcular correctlve steps to

.~

.56. New York Post, July 31, 1961l..
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CHAPTER VII ° .

JOHN V., LINDSAY - THE MAN

Some people's community is themselves,
others their family, others will be
General Electric, others their law firms,
others go beyond that into the state.

That's for me. I think I always wanted
public life, o

John V. Liﬁdsay

The White-Anglo-Saxon Protestant culture

'traditionally has imbued its sons with the necessity of

service to society. It was an earnestly felt obligation.
That service was manifested in various forms during the

Histqry of America, but it mugﬁ be acknowledged that public

life, the calling to preserve and protect the public interest,

' was, the highest calling for many . It was the® arena that'

captivated competitive, oJgressive men who enthusiastically
wanted to share in'decision§making, problem-solving and

policy-shaping. It_seemeq'to be an arena for dramatic action.

WASP sons trained for this arena, however, in a
rather purified atmosphere. They trained for their calling

tréditionally among ﬁheir peers at prestige prepératorY~and

. Ivy League schools and came early to believe that Plunkitt's

s S 13- LT
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follow: (1) announce what steps it was taking to improve

operation and management of the school system, (2) discharge

..publlcly all. persons guilty of wrongd01ng, and (3) to take

appropriate ‘action to assure the public that the quality of

instruction in the schools had not and would not suffer,>S

He further suggested that the Board's time was
runnlng eut and that 1n order to restore confldence in its
operations those corrective steps weuld have to be taken
immediateli; He meant that quite'literall§ fer within a
week the Board received a second "Dear Charles" letter statlng
that indeed the Board‘s tlme had run out and that the scene
had to shift to the Albany Capltol. He announced he was
acking the Governcr to convene a special legislative s& sion
to deal with the’problem. The solution wouid be three-
fold: (a) to remove.the present Beard: (2) to appoint~an
interim board; (3) to change the method of'selecting Board
members., . Allen was no longer merely questioning the |
propriety of Theobald's actlons. -He was destroying the
present Board and more 1mportantly, destroying the mayor.

For this legislative recommendat%on would take avay from
the mayor one of his chief'powers in education, the selection

and' appointment of Board members.

58. Newton H. Fulbrlght, "Get Right or Get Out--State of
, the School Board," Herald Tribuhe, August 3 1961.

- 59, ° Letter from James Allen to Charles Silver, August 10,

1961,
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" colleagues continuously reinforced that belief. As a

~ changed drastically.’ The' WASP son no longer saw public

_longer sought to remove corrupt officials from office but

" to remove bad polltlcal leaders from the Party.

s
- .

L)
.

honest graft theory--"I seen my opportunitiées and I took

‘em"Ll was repugnant to their view of politics, Their

direct result, an alliance with political party machlnery
was more often than not tenuous and. their mandate, at least

as they saw it, was to seek reform in government by throwing

" those corrupt Plunkitf rascals out of the seats .of power.

Instead, they would flll those seats with men dedicated to

protecting every man's rights. The society‘would thus be

the sole beneficiary.

| 'As an idea, the WASP sons' philosophy was unbeatable,
but as a practical matter, the son quite frequently either
lost at the polling both or lost the battle early on, as the
elected official, because of his unfamiliarity with the actions
and motives of many of the polltlcal part1c1pants or the
party machlnery. Hence, the 1nsurgent usually 1asted a short
time and accompllshed llttle. Reform movements were more
often than not exercmses in frustratlon. By the 1950's both

the WASP philosophy and the shape of reform movements had '

serv1ce as an obligation or necessity and reform movements no

vfl.' William L. Riordon (recorded by), Plunkltt of Tammunv ' %

Hall (New Yorh E. P. Dutton & €o., Inc., 1963), p. 3.
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Mayor Wagner knew Rockeféller."had him on the

ropes."so. Neither the city's Preusse Report nor the state's

- Heald Report had been implemented, power positions at the

Board were held by his closest friends and associates, John
Theobald and Joseph Weiss, COrrupt§on énd graftlpermeated
the situation. Rockefeller could easily walﬁ away cér;ying
the ro;es. Wagner knew that the political way to unseat

your adversary was to upstage him. But how? He would empioy
his level two approach. ' Quietly he would aésemble a group

of distinguished educators and political advisers to discuss

- the situation. Alternatives would be advanced and discussed.

Arguments would be had. 'Solutions;would.be arrived at after
éveryone had pafticipatedﬂ Wagner would then make the final
policy decision. Undoubtedlg, knowing Wagner's avenues of
access throughout the d.ty and séate, Rockefelleér would be
contacted and apprized generally of the mayof's forthcoming
éctions; Negotiations could take place privately if the
Governor was interestedg 'Generally, ﬁhen, the mastef plan for
the crisis would be arrived at on this level, away from the
bublic glare or the questioning of some of the lesser, yet
vocal, participants. Only after ‘all lines had been'tied'

would Wagner move openly, using level one.

60. Interview with Henry Cohen, Deputy City Administrator,

S Wagner Administration, February 3, 1972.
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‘ contests'> Success was something he was quite familiar with,

- first moving to the East side of Manhattan, Park Avenue to -

: For New York City in particular, frustrated re-
formation usually’ has been fact rather than fiction. Since

the consolidation of the city at the turn of the century,

reform candidates, running on a fusion or coalition platform,
have rarely been elected and if elected have served rather
short and uneventful terms. Perhaps the one exception has
been Fiorello LaGuardia, a fusion mayor for 12 years. But

as discussed in an early chapter, he was a rather sui generis

.candidate, non-WASP, non-Ivy League, thoroughly steeped in

the practical and political worlds of both Washington and

New York.

'Why then would John V. Lindsay,. the WASP son,
the reform-oriented Republican, opt for the political

community rather than the comfort of his profession? He

knew that New York City neither welcomed reformers nor

~ Republicans, How could one be successful losing political

not failure. His life began pleasantly enough on the West
side of Manhattan in 1921 and as his father succeeded in the

investment business the\family succeeded in 'New York society,
be exact, then to such prominent ,chools as Buckley, St.

Paul's and Yale. Sports for the five children played an

extremely important part in their yOunger years and they

=1l39-
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after college and military service, succeeded in placing

usually walked off with the prizes and trophies in that

arena. John, in particular, seemed to meve out front and

a showed leadership ability, serVing as president of his

preparatory school class and then securing a much sought after
pageboy job at the 1940 Republican convention. Law school,
him in a New York prestigious law firm. The Lindsay litany
of success always seemed to ring out clearly. Why then
seek an alien cormunity that promised none of this?

" There is no easy answer to explain anyone's life,
but perhaps the shine of success became dulled if not drab
in the arena Lindsay had been operating in. Perhaps too
tnere was a new strong-father type that began to influence
him. After all, a political home, or politiCian—relative
was non-existent for Lindsay. His. father was a self-made
man, a wealthy investment banker, who understood best ‘the
financial community. Success Qas ﬁeasured in financial rather
than political terms. Thus although success was important
to both John Lindsay and his father, they -undoubtedly defined
it in different ways and probably communicated less and less
with each other as the.yotné son‘érew into maturity. The
voiddwas filled quickly by Bethuel Webster, a landmark of
New York politics and the senior partner of Lindsay's law

firm. Undoubtedly, Webster watched a restless}'ambitious

young man, articulate and aggressive. He saw Lindsay chaose

c-
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Wagner went on telev1s1on, prime time, to apprize

the c1tlzenry of what was happenlng. He informed them

* firstly that his policy had always been non-ihterference in

school matters, after all "nobody wants a politician...to
say what books should be read (or) what courses should be

stud:.ed...."61

This 1mmed1ately allayed parents fearsand

took the ammunition "polltlcal interference" away from civic
groups. Howevet, he believed this to be a crisis situation
in which he shared responsibility with the state. He urged

the creation of a city-state commission of distinguished

individuals, an educator, an administrator, an attorney, to

lay out a specific program of action. He proposed three
candidates: Henry Heald, Max Rubin and Charies Preusse, and

asked the Governor to join hlm in solv1ng this problem by

'namlng three others. He suggested they study the question of

decentralization, the revitalization of school boards, the

.question of the present Board, aﬂd the question of selection

of future Board members.’ Wagner's ections looked positive

and sincere - he had selzed the sltuatlon, suggestlng an

1nqu1ry panel of dlstlngulshed men und dsked the Governor

to join him. How could the Governor refuse?

The Governor refused qulckly and eas11y. His

refusal notw1thstand1ng, Wagner s inquiry panel was establlshed

/561, Press Release, Office of the.Mayor, August 10, 1961.
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and excell in the-less attractive, non-revenue producing

area of law--litigation.. It was indicative of the Lindsay

style, acticn, drama, contest in a- legal forum. He quickly

'admittedbhis fascination with trial work and attributed

his success with it to hereditary factors, for his mother

was an actress before her marriage, playing summer stock and

1oca1'theater. He went even further at tlmes, ‘acknowledging

that he was "the greatest ham in the world., "? Webster con-

tinued to watch his young partner and querled hlm on his

politics, Lindsay professed strong Republican affiliation,

seeing Lincoln as the consummate Republican, one who "llfted

each man out of the heap and gave hlm a sense of belonglng

3
to something bigger than h¢s-1mmed1ate station...." On re-

flection, that philoscphy offered a promise to each man, a

promise of self-respect, of dlgnlty, of freedom. Thus govern-
s function was to protect each man's worth by not in-

fringing upon his essentlal llbertles.

in more real terms, Lindsay cites an incident

in his early yYears--a trip to New York's Clty Hall where he

et with LaGuardia, a hero figure for most young boys at the

time. He has said: "It was qulte natural for me to become

He (LaGuardla) was with the good guys and

3 John V. Lindsay, Journev into Politi

2. New .York Times, August 2, 1960,

ics (New York: Dodd,
Mead & Company, 1967), p. 114,
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‘and ending near Harlem. It included the garment district
. . . :

and flghtlng the bad guys--Tammany Hall. wd That sharp
dlchotomy was to stay with him for many years, even into

his own City Hall admlnlstratlon.'

Webster queried him on his future plans, dreams
and .goals and emphasized that "each man must follow his
own sj:ar"5 -- something that Linasay woﬁld remember time
and again. Even though the §tar was still unknown, the young
partner was often at Webster's elbow at Republican functions.
He soon was the president of the Nei Ybrk'Young Republican

Club and hL:rlped found Youth for Eisenhower. That activity was

later to intrcduce him to Washington in 1955 through the

Department of Justice. He returned to New York and Webster's

tuﬁelaée two years later,  just in time to engage in a primary

fight for Manhattan's 17th Congressional District.

The 17th was probably the only district where
he would have any chahce of success at the polls--and )
even that chance WOuld be slim. For this district of 400,000

was an unbelievable ama1g§m of contrasts. It ran about 100

blocks on Manhattan's Eaét side, starting in Greenwich Village

and Central Park on the West, and=a1thoqgh.nicknamed the

 5. ,Llndsay, op. cit., p. 11.

4. ‘Daniel E. Button, Lindsay: A Man for Tomorrow (New York:
- Random House, 1965), p. 17. '

-
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"silk'Stocking District" because many of ite constituents
lived on Fifth, Madison and Perk Avenues, it included parts
of El'Barrio, Spanish Harlem and the Lower East Side. Within E

the confines of this dstrict lived the most glamorous, the |
most'articulate, the most erudite and successful in Manhattan

but also the poorest, .most newlyearfivea immigrant groups.

In paéty registration it was largely Democratic, ‘yet traditioﬁally

6

voted independently. It usually selected bright, professional,

‘well-known representatives. In 1958 the district had not

changed radically through reappdrtionment but it had barely
elected a Republican last time and considering the fact that
it was the last Repubiidan-held Congressional District in
ﬂanhattan, it was considered an important one. The Republican
hierarchy knew the possibie danger of losing i£ and wanted a
regﬁ}er, a party man, to run for tbe seat. Lindsay was not

their choice. But he knew he wantéd a political life, that he

" wanted to be part of the Washington arena. He, with Webster's

blessings, declared his.candidacy and entered the primary. | ;
fight as an lnsurgent, a neformer, battllng the old-time
conservative GOP madhlne. He found the flght difficult, he
was by-and-large unknown_ln the dietrict, the odds were
against him and people questioned his motives when he rang
dopibells. He mereiy-recounted that he had this "terribly T

pressing urge to be where the action was. While the world

6., Barbara Carter, The Road to Cltv Hall (New Jersey: Prentice- 3
Hall, 1967), p. 110; Llndsay, op. cit., p. 8.
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and events moved all around us, I, and many ef my friends,

did not intend to be left behlnd "7

In order to be up front, Llndsay s campalgn tactlcs
were to concentrate on the need for new leadershlp, unfettered ;
by the existing party officials. He offered to protest the j '
status guo both in New York and Washington and to be an in-

dependent thinker, a credit to his. constltuency.8 It was in

fact a ‘device used to flatter and cajole a large segment of

his erudite constltuency. As weeks ‘went by he successfully got

- his message across, a knlght errant, a crusader, who would

follow his consc1ence, who would decide between good and evil,

between right and wrong. The voters on a warm August day,

gave Lindsay the green light by a 3-to-2 margln. He went on
to defeat hls Democartic adversary that year by about’s, 000 .

votes and to embark on a Congress10na1 career,

The Congressional journey started in the Burkeian

tradition--an independent Congressman, devoted to upheld the

wishes of the electorate, as he perceived them. He believed ' ’E
strongly what Edmund Burke had told his constituency in

England in 1774: "You choose a @ember indeed but when you

have chosen him, he is not a member for Bristol; he is a

7. Lindsay, op cit., p. 4.

8. Casper C1tron, John V. Lindsay- (NeW'Ybrk° Fleet Publishing
- Corporation, 1965), P. 65.

.- 9« Nat Hentoff, A Polltlcal Life: The Dducatnon of John V.

Lindsay (New Yorxk: Alfred A. Knopf£, 1969), P. 50.
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member of Parliment ."1?

The Seventeenth encouraged
this kind of representation, a bright,'articulate,-confident

independent Lindsay would astound the Republican leadership

often with his unorthodox actions and his usual retort
would be "I represent brains,"ll therefore, somehow exonerating
himself from not voting with his Party. Such action seeined

to convey the fact ‘that Reéublican congressmen were merely
political robots who voted as the leadership directed them.

He was different and proudly proclalmed 1t. Party memBers,

1et alone 1eaders, did not enjoy hearlng these remarks.

Lindsay further explalned his vot1ng patterns by

.declarlng that his d1str1ct wanted a leader, not a lamb and

he was about to give them that. Lindsay, the idealist,

the reformer, the independent, would find the going, however,

' exceedlng Yy rough in Congress, meet1ng all kinds of polmtlcal

men, wlth motlves, goals, 1nterests, different from his own.

He was no longer solely among the WASP sons in secluded schools,
He was not succeeding with his colleagues. His early days

on Capltol Hill then must have been qulte depressing for

he would wish that Congress were a.better place, one where

.its members could "stand up to the white marbie"12 that

10. Ibid., p. 69.

1ll. Carter, op. cit., p. 17,

12, Hentoff, op. cit., p. 49. P
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13. New York Post, October 26, 1965.

surrounded thém. He was 'intent upon match%ng that marble

‘for it was pure, strong amd unyielding and seemed to represent

. ‘the grandeur of man -- a being intent on doing through his

acts and deeds all that was noble and righteous. Indeed, his
Congressional career seemed to be an obvious effort in that

regard.

It dramatically started 20 days into the first
session. He comﬁitted the two cardinal errors of the House
in those days: one was to speak up'as-a.freshman legislator and
the second was to criticize a senior Congressman, especially
if he were your Party}s‘mag. Lihdsay did bbtp in one step.

The Supreme Court was under attack as a Socialist instrument.

That was something that Lindsav denied vehemently and no matter what

the motivations of the attacker might be, Lindsay would have no
part of it. He challenged the senlor member's statements and pro-
ceeded sklllfully to defend the problty of the Court.l3 rThat was
merely the beglnning. Aftex belng ‘assigned to the Jud1c1ary-
Commlttee, he entered the civil rlghts legislative battles

and voted more often with the,Democratlc_Party than with his

own, trying to secure strong'civil.rights législaéion. " With

his Wednesday Club colleague; (a group of the most llberal
Republican Congressmen 1nformally ostrac12ed from their own

Party's favor because they had voted to expand the House Rulés

. Committee in an effort to push Kennedy legislétion through

104
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the maae of Congress) he managed to help draét and get passed
the'1964 Civil Rights Act,14 to protect the rlghts of mlnorltles
.‘at polllng booths and in publlc accommodatlons and facilities.
It was and has continued to be a theme that Lindsay has stressed
throughout his elective career-—each individual's rlghts and

privileges must be acknondedged and protected.

'In line with his interests in guaranteeing the
rights of ail people, he came to believe.that education was.a
necessary ingredient in dnsuring equality. In a Congressional
statement regarding the federal budget he Qas reported as

K saying "...educate people and that's half the battle. It

shows them how to help themselves. It.opens vistas to people.

fhearea of worst unemployment is always the same as the most

poorly-educated areas. People don't realize that education

is just a sliver of the federal budget."15 Education became

his top priority when he accepted the stewardship. of New York
City years later.

The 17th seemed to be’ charged by Llndsaj s Con-
gressional activities and as he allenated the Washington . z{
pollt1c1ans, he encouraged his cdnstltuents--each term, 1960,
1962 and 1964 he saw his polltlcal stock going up in the .
dlstrlct Hls campaigning tactics were always centeraion his

independence, his idealism, his activities to. keep corruption

- 14. Carter, op. cit., p. 113..
:15. Herald Tribune, June 30, 1963,
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out of politics. His adversary thén was never a "real

reform"1® politician. He downplayed his Republican affilia-

tion more often than not, and at times jokingly stated: "I

anm a Eepublican; but don't hold it against mé.“17 His con-
stituents didn't, but the Pafty regulars took note and later
would. Rockefeller, Governor of New  York and head of the
kepublican Party in the State, reflected: "One of the most
important things I've learned in politics, is that voters
react to you intuitivély...they éan"tell pretty accurately
what kind of a man you are, even if they've never looked at
your vofiné récord. And-that's thne important éhing John

has going for him...they can feél his indepéndence.“18 So

too could the Governor.

His inéependence as years progressed began to -

cost him a great deal. 1In order to stand up to the white-

marble, Lindsay felt uncomfoftéble.stahding next to his Party

regulars more and more often. The minority leader, Charles

Halleck, roared at cne point, “Goddam it, I'm the Republicah

leader. Of course I want to win. .And there: are times when

Lindsay stands almost alone out there against us,"19

As time went on the realities of the political

16. Citron, op. cit., p. 87.

17. Button, op. cit., p. 39.

18. Hentoff, op. cit., p. 42.
190. Ibidol po 410 ‘ : ' ‘ ' ’ : .' -
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vote,

could

“knew:

began to take thelr toll. When Llndsay needed their
llttle Or no support came from his Party. Democrats
neither bz seen nor heard -In his own.mind Lindsay-

"I am sufficiently 1ndependent to have come close

to the edge of being ineffective, n20 He would have to move

on if he did not want to be left behind He would have to

learn the realities of the political forum if he were not

to come close to the edge of being . ineffective again.,

-~

Carter, op. ‘cit., p. 116
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CHAPTER VIII .

JOHN V. LINDSAY - THE MAYOR

eooWE w1ll win our way through to
freedom if we can help each other

recognize a.common aim that unltn
all men....

Favorite Passage of
John V. Lindsay, from
St. Exupery, A Sense of Life

In order not to be left behlnd Llndsay began

to test the polltlcal w1nds in hls own state. The governor-

Shlp was not vacant and the Senate seats were untouchable.

The one possibility was the mayoralty. Wagner, the three-'
term Democratlc mayor was weary and worn out. Although

he did not close the door for a fourth term, the possibilities
for mountlng another campalgn without the Democratlc organlza-’

-®

tion behind him would be Sllm. Unsure of Wagner's future.

course, however,~no attractive Republlcan candidate was w1lllng

to be a scapegoat.,

Lindsay in May of 1965+decided to make a stab at

it. In a town with 2,400,000 registered Democrats, a mere

700;000zregistered Republicans and about 60,000 Liberal

voters, he knew he would never make it on the Republican line

alone. His strategy would be that which_ he developed in the

=150~ | T
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. University professor and Liberal Party bigwig, Timothy

~ language. The city was in crlsls, 1t was time for change.

eager to build a Utopia. "It's now or never--the last chance

17th -~ sell yourself, not"yout party-line. He cultivated

actively the Liberal Party"endcrsement, placing New York

Costello, on his ticket as the City Council president
candidate. To complete his fusion ticket he selected a
Democrat, a Wagner administration regular, Milton Mollen,

as the candldate for Controller. He enlisted scores of youths

to man neighborhood storefronts and built up his own organiza-

tion for block-by~block campaigniné. Heﬂwbnld enlist minority
groups, groups newly mobilized by federal antl-poverq(funds
and newly introduced to pOlltlcs, to carry his Llncolnlan
banner. The other part of his well-rehea;sed strategy was to
adopt the reformish platform-;turn_the rascals out of City

Hall. It was, however, couched in more sophisticated decorous

The change would encompass in Llndsay s polltlcal speeches
the rlpplng down of the cruddy slums in this town, the clean-
ing up of filthy streets."% He would envision his. goals as |
“hlgh.goals (ones that) w1ll requlre btalns, action, sweat,
talent and muscle."2 He challenged the p0pulace--e1the; they

stayed with the machine, the'samé old cozy clubhouse crowd,

or they moved with independent, unattached young leadership

in your lifetime," he exclaimed repeatedly. "We are witnessing-

.le Time, November-12, 1965, p.28.
L 2: Ibid, o R L .
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‘the decline and fall of New York City. We afe at ‘the cross-
roads. This is the test. Either we meet it or we don't

. there is no party behind us, no.organizationh'no machine, nothing

beneficial, Basically, ‘the elements for curing-the crisis

-;'«‘F_"l:"(:“."f?‘""'.‘:l",""-‘P.-)-M';'-»—sm_mn__—.h.w-...-.._._.._. P

o

between us and the people."?

The posltlon papers were many, and on the whole
welledeveloped and well-written. They fired the 1mag1natlon
of not only the brains of the 17th Congressional District

in Manhattan, but seemed to offer each'voting'bloc somethihg

of the city Lindsay-style were two;fold: humanize the govern-
ment so that each and every individual would have an opportunity
to be heard. Lincolniau-Republicanism would echo throughout

the streets of Harlem and Bedford-Styvesant. The other side

of the coin involved the reorganization of governmental f
struoture, to untangle the bureaucratic tape that seemed‘to

strangle everyone, even the bureaucrats-'to brlng together

in 10 superagenoles the functions, - dutles and responslbllltles

.0f almost 50 separate departments and agenczes. Hopefully,

Lindsay saw such a plan as a way to fac111tate the plannlng

of major programs for the cities before crises caused inflamed
feelings and brought about riots!” Leadership over these
changes was of course an essential element Lindsay would

thus offer a fresh approach while everyone else was tired, or

50 his advancemen's posters would read

-

,4. Llndsay. OE. Clt.o pp. 136-42

;:30 Carter, op. cit., p. 100
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‘their vote for the man who would. save their city. That man,

- on a fusion ticket, beat out the Democratic organization

. "Congratulations, John., You have only yourself to blame."®

e
-

The city populace turnedfout in November to cast

candidate, Abraham Beame,by over 100,000 votes., A breakdown
of the voting profile showed that Lindsay captured over 75%
of his own Party's vote, along with about 42% of the black
vote and 43% of the Jewish votes These were large percentages

from groups thattraditionaily voted solidly Democratic.

- These statistics, proved more and more interesting as time

past, for Lindsay realized that the two groups that had elected

~ him were pretty well even in support When a confrontation

between his black and Jew1sh constituencies ensued three years
later, it would be difficult to take sides. Politically he

would lose either way. But that was an unknown in 1965

and at a gala inaugural ball one aide would wisely quip:

A mere few days into January, John Lindsay faced
Michael Quill labor giant, head of the Transit Workers Union,
and saw the Wagnerian past., Mike Quill stared at Lindsay
and saw'the_WASP son. A standoff ensued. The independent
the man who believed that it.was‘necessary to stand up to the

white merble, had met his adVersary, labor, early on in. New

York City. He denounced these men as power brokers, men

5. Time, op. cit - "P. 28.

-
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6. Nat Hentoff, "The Mayor," The New Yorker, October 7,
o 1967p Po 790 . ) ' .t )
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.solelf concerned with their own interests, bot the.community

at large, not men in search of.St; Exupery'§ common aim ‘that
: unitesall men, but brokers éﬁteriné City Hall: through the
back~aqor. He would close that door, quickly and loudly'by
public denunciation. He made it a question of morality, the
good guys against the bad ones. He Qas terribly earnest and only
after éwb weeks of weary walking, traffic jams and millions

of dollars lost would he begin to realize that New York City
politics could not be changed overnight, that a power center
coﬁld only be dealt with with power strong .enough to challenge
- it, that a mayor could only assume a center-stage position, be
an initator, if he had the tools necessary té Ply and manipulate
and build, One could never close a door unless he was sure he
could open another one, 6né.heavier, more solid, more supportive, -
A reform mayor could never be'sdre'of that unless he carefully
rlanned, determined in advance his:allies and adversarieé, built
up a strong supportive coalition. ‘Only in this wéy would ﬁe

survive, otherwise he would go the way of all reformers--out

of the political picture quickly aﬂd quietly. He could not
afford to be an idealisf, hg would have té become é practical
man--to do what was possible, to'qﬁmpromise,-to be less in-
dependent, "to build fences, to look less and less at the .

white mérblee-to be effective.

As a Wagner aide reflected, Lindsay'and his youthful'
. followers felt that "if you're intelligent and your heart

L4
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is in the right place, all yoﬁ havé.té do is take over and.
there'll be chénge."7 In explaining their innocence, he

. -remembered that when they firét came in, they didn't even
know where the light switch”was. He emphasized: "They .
literally didn't know how to turn on the J.ights.“8 One can
only assume that the Quill encounter steered them toward the
on-off.switch, It would take a longer period of time to iight

up the room.

One corﬁer of the room that had been perceived
by Lindsay as needing light was the fiéld of education. Back
'in his Congressional dajg, he saw the potential of education.
for eliminatiné huge welfare and uneﬁployment problems, He
saw'it as a panacea for New York City and pledyed during his
campaign'to make edﬁcation his top priority. In a 1965
campaign white paper on education, he reiterated ideas and
programs not novel or élever for many df them had knocked
around the academic corridors and even .110 yivingston.Street
before° But what was neﬁ, inaeed novel’, was.his avowed stance'
" to take on the educational bureaucraéy—~his pommitment.9
For 15 years every study of our educatiénal
system has proclaimed the liabilities of our

rigid, overcentralized bureaucracy. 110 rivingston
Street, Booklyn, home of the Board of Education,

7. Nat Hentoff, "The Mayor," The New Yorker, October .14,

12.6.7_0__P_-. - 770_ e e ae e - & e e - ._._V'.,-_V N

8. TIbid. -

‘9, Interview with Robert Sweet, beputy Mayor;.Mayor.DL'vé~
Lindsay Administration, February 5, 1970. .




has become the symbol across- the, country
-0f an administration almost totally divorced

"~ from the schools for which it ‘is responsible....
I favor any decentralization which will improve
the quality of our schools, give individual
teachers and schools freedom to experiment, while
at the same time maintaining and increasing
standards...and bring a sense of adventure and

excitement to our system.
A candidate for mayor might suggest that education needed
more money'or more gualified Board members, but never aid
a mayar inject himself directly in?o the education arena~-~
criticiziﬁg it outright and pledging directl&Ito do some-
thing about it., But the eity was ready. Not enly minorities
but middle-class white Queens mothers seemed dissatisifed

.Wwith the city's education system and welcomed some change,

The idea of a young, ‘energectic city leader saying all the

things about edycational failure that the citizenry and- the

. marketplace thought, was indeed e#citing and caused many to

" join his election bandwagon. Cgrtainly their mandate would

help him swing open the education doors. Thus his reform

activities. in education would focus on reorganizing "an

archaic stafi structure which had the responsibility for

supplying basic educational serxiqes"ll by making them

accountable for their monetary allocation and broadening the

' 11, John Lindsay, The @ity (New York: The.

10.

e for John from the Board of
Education of the City o:f New York - Comments on Your
White ‘Paner on Education (New York: Board of Education,
hmg§yg@pgtj19;;49§5)l;ﬁ"umm__.mt. e e

New American
Library, iInc,,” 1970), p. 111.
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Board of Educaéion's representation. Also, ﬂindsay fel£

the education empire was too closed, too insulated to meet

. the néeds of the citizenry. New voices coupled witb éity
Hall guidance would be two essential ingredients to make the

education recipe edible.

Lindsay started quickly to executé his plans,
He'appéared in April of 1966 at a coordinating committee
of the Public Education Assqciafioﬂ, that citizén's'watchdog
group that had openly supported his candidacy. In discussing
finances..Lindsay let it be known that he did not favor
Wagner's 1963 magnanimity to the'Bqard in granting it control
of its own budéet. The new mayor felt that "unavoidabl& as
the citf's highest elected official and as a man who signs
'the vasf education-budgets-—the maypr is responsible for how
.well the educational syséem is performing its functioné."lza
He went on further to alert ?EA'and'bther education groups fhat3
the mayor saw his role aé a stfoﬁg,.forceful one that "to
participate effectively in decisions (éf specific educational.
programs) ...the specific plans.'coéts and time required for
implementation must be known."13 The education bureaucracy.
was thrown on the aefensive'immeéiétely and its intransigence

quickened when Lindsay's adviser on education, Donald Elliott,

12. Press Release, Office of the Mayor, April. 29, 1966.

Y

13, Ibid. S
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an attorney and Manhattan political leaderﬁ claimed that
".e.if One program isn't ‘working, ye have the right to |
say that no more money ought to be- allocated next tlme

'for that."14 In effect,'thenayor s heavy hand declared war.
The Board was to be made accountable to Clty Hall. He was

" not going to acknowledge cries of political interference, or

so he thought.

His aides never realized that'education was

one area in New York City politicsfin which one moved slowly,
cautiously and methodically, built up an alliance of as many
dlfferent communltles as possible before mov1ng in any direction,
-let alone a forceful dlrectlon of reform. Even though

i complaints and dlstress were registered -requently by parents,

.teachers, students and citizen groups about'the plight of

urban education, strong-arm political solutions were usually
L vehemently opposed, even though tne.outcome of such a polltical

solution might meet. the critics’ complaints more than half way.

'In addition, it had to be judicious., Lindsay

-.was beginning to understand that.rignt and Wrong and good and
bad guys were not squared off_as neatly as he had originally
thought and that sometimes the labor ‘man, the supposed bad
guy, would be the only one who could execute a "rlght" actlon.

Illustratlve of his new knowledge was an eplsode recounted to

‘a polltlcal reporter by.L;ndsay, {L concerned the fllmlng

..“_-_-
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- location., It was during the.summer months when the schools

clearance, choosing the particular school, alerting custodial

' Street stalled. No actlon, let alone decision, was forthcomlng.

. The motlon picture company petitioned the mayor, statlng that

o,

i
it

of the movie Up the Down Staircase. The filﬁ director shoot-

ing in New York wanted the use of a city school building for

Were.mainly closed. The Board received the request and said

it would probably take months to be decided upon, i.e. getting

staff.and the like. In addition, the Board felt the picture
might afford poor public relations for the school system,

painting an inept school, teachers, etc. 110 Livingston

the hold-up was causing delays in its production, increasing

costs and discouraging other film-makers from using New York

. City as a shooting locatien, which, of course, meant losing

jobs for lighting men, camera.meﬁ,lsound men and other union
members. Lindsay decided to by-pass the usual steps of hav1ng
an aide follow through on the matter and called Morrls
Tushewitz personally. Iushewitz was a board member, but more

pointedly a labor official. After'intreductory pleasantries,

. Lindsay discussed the situation and stated: "Do you realize

that.you're losing a million dollars in jobs by taking this

stuffy attitude? How would you like to see that in the papers,

.Moe? Moe quickiy saw the light and pledged his support. He

delivered the rest of the Board in a matter of days and before

very long the camera crews were ensconced in a c1ty school

e - 0 et e e et
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for shooting,?.l5 One broker challenged the other with

; sufficient power to tilt-the scale. No moral issue was
; espoused. No stand-off resulted. “Lindsay seemed now to be
i .

able to understand the game--no white marble was in sight.

By the following year, 1967, Lindsay was back
at the Public Education Association. This time he opened
his address by declaring that he neither wanted to run New

- York C:i'.ty's school system nor seek to influence or control

teachers or administrators or staff members. In essence he

stated unambiguously that he had no desire to involve city

government in the administration of the public school system.l6

His reform strateg:.es then would be- through mechanisms
not dlrectly based at City Hall. One would be the encourage-

i ment of the Off:.ce of Econom:.c Opportunlty s commun:.ty action
] programs as they related to the school system, another would
be the push for community part:.c:.pat:.on in school dec:.s:.on-

making on a local level and another would be the advanc:.ng of

a new concept in budgeting for edhj')ation..

Transplanted from Wash:.ngton where it had proved

SO successful in McNamara's Defense Department, PPBS (plann:.ng,
programmn.ng, budgetlng system) started to sprout in New York

city's agencies. Lindsay had called for the introduction of

S A -15..Hentoff, ."The-Mayor, * “October-14: --1957,~ ob: cit:y pi64.

| .' 7 16, Press Release, Offlce of the Mayor, Apr:.l 27, 1967.
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this system into all municipal agencies and‘detailed it in
the proposal for one of his superagencies. In esSence; this
budgeting system called for a more efficient allocation of
resources among competing.demands, Its basio difference from
traditional planning procedures was that it focused upou out-

puts of an organization rather than their inputs.17

The Board of Education in 1967 announced its plan
for the development of such a system to c01nc1de with ‘the
other c1ty agencles budgets as.presented to the Budget
Bureau. The impact of PfBS in an area such as education,:
the mayor hoped, would provide better accountability and

guidance in policy-making, for the outputs that the school

'system would have to consider and concentrate on would be

. . s ctes 18
instructional programs and curricular activities.

)

To implement this system, the Board first set

about to have a study conducted by an outside research

organization to determine the merits of PPBS and to_develop
a plan for installing it. ;tIn addition, the Superintendent's
1966-67 budget provided for the establlshment of a budget
analys;s unlt to’ evaluate programs in an effort to determine
the eff1c1ency of the school system s output. 19 As the

reports came in, lt became obvious that PPBS would be a

' 18, 1Ibid., p. 120.

. \
17. Harry J. Hartley, Educatlonul Plannina, Proqramming,

Budgetlng (New Jersey: Prentice-Hall, 1968), p. 1ll.

19, gIbid. 469 L
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complicated change-over, in effect, asking separate and

distinct units of a large bureaucracy to delegate some of

* their powers and responsibilities over program development,

Planning administration and the like to other units and
persons. Thus certain elements of budget formulation would
change -- new groups would have authority and power to persuade
former power holders; new coalltlons would develop to both
coerce and compromise. Undoubtedly, some members of the
educational power'structure'would\dew_such & new system as

an infringement of their position and standing. They would

'not support it. Thus, although the deputy superlntendents

| and a551stant superlntendente at llO Livingston would publicly

commend the merits f such a ys ceém as advocaled bv the mavor,

they would in reallty sabotage PPBS 1nternally. It would'die

a quick and painless bureaucratic death,

Lucklly, Lindsay did not put all his reform
eggs in a PPBS basket-—reallzlng the slowness and lack of
enthusiasm of introducing a new budgetlng system, he began
dlscusslng another of his reform strategles-—decentrallzatlon.
In petltlonlng the state leglslature for more money for _
schools, Lindsay's aideshad adopted a novel plan that had been |
developed by a Wagner commission a few years earller- divide

the New York City school district lnto separate borough d1str1cts;
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much like the upstate school districts. The results would

be more community interest and participation in school

. affairs, especially among the discontented minority groups,

and more state aid, for according to the allocation formula,
dividing the New York City districts into separate units,
would yield extra dollars. The leglslature bought the ldea
and 1nstructed the mayor to conduct a study for fostering
community participation in schools and to report by the end

of the year his findings and policy'suggestions.20

' Lindsay assured the education community,
through.his PEA_address,.that his plan would not be drawn
up in isolation, that he intended to work with the Board
of Education and the éommunity at large. He was trying his

hand at creatlng an alliance. The Board, through its preSLdent,.

" showed interest in the idea of decentrcllzatlon and accepted

membership on the mayor's study panel. Communlty groups
and parents also endorsed the idea. It seemed as if this

reform stfategy might work. Time would tell.

Ceme

'20. McKinneyv's Sessions Law, Eduvatlon Vol. #16 Sec. 484,

- (1967)-—. T DT TR

Interview with New York State Scnator John Marchl,
July 21, 1970, '

T m -
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CHAPTER IX.

IHE OCEAN HIILIL-BROWNSVILLE CRISIS

No matter how many asbestos walls are
l Lo "~ put between me and the Board of Education,
: . . L at the end I get the blame if there's trouble,

: and I bloodly well ought to have something
i : , to say about what's going on.

; : ‘John V. Lindsay as told
f ' ' ' ' : to Nat Hentoff

The Board of Educqtionjwés not abbut to remove
any asbestos walls, especially for a ﬁayor likze John Lindéay.
It took them years to construct those fireproof boundaries
and if any flames were to flare, 110 pivihgstqh Street would

not be the site of the fire. They would make sure of that.
City Hall, maybe. S

: Co "Lindsay, without fire extinguisher, hose or water-
{ . : .

ing can, marched straight into the blaze. His political

education failed - he moralized the situation again. Now

it was his audience versus'his constituency.

e ey T 40§ e

Traditionally:"acéordingfto political scientist
&ames Wilson these two groups were'viewed as nearly the
samé bf an urban méfor,‘for up until the 1950's a mayor had
basically two needs for election and re-election, moﬁey to
run a campaign which‘he:secured-fgpm his audience and people

-
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to vote for hih--his constituency.: City_iqterests supplied
financial backing and the Party and the citizenry generally
supplied votes. 'The interests of both groups.were intertwined.
nicely and a mayor had little difficulty in accommodating ﬁhem.
However, with the out-migration of large percentages of the
middle-class to suburban communities,. financial resources
shrivelled fast. The politicel machine was shrivelling too
and offered little support and few workers. Mayors had to
lock for other ways to get money and people. Thus his
audience-constituency combination became dichotomi;ed He

N NS

looked to those who Stlll by and large had large flnanc1a1

investments in the city but no longer lived there. Although

they were non-residents they were interested in protecting and

L)

.capitalizing on their businesses, property and other interests.

.
‘

They sought then through proérams and issues--urban redevelop-
ment being one of the flrst--to accompllsh thelr goals.: They
got funds and resources from federal agencies, foundatlons and
research ald, planners and other professional talent from

universities and urban think tanks and news coverage from the

‘mass media. They became "those persons whose favorable

attitudes and responses the mayor Kwas) most interested in,
those pereons from whom he (received) his most welcome applause

and his most .needed resources and 0pportunities."l Thus the

1. James Q. Wilson, "The Mayors vs. The cltles,? The Public

Interest, #16 (Summer, 1969), p. 28,
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; audience emerged with special interests and favors. The

; _mayor, in currying them and'liétening to thoir advice, got

| from them money, highly talented people, state;wide, if not
national news coverage, issues, position papers and support,

i . but no election votes.

His constituéncy, on the other hand, represented

those people who could vote for or against him in an election."?2

e oo o R T

This group included minorities, but the greater percentage

were working class, or néwly'arrived middle-class civil servants,
whose prime interests and values were grourided in the stability
and order of the bureaucracy, in protecting and preserving

their narrowly-defined neighborhood interests, and in their

pleas to hold down taxes and heef up services.

The WASP son could only see small materialistic

money-eager motives from this segmént of his constituency and

TR B+ A e b i e am

that he equated with what was wrong with the city generally --
protection of private iqterests over the good of the iarger
community. It could only be saved from further crisis if

this constitutency eduated their interests with the public

e Ay S A M e e T gy

good. How else could Utopia be gchieved? In reality he was

asking a tremendous amount of a group that had much to lose.

B e e

Lindsay could notcomprehend that or so it seemed.? They were
- 2. Ibid.
o | C .
_.-_..._;.—_ T ——‘.—3_-— Ibld. T PP. 25-37~ - e « - - )
i 4. Roger Starr, "John V. Llndsay. A Political Portralt,” :g
S Commenta;y, #2 (February, 1970), pp. 25-46, . e
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merely the bad'guys intent on suppressing mirority interests.

Because of WASP insuiarity, myopic vision or mis-

- understanding, he dismissed this part of his éonstituency and

concentrated his efforts on following the directives of his
audience. Those directives tcok two important routes: the
first centered on the possibilities 6f the Economic Opportunity
Act of 1964 which specified that community action programs
should be "developed, conducted and administered with "maximum
feasible participation of resident§ of_the.areas and members

of the groups served,”?

Those possibilities seemed limitléss,.considering
the funding offered and'thg flexibility ehvisioned. Perhaps
the economically-deprived areas could combat their victimiza-
tion by the urban 6ity by controlling their own environmentt

That would mean planning, programming and leading their

communities in fields such as education, health and employment.,

They could gather enoqu power‘and poiitical influence to
either meet the demands of middle-class society or seek to
change the demands. It seémed clear_enough.and easy enough.
Only it didn't work. It didn't work because it was noﬁ'eaéy
to plan, or program, or lead until’ you kneQ how to ask ques;'
tioﬁé, then whét quéétions'to ask, and then how to answer them.

The ghetto didn't know where to-actually begin and the Lindsay

5. Economi.c Opportunity Act.of 1964, Title IILMRQEEon;seCo

202{a¥{3)7“A“Compcndium“bf“Féae;al Education Laws (Wash.,
D.C.: U.S. Government Printing Office, 1967), p. 397.
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audience really didn't know how to. help them. It was not
only happening in the ghetto, Clty Hall too was facing the
same problem. Bob Sweet, Lindsay's. Deputy Mayor, told a
reporter a year after the inauguration: "The name of the_
game here is to find out what the hell the questions are,
We kept saying that New York can be governed and made a
better place to live in, but once we got in here we had to

find the right questions to begin organlzlng around."6

In addition to trying to f£ind the right questions,
the minorities were trying to £ind leaders for their community
action programs. Mllltants accused mlddle-of-the roaders of
Uncle Tomism and conservatlves saw mllltancy as self-serving.

aaln

It was concluded that it was "often easier to organize groups

to oppose, complain, demonstrate and'boycott, than develop

~and run programs."7

The Lindsay audience saw frustrations increasing

with this route and no Likelihood of abatement.

The second route, as dlscussed somewhat earlier,
was to latch on to the state leglslature s mandate for a
. .
study of the educational system. The Lindsay audience saw it

as a posslble solution to urban unrest and discontent. Llndsay

- 6. Hentoff, "The Mayor," October i4 1967; op. cit., p; 72.

" 7. Otto Kerner, Report of the National Advisorv Comm1ss1on

on Civil Dlsordel°“jNeerork -Bantam-Books;—-1968), pp.

296-97.
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Alfred A. Giardino, president of the Board of Education;

o T AT S A PV N e S s e s e e e

commissioned a prime member of the audience, McGeorge

A )

Bundy of the Ford Foundation, to head the study. In

addition, he appointed FrahcisbKeppel, former Harvard

Dean- of Education and former U.S. Commissioner of Education,

Mitchell Sviridoff, Benetta Washington and Antonia Pantoja.
They in turn selected Ford Foundation personnel to coordinate
the activities and invite community organizations and citizens

to lend their thoughts and viewpoints toward shaping a plan.

In transmitting their 100-page report to the. '
mayor in November of 1967 the Bundy study panel stated that
their findings led to oﬁe major conclusion: ",..that major
change is needed;" That méjor change took the form of a school

system with strong community participation.

——— el

A plan for'ehange, rediétribution of power and
influence, is one thing on paper, it is quite another when

actualized. The wudience was eager, the constituency frightened

While the Bundy panel was working diligently on

its report, some of its staff members, Ford Foundation ' .
employees, had become involved in-wofking with local groups

in certain sections of the:city to establish experimental | |

community school projectstiwhereby parents could.have a legiti~

mate opportunity to participate in the planning, programming

-

r
v

8. Letter from Mayor''s Advisory Panel on Decentralization
of New York City Schools to’ John V. Lindsay, November 9,

1969, ’ | |
PR VY
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and policy-making of their children s education. In May of

1967 the Ford Foundation actualized its interest and support
" for such an experiment by offering the Board of Education
over $100,000 as planning grants for three local demonstra-

tion districts. The districts chosen were ones that had been

actively seeking participation, districts in which the

b populace were discontented and dlSSuLleled with what the

schools were offering. These districts.were comprised of

mainly blacks and Puerto Ricans. One was located in Harlem,

; one on the Lower -Bast Side of Manhattan and the other in
| Brooklyn--Ocean Hill-Brownsville to be exact. - The Board of

Education welcomed the funds as a means of experimenting

with decentralization. It was at this jnncture; and only at‘
this juncture, that'botn the audience,.the Ford Foundation
! and the minority.groups, and'the constituency, the Board,
" its bureaucrats and ciVil servants, agreed Both wanted some |
movement toward decentralization. If it could be realiéed,
i properly and neatly in a few districts in. the city, districts
'%  that were the most discontented, politically both groups
' could win. The Board knew decentraliéation was -coming,
Iy whether ideologically they saw:it-as a means of improving the
i - educa€ionai brocess or not was unimportant, but the winds from
§ | 'tﬁeTnOrth, Albany, told them it was inevitable. If they
offered a crust rather than a slice and succeeded, they
could still control the educational system. The audience,
//on the.other;hand,'saw'the possibility of getting a loaf which'

o ' ~170-
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would give them more power in city;polifics--the minority
groups would be recognized by'thé'cdnstituehcy as a viable
power bloc--respected and listened to. 1In addition,

education for them might be improved. The foundations would
have more eggs in the Lindsay political basket and as a

Ford Founaation officials SO succinbfly put it when discussing
his Féundation}s role: "We..;ulfimately chose to make this
grant. This is what the Foundation is all about. We choose, "9
Theycould pick and choose areas for feform and innovétion -
their money and political clout ;at City Hall would be an un-
beatable combination. What fouhdation could ask for more?

In addition, ané highly important, was the need for City ﬁall
to have aﬁ outstanding political victory, Lindsay's litany
for success was now needed if he were to prxove early on in

his Administration that he could move the city in a new
direction--awaf from the bureaucraéiés and union power =--

and secure a strong political base:for himself, Indee: he

was intent on proving Lgo Durocher wrong: Good guys.could'win

ballgames and power games. Just wait and s=se.

The action spﬁilight focused on one district, Ocean
Hill-Brownsville, more than the Bther.two for many reasons,

but perhaps most importantly because, like the anxious child

'who unwrapped its Christmas gift labelled "Do not open until .
December 25th" beforehand and found an empty'box, it dared ask -

Why--why it was empty and why ‘it wasn't to -be open until a

-

9. Melvin Urofsky (ed.), Why Teachers Strike (New York:
- Doubleday. & Company, Inc., .1970), p. 108, - T
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- very intricate and complex answer.

designated date. After all, what difference did it make
when it was opened, if it. were empty? The innocent question

of a child who trusts and believes sometimes involves a

Ocean Hill-Brownsville was a sium area--social
problems tremendous, housing sevérély deterioraﬁed, un-
emploYment great, narcotic ' addiction the highest in the’
country and earning power extremely limited, 10 Educationally
the statistics were appalling: mosf'students were at least
two years below érade level, over ﬁalf were behind in basic
skills, the high-school'dropout rate was over‘7d% with only
about 1% of high school graduates feceivinglacademic diplomas.ll
The area is about 70% black and 25% Puerfo.nican. Polit
'socially and economically it has been an empty box hoﬁsipg

only inflammable fumes. It read "CAUTION" in highly visible

large red letters for all to. see. - S

~ Ocean Hill-Brownsville was never officially
designated an experimental;distriCt by Board of Education
resolution but wasvrecogpized as an area.fo:'experimentation

.

in various official Board papers,12 What it meant was some-

’
0
o

: 11. UrOfSky' Opo_gj-:tQ' Po 1‘2. .
12.. Interview with Harold Siegel, Secretdry'of the Board@ of

10, Naomi Levine, Ocean Hill-Brownsville: Schools in Crisis

" (New York: Popular Library, 1969), p. 31; Martin Mayer, .
The Teachers Strike (New York: Harper & Row, 1968), p. 18,
Both of these books are thorough accounts of the events
that surrounded the confrontation at Ocean Hill-Brownsville
during the fall of 1968. For highly specific data on the
daily events of the crisis, consult these sources.
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thing rather nebulous. In recognizing an experimental

district, the Board said_nothing else, except that the district

. could not expect increased funding. It said nothing positive~--

as to'what the district would do, could do, or what it was

to. experiment with. With an empty box to start with, the
district was looking eagerly for soﬁéthing'to'put into it.

The Boérd gave them nothing and told them to wait. Inactivity
is a difficult trial for anyone, especially those exposed to
it for a iong time., Planning had begun ambng community people,
teachers, civic leaders and -the méyop's'office before the
summer of 1967 and so it continued, perhaps now at a more
rapid pace. Planning centered around what the district needed

in order to have a voice in school management.

It was decided early that community leadership
would be essential in dealing with ‘the Board of Educaticn,
the schools, teachers, principals and parents and in'handling
the powers and'responsibilitigs thﬁt they expected the Board
would grant them in the hear future td fully realize thd
possibilities of a decentralized schoul system. That could beét-
be accomplished with a panel to govern and a manager to |
administer, By mid-summef'they-ﬁﬁd elected'é governing.board

comprised of parents, teachers, community representatives,

school supervisors and a university professor. They in turn

-

12, Education, June 27, 1972; Board of Education Minutes,
April 19, 1967; Letter from Bernard Donovan tc lembers
of the Board of Education re Demonstration Projects,

May 8, 1967, ‘ .
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notified the Board of their elections and their ability to

e e e o A 4 £ b AT o i et e o

selected a black administrator to carry out their policy. He

was Rhody McCoy, an 18-year veteran of the New York City

school system and an acting principal of a city school at the

time. He knew how the system operated, he had taken the

mandated examinations, he had climbed the success ladder
slowly and methodically. He evidently knew each rung guite

thorodghly. By late August of 1967,'0cean-Hi11.eagerly

start operations.immediately. The Board officially defined

none of their powers.

September 1967 saw the Board of Education rise

anew from its summer dormancy and begin to run’ the school

system once again. It was confronted first with a union

strlke that demahded more money for a UFT sponsored program-j

. More Effective Schools—~a compensatory program that dellmlted

class size, beefed up teaching staff and offered more flexible
teaching arrangements and currlcula to students ;n the city

schools. That conflict was soon settled but new ones arose,:

The Ocean-Hill'governing board knew there were

principal vacancies in its district schools that needed

,immediate filling. It wanted to have a voice 1n selectlng

new ones for if the schools were to offer their children a

~ chance to achieve, they must have in those schools, people

who had achleved However, the crlterla for achlevement were

~174-~ ' -
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pen and pencil examinations that asked few questions about
ghetto life and ghetto problems; oral examinations that dis-
qualified one for hard "r's" or vhistling "s's". The |
community planners wanted principals who were different, who
had p;o&en themselves in the field, not only on paper,
interested in helping £fill the community's empﬁy box rather
than their own. That meant having the freedom to seek these
educators.anywhere tﬁey were available, whether they were on
the Board of Examiners' list,.the sole cleafinghouse for

recruitment in the city schools, or not. The'Board still did

not move to define the aistrict‘s powers.,

" The Govr=rn1nf'f Board was torn-~they hud te cstaklish
their legitimacy through tiie- central Board in order to
’be recognized and have a certain deflniteness. Therefofe,
they had to deal with and accede £6 the Board. On the other
hand, the community,. who had elecéed them, expected them to
take steps to actively pafticipate.in school &£fairs. They
wanted eagerly to commence their dutles but couldn t because
the Board refused to define them.' If they were not to be
completely frustrated, they-would ‘have to $ctlin the case of
the principal vacancies, Perhaés the Board then would realize
their urgency to begin operation of the experlmental district,

So they proceeded to fill-those vacanc:es, four in fact, with
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educators they believed were interested in filling the )

ﬂommunity box. The majority of the names wére not from the

Board of Examiners' list.

The Board quickly responded, not by announcing
the anticipated guidelines for the district's operations,

but by contacting Albany.13

State Commissioner of Education, James Allen, a
public supporter of decentralization, sought to compromise
the situation. To allow.the governing board to aictate policy
to the Board or the uhion o£ for that matter the State Educa-
tion Department would set a precedent that coﬁld be bad, caus-
ing immediate and highly-charged cenflict; He indeed would
have to guash that possibility. But to quash the district
entirely could destroy the entire plan which he, along with
'Llndsay s audience, needed polltlcally to get the decentrallza-.
tlon leglslatlon they desired from the state. Allen thus
decided to take a‘middlefground stance--create a special.
category, a Demonstration School Principalship which would
elihinate both the Board of Examiners' listees for the
"present and union pressure.14 This would of necessity have
to he an "acting" position, no legitimate one with tehute

rights; But Ocean-Hill had sgomething to £ill its empty box.

L3N

13. - Intcrv1ew with Jack Landers, Deputy Superlntendent for
Decentralization, Board of Educatlon, April 25, 1972,

14, Board of Educatlon Minutes, peptember 27, 1967.
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It was a victory for them.bccause they felt they at least had
secnred recognition from the Board and to a certain extent
legrrumacy. Perhaps now they'couldiget some money from the
'Board

To have a designated amount set aside for planning
was something, but to run schools and a district .office was
another. How much, how a}located, how managed, were difficult
. questions that no one seemed to have answers to. The Ford
Foundation announced.another grant to the'district; this time
fnnnellgd threugh'Queens'College's Institute for Community )
Studies. But that was not what the district was talking about--
they were talking about iump sum allocations for the district‘s
schools and McCoy's office, the Unit Administrator, for letting
thelr own contracts. for bulldlng repalrs and maintenance of
schools, for controlllng the actual management of the dlstrlct,
for flscal independence. The Board reiterated its position:

little funds could be exﬁected.

By the end of 1967, the Board issued a set of guide-'

lines for the demonstration districts that merely ".:.empowered
(them) ‘to determlne pollcy...w;thln the 1arge framework set by
the Board of Educatlon in accordance with . 1ts prescribgd legal
'obllgatlons, and in accordance with state law and the require-
ments of the-Bcard of Regents and the State Department of

) 15 . s e
Education." Again, this action was as nebulous as the

15. Board of Education Advisory and Evaluation Committee on
"7 School Deccntlallzatlon, Suqgested Guidelines for Demonstra-

tion Projects on Dcccntrallzatlon (mlmeograpned December
6, 1967), p. 3.
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official designation of the disﬁriﬁts.' Ocean Hill rejected
these guidelines, wanting more speéific authority. The
Board paused, the governing'board Qaé frustrated. Rather'-
than contacting Allen, 110 Livingston Street set about to
create a decentralization liaison office and named a director
to oversee its operation. The director, a long~time friend
of thé Superintendent of Schools, ‘had little knowledge of

the districts involved, the Board's steps toward enunciating

a decentralization policy, or the histoff of integration and

its failure in the city.l§ Without expertise, he could not

function, he could not even begin to draw up a Board-demonstra-

tion district agreement which the governing ‘board desparately

wanted, to define its powers. The Superintendent of Schools,

however, must have beén-pleased with his choice and the

director's performance for he remained at the helm of the

office during the 1968 school crisis.

Ocean Hill became increasingly dissatisfied and
frustrated as months paésed in 1958. The& received little

recognition from the Board. The three 1tems that were all so

1mportant 1f their experlment was to have meaning, seemed to-

be crumbllng: money, personnel and leadership. Money-~none.

'They could expect nc lump sum budget allocations for their

‘schools or the dlstrlct offlce. They had received no power

i

"~ .16. Interview with Jack Landers, op. cit.
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to engage'contractors fof;maintenahce of their schools.
Livingston Street was the custodian of that and they had no
way of wresting any monecy from it. They did not control the
coffers. Personnel--few. They got their principals in the
elementary schools but that was all, and even those positions

~were being challenged in court. ‘Assistant principals were

. replaced with Board of Examiner listees and junior high
school principals were excluded from the Demonstration
Principalship category. Leadershlp--shaky. Internally,
Ocean Hill had felt the impact of the Rev. Martin Luther XKing's
.assasslnatlon earlier in 1968 1like all black ghetto communities
throughout the country--boycotts, fires,’ sporadlc confllcts.
Dlscontent loomed large and the sight of an empty box after

. SO0 many months was. frustratlng and a constant remlnder of
their powerlessness. Nothng really had been gained since '
1967~~something had to be done. Ocean Hill would demand
recoqnition.' Since money was almost impossible to get, there
'would be little point in engineering a confrontation-on that .
item. Their leadership, the governing board and McCoy, were
subject to community criticisms and harassmcnt, but changing
horses in mld-stream would not readlly secure recognltlon

from the centrai Boafd.

Seizing upon the issue of the quality of personnel"
that would teach in their schools was the only viable course.

',McCoy more .than anyone else saw it as the sole way of gaining

o . =179-
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recogniticn. .The Christmas package: had been’ opened and

there was nothing inside. They had nothiné to lose educationally

and politicaliy they had a possibility of getting something.

The schools would become theirs, After all, they could count

on the mayor's support. Lindsay was publicly committed
to the demonstration districts.
The Governing Board of Ocean Hill-

Brownsville Demonstration School District

has voted to end your employment in the

schools of this District....This termina-

.tion of emplo¥ment is to take effect

immediately.L+7" . . '

'On May 9, 1968, nineteen professional educators
in the Ocean Hill-Brownsville Demonstration District received
the above message. It was a message that would resound
-from Riverdale to Canarsie in the following months. It would
be interpreted and reinterpreted by all the participanté, by
erudite journalists, by scholars, by plain folk. But in
reality it would come to mean only one thing. The empty box
would be no more. Either it would be filled according to
the owner's terms or else it would be destroyed. Ocean Hill
‘had gone for broke. | | |

|

Chaos -ensued. The Board refused to transfer the

teachers out of the district, some 300 district~teache;s'

+

17. TLetter (portion of) from Governing Board to terminated
educational personnel at Ocean Hill-Brownsville, May 9,
1968. (Sece Levine, gp. eit., p. 52).
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supported the 19 teachers, classes.went unmanned and Rhody

McCoy then terminated the employiient of the 300. The

district schools of necessity were forced to close before the

offieial end of school that spring. Item 2 resolved itself
into an unanswered controversy: did the governing board

dismiss or transfer the 19 teachers?

Undoubtedly, the governing board did not have the
right to fire teachers; they had neither hired them nor pre-
ferred written charges egainst them., As far as'transferral
'was concerned, the Superintendent of Schools had the sole
.power te transfer teaching and supervisory personnel,18 and

the governing board could not assume that power.

The union respoﬁded instinctively to proteét its
members rights: teachers could not be involuntarily transferred
or dlsmlssed unlesscertain legal steps were taken, and they in-
volved wrltten charges, substantiating evidence, a hearlng and
possible appeal. The Board agreed. Ocean Hill didn't. McCoy
stered that the commuﬁrty had the right to decide who would
and who would not teech in its schools ana, therefore, to
present formal charges would mean:rhat the decision would be
made according to the Board'and tﬁe UFf's rules. That left

Ocean Hill without anything. That underminded the entire

purpose of the confrontation--the schools would'never be theirs. .

- 18. Board of Education By-Laws, Article II, Section 10.1.
_;81_
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The answer was no, caimly_and deliberately no. Pressure

from the mayor's office and other eudieﬁce rarticipants began
to grow though. After all, so_ the audience reasoned, Ocean
Hill were the good guys, and ones truly interested in the
education of their children, and if they presented evidence
buttr0551ng the poor teachlng performance of certaln individuals,
any 1mpart1a1 hearing examiner would see the merit of their
case and dlsmiss the teachers.19 This way it would be legal
and remove the unlon from the picture, ?he bad guys would

be destroyed. Of course, to prove poor teeching performance
would be a difficult task. However, Ooean Hill needed their
support, especially the mayor's if there were to be any con-

test at-all. McCoy acquiesced.20 Thus,.before the end of

the school semester, a highly regarded Negro judge hed been

selected by the Board to hear the cases against the nineteen

'teachers. Charges were presented by Ocean Hill. These hear-

ings would take a good part of the summer. Hopefully, it

would cool things down and solve the problem.,

Polltlcally thlngs had to cool down. Lindsay knew
that any decentrallzatlon ‘plan gettlng through the 1eglslature

that year was going to be rough and antagonlzlng the SLtuatlon

wouldn t help. Rockefeller, in the mldst of a campalgn bid

19. Mayer, op. cit., p. 52.
J20. New York Times, September 25, 1968

l-182"'

190




fér the pres@iéncy; wasn't about to sponsor any decentraliza-
tion law with turmoil and.illegality running rampant in his

* . own state. How would that look in the South?  Undoubtedly,

- Commissioner Allen got the word from the Ménsion to keep

things quiet at Ocean Hill, at least through the July

Republican Convention. The word understahdébly was passed

to City Hall and 110 Livingston Street. The summer was,

ror all outward appearances, quiet.

oOn August 26, with the Republican Cénvention over
and Rockefeller oﬁt of the race and a decentral;zation law in-
Lindsay‘é hahd, Judge Rivers found *,..that . (the) evidénce
is insufficient in each case to_suétaiﬁ the ﬁecessarylburden
of proof"zl and thus made the followin :

¥ »
1§ recommendation:

iPhat the request made by Rhody A. McCoy, Unit Administrator;

. St e .

to the Superintendent of Schools to transfer out of the Ocean
Hill Brownsville Demonstration School District (certain

-

teachers) BE DENIED,"22

McCoy and the governing board felt betrayed and
refused to abide by the Rivers decision'claimihg that a re-~-
quest for transfer did not requixze ‘a hearing.23 However, the

logic of their statements were difficult to follow. Yes, they

21l. Report and Recommendations of Frances E. Rivers, Esq.,
Specid Trial Examiner , August 26, 1968, p. 17.

L R

- 22, Ibid.

"."23.  New York Times, September 24, 1968.
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claimed in the beginning that thejir action was merely a

transferral of certain teachers, which by7§ractice required
no formal charges being méde, but'having succumbed to the
pressure of their allies, they presented written charges and
evidence which were forthwith submitted to a trial examiner.

" .In so doing, they acknowledged in practice, if not in theory,
.that they were following dismissal procedures. They made

.their mistake in playing by the establishment's rules yet

they could not very likely turn back now. TIf anything, in
retrospect, their allies were their'undoipg\efy early on
in the crisis.

In any event, Ocean Hill had to play out its hand.
They refused to take back the teachers, both th
initially terminated on May 9 ana those that sympathized
? S ~ with the 19. They hired their.owg teachers to man their
: classes. What followed were three strikes, charges and
countercharges, agreemeﬁts made, agreements broken, agreements

canceiled, racist retorts, unleashed tempers, no education

for over one million school children and a catastrophic crisis

in'léadership throughout the city., Utopia could not be found

under Thomas More's name in a l{brary catalogue tray.

The central Board of Education, tradltlonally

§ ) ' belleved to be an "independent, 1mpart1al panel of laymen,

,dedlcated to the maklng of sound educational policy for the ' oo

~184-
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. problems.,"

hdrd-that they conv1nced themselves of its validity.

centralization law and began to change.

best interests of all the city's chiidren was decidedly not

a strong proponent of decentralization, let alone community

control. Before Lindsay was able to increase Board member-

skip and select his own members in late June and the early

summer of 1968, the Board was comprised of Wagner appointees,

labor-oriented, pragmatic people who saw only trouble ahead

Wlth sudden decentrallzatlon. Undoubtedly, thlS feeling was

buttressed by the 1nformat10n they received or didn't receive

or half-recelved from the Superintendent and his staff. They

¢ were problems at Ocean Hill but relied on Donovan's

information.

knew there

As one Board presldent recounted: "Donovan

sold us down the river, "24 He said "...he had the situation

at Ocean Hill under ontrol anad that there would be no
25 The Board .inquired no farther. They either

1n1t3a11y believed what he said or .wanted to believe it so

They
took then a rather 1nact1ve role throughout 1967 and the
spring and summer of 1968 with the exception of selecting

Judge Rivers' as frial examiner, Meanwhile by late summer

the nembershlp of the Board had been expanded by the de-

First William Haddad,

a poverty program advocate and then Rev. Milton Galamison,

24, Interv1ew with Rose Shapiro, Presldent of the Board of
Educatlon in 1967-68, April 17, 1972,

25, Ibid. ' b
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a civil rights leader of the early 1960's gnd a well-thougﬁt

of spokesman for the black people, especially in Ocean Hill,

joined the team. Both these members confirmed Donovan's

annour.ed statements that an agreement would be reachcii before

September without any serious problems. Again the Board

believed. They watched and waited.

By September 7th, the Board issued a press release
stating that it "regretfully has just notified the mayor and
the State Education Comﬁissioner that...a comprbmise solution
between the UFT and the Océan Hill—BrownsQillg demonstration
projedt'(has).not been fruitful., The Board now wants to
make clear that the 10 (9 of the ériginai 19 had transferred
to other schoouls and were. not abdut to engage in the contro-
versy) teachers must be'reinstated and that it expects its
legal authority be honored by the Ocean Hill—Brownsville
project.'.'26 Its legal authority was still, of course, intact
but what power and influence it héd was questionable. Daily
press releases announceé its demand for settlement.2’/ Each
day the strike continued., The Board when it did move, only
vacillated. First it recognized the governing board, then

|

suspended it, then declared it il‘legitimate.28 The governing

26. Press Release, Board of Education, September 7, 1968,

27. Press Releases, Board of Education, September—November,
1968.

- -

. 28, Urofsky, op. cit.} p. 17.
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board contlnucd to operatt, it ignored the central Board.

The Board could not lead, it waited too long. John Doar,
a-civil rights and Justice Deparrmcnt figure, was app 01nted'
to the Board by Lindsay ard sought to £ill the Board's leadex-
ship vacuum. During the strike he was elected its. president.
But in trying to take a strong position, he defeated his own
pulpose and rendered the Board completely impotent. He saw
the situation: as strictly a legal question, a question of
compiiahce, devoid of the politics of thoe situation, the need
of absolute protection guarantees to Shanker for his teachers
and the need of Ocean Hill to stand firm at its shool doors,
lettlng in only those they decideq should be admitted, Jockeylng
between these needs would be almost 1mposs1b1e for the most
astute politician. ~ When Doar declared he would, in essence,

break the strike--the unions saw red and replied in kind--~they

‘instructed all custodral union members to virtually close

down the mechanical operations of the schools. They broke him.

Superintendent'pf Schools Bernard Donovan would

‘Prove somewhat more difficult to break. Bernard Donovan

was a career bureaucrat.. He had been with the Board of ‘Edqucation
for many years and knew the’ ropes well, Although it seemed

he, would be passed over for the tOp job in the school system
when Calvin Gross was selected Superlntendent of Schools in

the early 1960s, he had only to walt a few years. Gross was

-
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out and the Board badly shaken sought out someone who knew the

. system thoroughly. Donovan quietly assumed office and like
»any man who was first rejectéd and then selected, he knew the
power scales tlpped in his favor--they needed him and all
knew it. Donovan thus sat in a very comfortable positicn.
Although not noted for strong ideas Qf prograﬁs, he knew how
to improvise and that spelled success for him.29 He stressed
inaction whenever possible and only made a hard and fast
decision wﬁen a crisis was imminent. Then the action would tend
to be rash though, taking positions that would get him and
his system off the hook wlth little regard for ‘future consequences.
His bureaucrats usually covered him and things more often than
not worked out all right. _But Ocean Hill proved more difficult.

. It was Donovan's obligation to apprise the Board of the

activities of the Ocean Hill demonstration district in the spring

T N ey e o

and summer'bf'lQGB and to have compétent staff dealing with

'liaison work. But in point of fact, his one activity was to

e S TR T PR

try to protect his owm constltuency--the bureaucracy and its
centralized decision-making power. To remain inactive and not
delegate or define demonstration districts' powers, any action

on their parts could be questicnéq, Hopefully, they would be . ;

quietly defined as powerless entities. As has been reported

in an interview he gave:

29, Interview with Jack Landers, op. cmt.

*30. Mario Fantlnl, Marilyn Gmttell and Rmchard Magat, Communltv
Control and the Urban Schcol (New York: Praeger Publishers,
1970). p. 145, . .

Q . -188-




S s

ey Ot PRI R TN S ev L e e

|

What were we trying? We.were trying just one
thing, to set up districts....But'before we
could come to firm agréement on the framework,
the powers, and the interpretation, Ocean Hill-
Brownsville went off first and had an election
of its own without telling us anything about it,
elected their own board and got all ready and
said, "Here we are, c'mon, deal with us."
Frankly, one thing led to another in a' most
inadvertent way. We never recognized the board

officially but we dealt with it, unoff:.cn.ally....31

Thus in dealing with them, even unoff1c1ally, Donovan
made hls mistake, he acknowledged thelv ex1stence. He was
foiled then from the start and with Rhody McCoy he knew he

would have to 'be constantly on his toes, for hers was one of

.his former men, who knew'how the rules could be -ased, when to

i follow them and when to circumvent them, 1n essence to get

what one wanted wilh Lhe least amount of Llouble. Donovan

also knew that McCoy was an improviser, would hold off action,

-giving each participant a different view of the prob’em,°totally

confuse all invclved except himseif and then would move. He

knew too that McCoy had his own constltuency to serve and they

wanted some of Donovan' s power. Nowhere could the two adversarles

\

meet. They both knew it and the auestlon of whether or nat

McCoy asked Donovan for- the transfer of the subject teachers

t
or whether or not Donovan acquiesced was really unimportant.

The:teachers were merely a tool for whittling.

3l, Urofsky, op. cit., p. 195.

- -189-

e

B R




The populace was gencraliy confused‘by all the
events at Ocean Hill. The citizenry broke down basicaliy
into two groups: the middle-class--civil serbaﬁts, union,
white and blue collar workers who saw decentralization as a
threatening force. It saw Lindsay as primariiy concerned with

the minorities' interests and not theirs,32 They were relatively

.secure with the services they were getting and although improve-

ment coulda be had, any thoughts of community control oxr de-‘
centralization, since boﬁh words were used intefchangeably,
meant only one thing to them--decrease in their power and in-
crease in Elack power. The other half of the citizenry, the highly
educated, wealthier, upper-middle class New Yorkors saw community
paréicipation, if not community control, as an adroit master
prlan of the Lihcsay Administration, a plan they suppofted
strongly. If the city could be saved, this was the way of
doing it. ' .

When the Ocean Hill conffcntation fumed and broke
out into a raging fire, rational and emotional thinking got so
intertwined that expected positions of civic groups changnd
radically. The Public Educaﬁion Assoc1ation, a strong vocal
force for education sans poiitics.and a suppcrter ofl the
educational meritocracy, opted for the Ocean Hill position and

left ‘the Board, its teachers and bureaucracy high and dry.

It supported a community controlled” system, one where minorities.

,.32. Hentoff, A Political Life- The Dducation of John V. Lindsa

OP. CJ.top Pe. 331. ) -
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34, New York Times, December.3, 1968.

would have a chance to control theif own futures. Due process
they felt was not the issue and Fhéy regaidéd the union as
comnunity control's adversary. The organization broke within
itself at this time, with the old.line liberals staking their
claims with du¢ process and unionism, the protection of
individual rigl:s, and the new liberals staking theirs with

Lindsay's minorities.33

The New York Civil Liberties Union met with much the
same fate, with the majority of its membership striking out

for the Ocean Hill community only after much heated debate.34

.. In its now famous report, The Burden of Blame, the organization

that tréditionally had championed the cause of due process
stated: "Indeed, we find the charqges that énisting standards of

due process are seriously threatened by community control un-

. founded, both in theory and fact....Our examination of the

record has persuaded us that the chaos was not a result of
local community control. On the.contrary, we are persuaded
that the chaos resulted ‘from efforts %o undermind local
community control...that f;om the beginning the central Board
of Education attempted ta scuttle éhe exberiﬁent in Ocean Hill-
Brownsville....That the United Fédération of Teachers has used

‘dué process' as a smokescreen....That the major burden of blame

33. Interview with Frederick McLaughlin, Director of Public
Education Association, August’ 21, 1969.
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for the chaos in Ocean Hill—BrownsJille must fall on the

central Board of Education and the United Federation of'

+ Teachers."35 although NYCLU and PEA clearly and unambiguously

stated the facts as they saw them, or wanted to see them, one
fact is inescapable: by the submission of written charges against
the 19 teachers, Ocean Hill acceded to the officially defined
rules of the game--due process being one of them.

What McCoy did was unique, was different, was

unlike znythinag that was ever done. It was

not that Rhody McCoy was doing the same as

‘anybody else. We decided to pick up on it.

It just couldn't happen. It would have set a

very ba¢ precent .36

So stated Albert Shanker, Président of the United
Federation of Teachers, the largest union in the United States.
Indeed, Shanker played a large role in this crisis, for in
fact he too was asking: "Who in fact had the real power in
New York City"? Brought into this question was an intéresting *
study of labor in an urban metropoiis. Historically, labor
struggled for recognitioh long and diligently before the
New Deal. The liberals of the day supported the movement and
its eventual recognition. Many of those liberals were Jewish.

LI .
The largest union, the UFT, was now primarily Jewish, for

having becen excluded from the professions, best practices, firms

35. New York Civil Liberties Union, Burden of Blame (New York:
NYCLU, 1968), pp. 1-2. .

."36. Urofsky, op. cit.,'p. 165,‘
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and banks before World War II, Jewish men and women swarmed
into such ficlds as teéchihg and social worf:.37 They had
fou%ht for professional'statu; and.pfotection_of their rights
" and gained them slowly. Unions had become legitimate and

were recognized as a bloc with clout. They quickly learned
how to use it and like their Ocean Hill-Brownéville friends
with an empty box for so long, they they treasured the ele-
ments they began to store up in theirs. No one was going t;
steal it from them without a strbng.political fight. They
were pretty confident of the results too,.for not only did they
have political clout as a result of unionhsofidarity, they
had clout in city government generally. Théy had since, World
War II entered the professions, built up their firms, taken
over the New York real eététe industry, were active in the arts,
commanded the intellectual circles, moved in and out of the
power circles in the city. As Moynihan and Glazer point out,
they literally "outclassed their competition"38 -- mainly
contented Catholic district leaders and party regulars; They -
began to take ovet the Démocratic Party machinery and by the
mid to late sixties had succeeded. They helped to ride
Lindsay into City Hall and'would‘qu colleqé certain IOU's as
.both union and party supporters. h

‘As the picture focusesone can see the shadows and

counter-shadows even more clearly. ‘These teachers were

- 37, Nathaniel Weyl, The Jew in Amexican ﬁolitics (New York:
~ Arlington House, 1968), p. 175.

38. Nathan Glazer and Daniel P. Moynihan "wa.the catholics
Lost Out to the Jewis in .New York Politics," New York
Magazine, August 10, 1970, pp. 41-43"
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threatened. They were Jewish by and large,‘éheir people con-
trelled the unions and had a large steke in the political power
of the city. Although they empathized with tﬁe black problem,
they also saw the shadows of their struggle many years past..
That w>uld remain with them throughout the confrontation and
each time they were denied entry into an Ocean Hill-Bruwmsviile
schopl they would have to exercise their politibal musecle, If
they stopped, it would atrophy and they oo wouldle back in
Brownsville, or so théy envisioned.  Shawpker, was merely their
Leader. #e tended to itheir needs well. I1£f he didn't some
one els~+ Qbu}é. They woulé not be leaderles&. Perhaps the
11l-widl .ovelied at Shanker by Lindsay's auvdiun-e can be
éxplainaﬁ it terms o) Liis power th;ough theé unions and bufsaé;
‘cracies snidl hiwy }eadtrﬁﬂip and united constituency, fior power
among t:: nhhea particnpaﬁ&aiwan so diffused and fragmented as
to be kax.ly v isible and leaﬂa;shib and unity were totaily
absent. Shanter haé the things everyone else vanted, énd he
wash‘t ahcut §D give any of it up until iris teashers wewe
comfortiik:ly ensconced in their schools.

Eat tha mircrities wanted to run their schools and
Lindsa& =oew e Mad & veny ;peéigl problem. He had to do
somethisj viuible aud dynamic. After all, 42% had voted for
him. #is rale on iti2in behalf has been analyzed time and
‘again. %he inalysaes useally focus only on the crisis during

‘the fall of 1968 in wifucation. However. it was during the

springuand swmmer of 1968, if not earlivr, that John Lindsay

002
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had to move and show leadership and mayoralty power for the

mlnorltles if he were to accompllsh anythlng for them in

education., It was the time and only time during the entire

crisis that he had to stand up to the white marble and show

what he was really all about--an idealogue, a new breed re-

former, an astute politician, a crusader.

Cextainly he didn't’push the Board to recognize
Ocean-Hill when the district sought legltlmacy, he hadn't
- ‘ ' been able to curb the power of the educational bureaucracy,
he hadn' t_negotlated with the participants to reduce the
threat of a city-wide SChool strike, he hadn* t fought: hard
; .and long nor galned various kinds of supporters to w1n the

. ‘decentrallzatlon war. Shanker called the city-wide strike

in September. 1In a broadcast from Gracie Mansion on October
1, almost one month in to the strlke, Llndsay told New

Yorkers: "I'want to make it absolutely clear that no further -

disturbance of this sort will be tolerated. The stakés are
, too high. If we do not 'retain education under law, we will

have neither education nor law.39 It was, however, a little

late to say that. Bveryone knew that theré was neither.

Why° The more research done, .the more heat generated

f ' the more square pegs are found in round holes. Education was

indeed involved closely and lntimately with politics. Lindsay

had only to look at LaGuardia or Wagner to confirm it. The

39. Press Release, Office of the Mayor, October 1, 1968,
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support needed by any mayor, no matter how worthy the cause,

had to be phenomenal to move the education wheel one centimeter.

Lindsay created an Office of Education Liaison
to marshal just that support and maintain it for hlm.40 His
first mistake was to leave the office vacant for over a year
after his inaugural. When he ‘did f£ill it he made his second
mist;ke. He chose a man whose credentials-were impressive, for
David Seeley was an Assistant Commissioner for Equal Educat10na1
Opportunity at the U S. Office of Educatlon and had been an
aide to Francis Keppel, one of the prestigious members of
Lindsay's audience. However, altﬁpugb-Seeley had been born -
in New York, he had never lived here anthad little knowledge
of the city, its politics ‘and leaders, 1et alone its
educational politics. To bring a man into warfare without
equipment, can 6n1y end disasterbuéiy. Seeley eagerly assumed
his duties in- 1967 and plunged into the decentralization

waters. His lines of contact with Ocean Hill were open and

-although he could never contact thé mayor directly and seldom

reached his closest aides at City Hall to discuss all the
political ramifications of the dgménstrétiOp.district‘s
activities, he knew one thing--that the fumes in the.empgy box
were about to expldae.and when they did a five-alarm fire would

result. Without direct communication with the mayor, without

B )

,'46. Mitchell Sviridoff, Report oﬁ'Reorqanization of City

Departments, (Fall, 19G6),.pp. 33-37.




any maﬁdate or'pOWers to negotiate with thé‘éoverning board,
without any credibility at the central Board, Seeley saw the
sparks ignite. Powerless, Seeley fesigned.41" The mayor did
not move. He merely accepted Seeley's resignation. ﬁoard
members during the time expressed disillusionment and some-
times'anger'When they could_not get thrbugh to the mayor on
an urgent matter. The president of the board flatly stated
that the mayor played little to no role vis-a-vis the Board
in the_seetﬁing spring months of 1968.42 fThe mayor's lack
of interference was caused undoubtedly.by Qarious factors:
the passage of the decentralization bill, the énlarging of
the central board's mémbership and the iackiuster support

of the board generally for decentralization. These were not

!

his appointees. There was no sense in dealing with them.
Illusfrative of this viéw was his éttitude with a board
member, one who knew ;he nuts and bolts of the school systenmn,
who had been"intimately connected with the civil rights move-

ment early on, who held.close personal friendships with city.

|
z
f_
|
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g
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negro leaders but one who was not tétaily committed to community
confrql. This board member requested the mayor to take a
public stand to secure the safety'bf the school system ét

one point in the Ocean Hil;:contr6§ersy.- The mayor announced

. he Qould'only do it at the public request of the Board, there-

4l. Interview with David Seeley, Education‘Liaison, Lindsay
S Administration, September 26, 1969.

Tclephone interview with Alfred Giardino, former
President of the Board of Education, Lindsay Administra-
tion, April 12, 1972. )
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fore, hopefully prbtecting his credibility with the black

community. The Board member refused. Lindsay furious with

. such intransigence, attacked the attitudes and feelings of

the Board member at a large meeting, indirectly accusing

the member of racism, bigotry and ignorance{ saying: "What
do you know about the black community anyway"? He was
quickl& informed of long and dontinued activities and service
on behalf of civil rights by the member. The mayor simply

rose, stalked out of the room, slamming the door behind him.43

Lindsay certainl& didn't go to Donovan. The bureaucrats
too were the enemy and ééuld only be dealt: with by a new-
enlightened Board. And that's where Lind;ay seemed to place
all his truét. He couldn't perceive that the Board had no
éower, was beholden to so many, especially to Donovan.and '
his staff, their own images and interests. When the crunch
came and he ééked the Board to close down JHS 271 in Ocean

Hill, a source of trouble and a demand of the union, the

" Board voted to open it, Ehgrefore.protecting their interests

in the Ocean Hill community. Lindsay countermanded their
decision. The Lindsay ﬁbard engagement, let alone the marriage,

was forevermore abandoned.

He met the union at City Hall and Gracie Mansion,

only because he had to--their power was too great to ignore.

‘43, Interview with Rose Shapiro, former member and President

of the Board of Education, Lindsay Administration, opb. cit. -
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He said in essence over and overs: "The city belongs to all

of us. And they looked at him as if he ware ‘crazy. What's

that got to do with it"?%4 They had their own interests
to protect and if it meant exposing and crashing sacred myths
about education or anything else that. was too bad for indeed
it had to be acknowledged that the Board of Education was in

fact a political body--that could only be challenged with

4
political power. 5

The mayor had support from the Ocean Hill govern-
ing board in the beginning. Indeed the confrontatlon was
engineered with the view' that victory might be possible because
the mayor would support them. Lindsay knew too he had to Ppledge

support of these districts to maintain any coalition. Because

he had not moved to help define the district's powers earlier,
he would now be forced publicly to .move. During the spring
and summer his only efforts were to convince the teachers to
transfer out, alleviating a future confrontation. When that
failed he convinced the governing board to prefer written : |
charges against the nineteen. His advisers should have know
the danger in that--it was extremely difficult to prove poor
teaching performance. But, in any event, he moved in that
direction and both he and Ocean Hill played right into the

hands of the union. With the Rivers® decision, McCoy and the

44. Hentoff, A Egli tical IL.ife: The Education of John V.

Lindsay, Op. cit.
45. The Public Life, Vol. l, #4- (Décember 2, 1968),
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governing board knew that they had.no prots ctor. No one to

define their rights and pr1v11eges.or solve their problems.

. They'would have to, and Gid, do most of it aloie¢. Their sense

of betrayal ran through all the succeeding negotiations. One
Ocean Hill spokésman stated: "I hate very much to see the
mayor...hold dovn this community while the.union rapes it,"46
Although Lindsay continued to denognce'the union and the power
brokers throughout the fall, Ocean Hill knew he was seeking »

out labor with every concession imaginable.

- In playing this aual role, Wagner was a master, for
it was a signal to the participants that real covert negotia-

tions were about to begin, but with Lindsay it destroyed

e o - - e
«S S S a

o]

whatever power he had lefi. His participan it
'signal of duplicity and it encouraged further distrust on -
their part. As distrust and non-belief grow, one never is

satisfied wifh half a loaf from tﬁé eneny, the betrayed'demands
the whole loaf.?7 as a result, the loaf is torn apart and

only crumbs remain. Aand unlike the Miracle of the Loaves and

Fishes, these crumbs. fed no one and everyone lost.

46. New York Time Times, Septeﬁber 25, 1968

- 47. William A. Gamson, Power and Dlscontent (IllanlS. The

Dorsey Press, 196&), p. 45.
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CHAPTER X °

CONCLUSIONS

It was the primary goal of this study to
ascertain whether politics were inv.olved in éducational
policy-making in New York City and to what extent the mayor
participated. Further, it' sought to ascertain through case
studies of particular educational crises, what kind of a
role the mayor played and whether he was effective in that
role. It was the hope that in analyzing decision-making pro-
cedures in an historical context, one-could uncover facts

and conclusions about the governance of education today.

One obvious, inescapable fact that has emerged

- from these studies is that politics and education have been

closely intertwined in New York City's history. Even more
pointedly, one is feorced to conclude that the mayor has

usually played a prominent role in-educational crises, for

"when problems arose, the citizenry, along with the crisis

participants, looked to the mayor for direction and solutions.
e . -
He was the one who more often than not had to negotiate,

compromise, evaluate. He had to try to fill the leadership

w201 - *




vacuum, he had to assume responsibility. .

Although these studies wére spread over a period
of almost 25 years, it was interesting to see that many
elements and characteristics of the crises were similar.
The failure of the schools to. perform, to offer services
that éhe citizenry demanded.was blamed on the bureaucratic
structure of the Board--one that was closed vis-a-vis the
community. Witness both the Karelson Human Relations

Committee in 1245 and the Ocean Hill-Brownsville demonstra-

A A LN % o 3R tat mrvr s mean s

tion district in 1968. Questions of corruption and graft,
_{ poor maintenance of schools, have been brought up time .and
time again as accidents occur or huge school construction

programs are undertaken Or neophyte politicians loovk for a

stake in an impending political contest.

ﬁeéides issues, the powef group line-ups have
usually followed a set péttern, with the exception of the
Lindsay crisis. The myéh of education devoid from politics
has been perpetuated by good government groups, civic associa-
tions,. the media, the Board of Education; the Superintendent
of Schools and educational oiganizétions. ' Cries of inter-
'ferénce on the part of these groups have been directly levelled
“at mayors and have caused them to either retreat from éhe

educational scene quickly or lose the confror.tation dramatically.




Ironically, though, many of these individuals and groups
initially implored the intervention of the mayor when a

. crisis developed.

The most astounding common characteristic that
emerges in all threce of thesa studies is the diffused and
fragmented role of leadership in education. As-: ‘organizationally
structured, the Board of Ecucation is comprlsed of lay individuals
who formulate educational policy. The Superlntendent of
Schools, a profe5510nal educator, implements and administers
the Board's pollcy. In reality, the roles and Quties are
often reversed or intertwined in such a way that it is dlfflcult
to determine who made decisions, who formulated a given policy,
who isecued guidelines and vho saw 0 their impleiaentation.
Thus, to charge the Board or the Superintendent and his
bureaucracy with duties and responsibilities, becomes an:
impossible task. To ask them to be'responsibie and to account

becomes absurd.

Because then of this lack of accountability, when
crisis ensued, the leadership function has been often trans-

ferred to the chief magistrate of the city--the mayor.

- - Mayors have usually reacted positively to this
mandate. Certainly each felt that education was an important
aspect of city life and a key to understanding and perhaps

solving some of the problems of the city.
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LaGuardia relished the ohallenge: Education, as
has been shown, was an area where he had a special interest.
He feit the office of the mayor enéompassed dll city services
and éought overtly to effect a decision-making role--his Gary
Plan .nd Bureau of Supplies episodes are excellent eﬁamples
in education. Ye failed in achiev{ng an effective role in
‘these situations, along with the Karelson crisis, because he
neglected to account for the high peolitical stock of the
Board, its bureaucracy and/or the educational constituency.
They thrived on a system that was considered too special for
ordinary political treatment and used it successfully to ward
off interference. LaGuardia alwayé set about for open
'confrontations in education-—his’power against the myth. The
%yth usually won. The ciiy was hot ready to have anyone tear
éown those sacred walls, what with‘war raging and races
clashing in the 1940's. The citizenry saw politics in terms
of the avaricious Tammany tiger and did not want it ihfilirating
the schools. It was pretty much an emotional, rather than
ratioral, reaction. LaGuardia couldn't open their eyes. And
to work quietly to circumvent the myth wﬁs noé his style.‘ He

was not effective. _ ..

Wagner was aware of the educational dilemma._ He
believed that politics was the art of doing what was possible

and used that yardstick in all his dealings with municipal

. problems, especially education. BHe treéted the Board




of Education as a truly il;dependent body, reésponsible for
forming and implementing its own policies and programs. His
role was one of counsel and adv:.sement and an energetic force
only when authorized by the Board. When called upon to exer-
cise power his activities were generall: covert, thus being
able to work quietly and effectively as chief magistrate of
the city. He coulAd epply bressure and coordinate means and
ends without causing crises,. for he knew the pulse of the
city and the people who controlled that p{:llse were either his
-personal and/or political friends. A simple phone call or
Gracie Mansion meeting could solve most cris.es. Wagner
reacted- to problems slowly and quietly, only became directly
and ¢penly involved as a' last resort. The Cogen strike

threat and the 1961 scandal are oood examples of his t.echnique.
His view of the office was that of a mediator or arbitrator.
As a result, he was not throm into open contests with
powerful segments of the city and his role was not questioned.
His power remained withih its office and tended to enhance and
strengthen his hand in suc;:eeding eﬁcounters. He tended more
often than not to be suc cessful--he was reelected in 1961

almost on the educatioa-home rule issue alone.

'.

Lindsay, on the other hand, saw education as a top

priority issue, one that had to ke dealt with openly and

_directly for he felt the city had chanéed drastically in

. - L
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the last 20 years. Education was not meeting expectations of
any class of society and the newly emerging mlnorltles were
asking, and justifiably so, for a piece of the pie. Their
one hope cf socio-economic advancement they believed rested
in education. The power leaders of the varieus communities
had changed too, the A. Phillip Randolphs and whitney Youngs
were no longer the sole spokesmen for the black, for local
groups were now speaking for themselves. Realizing that
change was necessary and that the entfenched bufeaucracy

was immovab;e, he reinforced hie view for openness by seeking.
to react immedietely and directly to each education problem.

Thus exercise of mayoralty powes: mﬁst'be.that of the initiator-

innovator and reaction to.crises mus overt. These views

()
ol
M

became inherent in his philosopby of the office. As e result,
Lindsay was consta tly testing his.power with other segments--
the Board, tﬁe Superintendent, the bureaucracy, parents,
teachers and the like. 1In testing'his power, he unfortunately
lost sight of his goal and after the devastating confrontation
at Ocean Hill learned how an office can b= weakened and 1nn0va;
tions crumbled by flex;ng power too often, too openly and
too inexpertly. ' o

What emerées then is the fact that traditionally

mayors have been unsuccessful when they try to shatter the

education-sans—poliéics myth openly. Wagner exercised leader-
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ship, the one ingrcdient so desparately missing in educational

policy-making, quietly and covertly, publicly challenging

no one, and thus Qas effective. It was an imbortant advance,
not only for Wagﬁer politically, but for education generally,
for it made individuals both in and out of 110 Livingston |
Street realize that mayoralty influence could bé_benefidial
and advantageous. By the 1960's, Wagner then had placed a
wedge in the school door. Lindsay.triéd earneéEly to open
that door wider and peﬂ1aps‘cou1d ﬂave.if fhe instrument he
used to ply the hinges loose, Ocean Hill-Brownsville, was not
so sharp and threatening. Basides that, he.had to exercise
strong leadership throuéhout--from.the very beginning,.
especi&lly the initial stages--he didn't and thus the door

slammed shut. Wagner's wedge w}thered.

The door closed but the chapter is not at an end.
Eﬁucaﬁion has become ﬁore and more integrated into the life
of the city, the Helive¥y of services, the future; and if
school progréms become more and more integrated with other
muﬂicipal services they wili be invoived'opgnly in politics.
This will call even more urgently today forAskillfﬁl pefform-
ance of the political brokerage function .but with a vacuum |
in éducational leadership, no one will be held responsible for
this function. Those who are brokers are not responsible to

education for while the school system has achieved pbrotection

-
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from politics, politicians have alsoachieved some protection
from the issues that plague the schools; éﬁould a mayor be
‘held accountable for another.large:problem area when he too
can fall back on the argument that the schools should be

non-political? That has been a very real question.

But poiitical problems--and indeed education has
‘been seen to be intimately involved with politics~--require
political solutions. The city's pplitical institutions are .
then involved as a matter of fact. 'It no longer is a question
Or an alternative. It becomes a matter of survival. As one
superintendent of schools of another large urﬁén city said

‘when discussing the political nature of education: "You've

ck

T
»

(]

got to at the table vwhen the pic. iz cut up, cthorwise, you

f don't- get any.of it."1 ;That_applies to money, power, influence.

Further, ig may also be argﬁed that the city'é
variops probiems need to be ﬂandléd throﬁgh an integrated
; policy rather than in little 1um§s.unre1ated to each.other.
% The close interconnections among edhcétion, housing, welfare..
i and h?alth illustrate the need for coordination. Too, "public
regardingness, " that middle-class-political ethos emphésizing
the obligationvéo seek the Qood.o% the community "as a whole"

imblying'honesty, impartiality and efficiency2 should be

AP g

1. Peter Binzen,‘"Philadelphia: Politics ;nvades the Schools,"
~ °  Saturday Review (February 5, 1972), ‘p. 49.

2. Edward C. Banfield and James Q. Wilson, op. cit.,
p. 41. See .also pp. 46' 234"’235. *
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advanced if the city as a community is to survive. Groups

battling for small, conflicting interests can be detrimental

to large urban centers struggling to remair intact. An over-—

seer, a custodian of the city's interests is -thus essential

to advance policies that are in the public's interest. Wagner,

with his level two approach, was able to accomplish just

this function by acting as overseer, custodian of the interests

of the city at large. . : : _y;

There remains the issue of leadership and account-
ability. Education is in need of strong leadership. Since
the mayor has been called on often to lntervene in educatlonal

crlses, why not offlclally and legaxly vest hlm with the

bowers necessary ‘EO be. effective, .

One method of allowing the mayor to take a direct

role in edncation is through the appointment of a commissioner

of educatlon, who serves at the pleasure of the mayor W1th

- the consent of either the Clty Council and/or the Board of

Regents and State. Comm1ss10ner of Educatlon. He would assume

the dutles of the central Board of Educatlon and its Chancellor,

"dealing dlrectly with the local communlty school boards. As

Max Rnbln, a Regent and former Presldent of the Board of
Educatlon announced, "eeothe important point is that final
responsibility and authority in all areas now divided among

the jurisdictions of the central agency would repose in this
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single commissioner.3 He goes on further to state the crux

of the educational problem of governance: "It is imporfant'
that we clearly delineate responsibility. Today there is’
diffusion where there should be focus....Accountability is

impossible when responsibility is scattered...."4

With such a shift, the ﬁayor then would be
directly responsible. He would be accountable. There would

be no playing of hide-‘ ‘-seek by either the educatlonal

establishment or the mayor.! The former would have to perform,

to account to an elected official., The elected official
in turn would have to account to'his various constituencies.

It could be an open, realistic and hopefully healthy 1nter~

change of polltlcs and education.

This is only one”means of achiebing what is the

first and most important need for education'today-~the recognition

of the fact that pOllthS and educatlon must work together

if the school systems in' urban areas are to be effectlvely

governed.

3. Max J. Rubln, "New York City Needs a Commissioner of .
: Education,

" New York Unlvcr51tx qugatlon guarterlz
{(New York: NYU, Win Winter, 1972) , p.

4. 1bid., 2 4, 6.
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