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PREFACE -~ RS

During our first two phagés’of the study for the Office of Economic Opportu-
nity (OEO), certain understandings’have comé to light which are generally applicable
to work in this area and which emphasize thé social significance of the community
control efforts. 1

First, an inquiry into eight locations often becomes an inquiry of the same
people eight times. The community of people involved in these projects is very
small and closely knit when compared to the bureaucracies which they confront, con-
found and frequently cooperate with. The same names appear in several Projects; the
prinicpal characters are all professional, if not personal, friends. This leads to
widespread dissemination, by word of mouth, from one Project to another, so that each
is learning from another's mistakes.

However, this same intensity of involvement, the size of the community, and the
immediacy of the issues has led most of the principal characters to feel unable or
unwilling to stand back from the Project while he or she writes up the knowledge and

. understanding gained. Thus, for those outside the community, accurate observations
" from secondary sources are scant: one must spend a day with each participant to come
to an understanding of the Project's workings. . ' ? :

Furthermore, those few secondary sources, written essentially by outsiders or
. those pausing from the fray momentarily, do not chronicle one vital effect which the
 Projects have had, namely, the local participants have learned how to be politically
and sociaily effective in the face of overwhelming odds and limited power. Those
" who have learned have gone on to greater responsibilities and/or to assist in other
places beginning with community control, thus continuing to extend the process. This
effective participation of its citizens has, of course, always been one of America's
"most important goals and appears to have immediate practical value ir. the urban
settings of the socially and economically disadvantaged.
o
Finally, although we have taken 'snapshots" of each of the Projects, there are
additional items hidden by the subjects on which we have focused for the foreground
of our picture and the Projects have continued to operate and function, so that even
now some of our information is out of date.

Raymond Bauer
Gary Marple
Ellen Metcalf

Cambridge, Massachusetts
L : : October 27, 1969
FE ~ ArthurDlittlelnc. .,
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PART I: THE STUDY, ITS CONCLUSIONS AND IMPLICATIONS
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A. BACKGROUND
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One principal hypothesis of how the poverty cycle can be broken is to
make 'school systems responsive to particular educational needs of the socially
and econcmically disadvantaged. While it has been clear that such responses
have not been forthcoming it has not been clear as to why the needs have not
been recognized or dealt with by school boards. One of OEO's objectives has
therefore been to understand how and under what conditions disadvantaged
clientele can achieve effective responses to particular educational needs.
This has been the focus of our work both for Phase I (reported in January
1969) and the present Phase II, as reported in this document.

In our Phase I study for OEO on representation of disadvantaged clientele,
we found that the general pattern of Srhool Board behavior did not readily lend
itself to being representative on behalf of the disadvantaged. We isolate four

- models of change presently being discussed or experimented with in attempting
to change this pattern: Local Community Control; Total Community Involvement;
setting up a competitive system, as found in American business; and changing
present Board behavior. Of the four, we concluded that the model of change
which holds the most promise at present is Local Community Control.

“

(8 o | ' ~ ArthurDlittle Inc.




B. PURPOSE AND SCOPE




For our Phase II study of the extant Community School Boards we were
asked to write up a summary of each, delineating responses to the following
four questions:

1. How did the Community School Board come about?

2. What are the goals of the Community School Board?

3. 1Is the Community School Board representative?

4. 1Is the Community School Board's policy-making private ;r public?

The Community School Boards which we have reviewed are:

. In New York City ~ IS 201, Two Bridges, and Ocean Hill—Brownsvillé.
» In Washington -~ Adams, Morgan, and_Anacostia.
» In Boston - King~Timi1ty.
+ In Chicago - Woodlawn.
VPhiladelphia is presently in the process of decentralization and initial
experimentation leading toward community control efforts. Therefore, we also

briefly reviewed it. However, it is premature as a subject of study and has
=+  been excluded from this document. o

190
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C. APPROACH
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We have undertaken to assemble as much information as possible within the
limitations of a contract totaling $7,329. We began by contacting the eight
community boards, key participants in each Project, the teachers' unions,
central boards and administrators to obtain available printed information
such as: studies, minutes of meetings, proposals, requests for grants, position
papers and public statements. From this information, plus newspaper and periodi-
cal articles, we prepared working memoranda on each project and mailed copies to
a few key participants in each Project, asking them to review the document for
inaccuracies or omissions. -

We then interviewed those participants who had reviewed our drafts, either
-~ in personal or by a telephone interview, and made the necessary changes in the
papers.:

IS 201, KRing-Timilty, and Morgan are the three papers benefitting most from
this approach, in that the persons involved gave extensive consideration to
details, and therefore they should be considered as more fully representative ; :
of the participants' uunderstandings than the others. This same process gave
us considerably more confidence in the overall accuracy of the other five, which
received less consideration to detail, because the changes involved, while
contributing substantially to the completeness of timing and the perceived
impacts of various actions and policies, did not alter the overall understanding
or conclusions of the documents.

The position papers for each Project are found as Part II of this report.
A preliminary reading of the position papers may give the reader a background
of appreciation for the following two sections, which represent a summary and
an interpretation of the detailed findings which they contain. :

LELA e e
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D. SUMMARY OF FINDINGS
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Pattern Similarities

In attempting to develop conclusions from eight living experiments in
change, one is drawn to the remarkable similarities of pattern and process
among  them. The eight local boards range widely in terms of board composi-
tion, size, and activities, but this only makes the persistence of similari-
ties more remarkable. 'Also, in the few instances where all Projects have
faced a similar problem but only one has been unable to resolve it effectively,
‘the unique difference involved in that one takes ¢ .eneralizable significance
in view of the overall pattern of similarity. It i: within this framework of
general similarity which highlights apparently s!-nificant differences that
the findings from the eight position papers have been summarized and conclu-
sions have been developed.

Importance of Personality

The most striking observation is the importance of personality on the
Project's functioning. A school like the Morgan School appears to have functioned
.. .smoothly and accomplished a great deal under a Kcn Haskins, while a Rhody McCoy
ran afoul in Ocean Hill, which diverted much of its energies into symbolic
.. lssues.

Project Impetus

The source of impetus of the Projects has varied considerably. Although New
York's projects were rather hastily formed to prevent reoccurences of street .
fighting over the IS 201 school, Morgan was-rather hastily initiated over a
double-sessions issue, and Adams was finally given Project status over corporal
punishment and reading scores issues, Anacostia was mandated by a Presidential
Committee; Boston began when it learned about USOE funding to the state, and
Chicago drew in community people when the University realized it would not
receive funding otherwise. The variety of these sources of impetus indicates
that the issue .of communi%y control has a widespread latent appeal waiting to
be activated by any one of many types of events.

Role of the Funding Agency

However, the impetus is not exactly patternless, for here most of all can
be seen the tremendous influence of the funding agency. For example, Ford
directed Two Bridges (and, to a lesser extent, Ocean Hill and IS 201) toward
cormunity control through their funding priorities; USOE influenced the
University of Chicago's decision and the Boston School Committee's decision.
‘Merely by being willing to fund certain attempts at innovation and not others,
the funding agency in€luences who will participate, the relationships between
participants, their functions, and the types of innovation they attempt (in N
terms of use of personnel,. curricula, training of personnel, etc.). o

14
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. not appear to lave strong university ties, although it may have links to Queens
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Role of the Univeysity

Apparently in order to give legitimacy and credibility to.the Project
(and sometimes to satisfy funding requirements - such as in Morgan), a
University affiliation is formed early in the history of the Project. King-
Timilty/Harvard; Yorgan/Antioch; Woodlawn/University of Chicago; IS 201 and,
to a lesser extent, Ocean Hill and Two Bridges/Yeshiva, etc. Anacostia does’

College, which is also directly involved in Ocean Hill (and, to a lesser extent,
in IS 201 and Two Bridge hrough ‘its Institute for Community Studies. (Ocean
Hill also appeatrs link . 'y Rrooklyn College, but this appears to be an T
association by figu: :ead ¢ .) " e

Howeﬁer, the University/Project ‘alliance generally disintegrates within
a year, due to several factors:

1. The University is generally middle-class in outlook and seeks
ways in which the generally Black community can acquire middle-
class attitudes and attributes. It emphasizes middle-class
curricula and values (placing stress on verbal and written
English, for example, as well as order the discipline).

2. The University considers itself a foremost authority in education,
better qualified to know what's "right" for the childrer.

3. The University chooses to work within the system and cannot under-
stand the activists' position on many issues.

4. The University generally, because of its credibility, political ¢
astuteness, and (often) control over the funding allocations, A
is seen as too influential allowing little room . for community i
leadership. ‘ '

5. The University's need for research and lack of both capability
and capacity to deal with the routine, day-to-day functioning

of the Project, becomes an alienating force.

6. The Community Board has a need to assert its independence, which
multiplies the effect of the above items.

Role of School Personnel

The reactions of the Central Board and the Superintendent show no clear
pattern. Strong opposition was experienced in Boston; Ocean Hill had diffi-
culties; but Anacostia has, to date, apparently had full cooperation, as has
Chicago. Variations among school boards are apparently so strong that they
overshadow the commonality of the issues that arise. Undoubtedly, one of the
key variables in this relationship is the divergence of the Project from
established regulations and procedures.

15
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Principals have generaIly played two diverse roles. The white establish-
ment principals have generally confronted the Project; while minority -principals
(Black, Puerto Rican and Oriental) have generally been supportive and played a
vital role in the Projects.

Teachers are more enigmatic in their roles. The unions have all, without
fail, given verbal support to the Project, and to its goals. However, in New
York the Union became obstructive to the Project. In most areas the Unions
have remained generally inactive or unobstructive at best; while moreover
individual teachers have not necessarily followed the Union stance. Their
reactions appear to be age, not ethnic based. Older teachers, both white and
non-white, have resrnted viusion into their domaii., and have resisted the
project, caus!' .2, 9 on both sides. Generally both white and non-
white young tes . 1. have supported the project, spurning the union and (in
New York) its strikes. Several of the projects are staffed largely with young
college graduates (often seeking draft deferrments), ex-Peace Corps and Vista
Volunteers.

Role of the Community

The role of the Community follows a fairly stable pattern. Prior to the
project, few individuals have been involved in education: PTA (or its equiva-
lent) meetings are characterized by light attendance. Parent groups, if. any,
have a small core of dedicated individuals, often members of anti-poverty
agencies. Generally these same individuals are the core group pressing for
community participation and comprise the first council 4. self-appointed community
board. One might say that the poverty programs have plaved a cruciall role by
creating nuclei of organizations in zn otherwis™ unorgan’=zed community.

Reaching t..x= rest of the commuﬁity is a long ardutiiye ~.ask, which none of
the groups have done with any great :success. Although ge ~rally much improved,
attendance and:rz=ting behavior still remains woefully 1ij:

Reasons for the difficulty in reaching the communit: abound. The three
most major ones appear to be:

1. Many parents feel powerless to affect their lives. They have
~become apathetic toward new promises, having watched hopes being
dashed before.

2. Other parents are hostile toward the schools. They resent being
told their children are inferior (due to their socio-economic
backgrcund), unteachable, and unmanageable. Furthermore, they
hawe covertly been told thezt the school is not ‘interested in
talkip: with them or hearimg their complaints.

16
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eewhich 'we have 4degdified. With the variety of such difficult problems .so great,
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3. The community is not unified simply because it shares th% same ethnic, '
racial, or socio-economic background. Some members, called "activists",

~-~-no--longer support change within the establishment, but prefer more »
dramatic confrontational change. -Middle-class elements (particularly *
non-white) are very conservative. Afraid-they will lose what they have
only so recently gained, they oppose issues and actions which appear to
change the system. Other element’s are moderates, in seeking modifica-
tions within the syst¢:m. These differing philosophies often fragment :
the community.

The community also lacks the political experience and astute _>rceptien of.
the negotiation process. The weakness leads them into all-or-nothing situations.
Unwilling and/or unable to negbtiate, this expertise is only slowly mastered
(and sometimes spurned); thus opportunities are lost.

Lack of experienc~ with negotiation and other organizational skills has
crucial significance in the early phases of these projects because of the °
plethora ofi-éxplosive issues involved. Issues which have on occasion provided

grquﬂdifficulty, and which must be assumed to be latent in even those situations
in ‘which they have not become active are: job tenure and teacher assignment, the'.
use of paraprofessionals, and control over the schools in confrontation with the
unions; control over the running of the schools in confrontation with the centra
school board; and curriculum, control of the schools, teaching methods, and the:
role of researchk in relations szith the universities. These points of latent
confrontaticw @an be exacerbated by poor press relations, or by imternal fric-
tions.

The rangs of potentially expldsive issues is probably greater than those

any one commuwity eskool board is certain to have to deal with one or more of
them at some early stage of its existence. And, it has been found that mis-
handling of any oms of them can cause difficulties which persist over a long
time. They g®nerate scar tissue which disappears only slowly. The lesson 1is
that improved orgafiizational skills and the establishment of greater personal
discipline ambng»che‘participants are among the most important requisites for

improving th wmecess of such Projects.

Authorify Of the Project Board

The que-risn of authority is not cleardyy answered and has been at the center
of most contvy,yegsies over the eight Project Imards. In terms of formal agree-
ments, all operst® under some form of contrack: or agreement. Howeaver, none has
local autoncmy in . formal sense; all are advi'sory boards to; the sentral board

"concerned. fEven the advisory status of the Pxoject Board varies, however, Morga
Adams, and Winsdlawn have fairly clearly definedd role relationships; the New York
Project, King-Timilty and Anacostia do not (the: last does not have an elected

board yet). King-Timilty and Anacostia have sought to be incorporated, and Woodl
is examining the pesdaibility so that other relationships can be worked out-lon'a
legitimately substmmtracted basis (for example, discretionary use of lump sums

by the Project Bewrds., acceptance of monies from outside funding sources; hiring
consultants, ezen)., ‘

17 ,‘ ' Arthur D Little |



"managed an impressive list of educational accomplishments.

.and firing of personnel; building construction; maintenance and repalr use of out-

;autonomy: King-Timilty, which, due to its incorporation, had authority over a lump

21

Informally exercised authority or power runs an even broader gamut, partly
depending on the Project Board'. relations with both the School Department and the
School Board. IS 20] managed to have some control over personnel, for. example, at
the same time that Ocean Hill was exploding over the 'same issue. King-Timilty
has also managed to have a great deal of informal power, through both confronta-
tion and negotiation, as has Chicago through involving personnel from the Public
Schools Department as formally recognized WOodlawn'Community Board members. On
the other hand, Ocean Hill, which has been the least successful in obtaining a
clearly defined role or developing informally exercised power, has nonetheless

Authority issues -generally focus on control over: allocation of fundsj hiring
qlde funding sources and consultants; and curriculum.

Of the seven Project Boards presently functioning (Anacostia's has yet to be
élected) only one appears to have achieved a degree of formally recognized monetary

sum of $52,000. The other projects have had additional monies provided by outside . i
sources (i.e., Ford and USOE), but the degree of autonomy over its use has been re- »%
stricted by the Central Boards, who have received the funds, approved their use, L
and disbursed them. All Project Boards have sought additional fiscal autonomy
and continue to do so.

With the exception of the Project Director, none of the Project's have
achieved formally recognized autonomous personnel authority, although most have f
had broad informal powers, some having even circumvented the established certifi- "y
cation requirements, with teachers, aides, and (sometimes) principals and assistant '
principals.

The total subject of physical plant authority has not been tackled by the
Project Boards, as far as can be ascertained. Morgan has the right to select
the architect for its new school, but three suggested architecis have thus far
been rejected. Some Central Boards (Boston and Washington, D. C. for example)
do not even have authority for new construction.

Adams and Morgan do appear to have curriculum autonomy as set forth in
their agreement with the Central Board. The other Projects do not appear to
have such autonomy; however, their informal powers here have been considerable.
Because student performance in the Proje«t Schools has generally been abyssmal,
the Project Boards are generally allowed great latitude in curriculum changes
and innovations, even when these changes are outside state regulations (bi-
lingual classes, for example).

18
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Project Goals

Integration is not a goal; given the dynamics of the neighborhoods it cannot
be. A quality education is :the primary goal, whlch gets translated into account-
ability of the school system to its "consumers", the parents. This further trans-
lates into community participation (or more boldly, community control). Community
participation, as a concept, not only means participation by the community in the’
schools, but schools serving (participating in) the community. Thus, most Project
envision a community school which is open mornings, afternoons, evenings, weekends
and summers; offers curricula for all members of society (from pre-school to voca-
tional, to remedial, to social education); and it takes an interest in the communlty
proV1ding communlty resource information, job placement, and so on.

At times symbolic goals partlcularly those of authority over “ﬂrsonnel,hecqme‘
paramount (Ocean Hill's crises were confrontational in nature, s&i..:  Co e\eablish‘
such symbolic precedences; and the two Black principals issues in IS 201 and Klng—
Timilty had a similar objective) and risk sapping the Project's finite energies. -
(King-Timilty started their first school year with little or nothing to show for
their efforts educationally.) . .

The pattern of curriculum:goals appears to be stable and similar among Project
Every Project places reading first. This is:not surprising: reading scores are .
sub-normall in the Project areas; improvements here are easily measured; and.:reading
affects a1l other learning processes. With the exception of Chicago, other priorit
curriculum efforts aim toward self-awareness, self-esteem; and self-determination
(Black .culture and awareness courses, for example)

Teacher training and program evaluation are high on the Project list of needs.
Projects .generally set up traiming workshops immediately following their funding.

" Although a great deal s said about program evaluation, there is little evidence
that much -energy is forused in this direction, with the exception of publishing
reading score improvements. (There are several probable reasons for this: . many -
projects are too new; :evaluation:is difficult and controversial in terms of: methods
and, further it requires greater personnel, time, and money resources than the
Projects often have.) ' )

The Project Board's Representativeness

The issue of representation is exceedingly difficult to assess. As mentioned
above, a very small proportion of the community has become involved in any of the
Projects, despite the fact that it-is an order of magnitude better than pre-
Project involvement,

19
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Moreover, the problem of dealing with the activists and the middle-class
elements is universal. Activists have a role, but. it is not a sustaining one.
- They mobilize a large number of people to action over a significant issue and
often effect action in_ this manner. Hnwever they have no patience- with the
day-to~day activities and” negotiations, and soon fade away, until another
issue lends itself to confrontation. This in-and-out role of the activists
‘makes it difficult to maintain a coherent, sustained effort. The anxieties
of the middle-class, on the other hand, effect a constant drag on the effort.
The drag of the middle~class may be intensified by the actions and rhetoric
of activists, which may lose middle-class support for the Project out of fears
of a "militant take-over". Finite energy resources may °'"t& ' .gpended in a
greater proportion over internal resolutions than in Project operation. This
energy expenditure, if coupled with external confrontation, 1eads to virtually N
..no.energy -available .for Project operation (King-Timilty, in its’ first year of- o
operation, would appear to be a.case in point) :

- Although'most boards are not renmesentative (they cannot be, with such a
small percentage. of voting), each board has spent a great deal of .energy
trying to enlist support from-the community and each perscn at ‘least has
an opportunity to be involved. “The long hours of Project Board members
(from most members, some are less committed, as can be seen by their
attendance records) testifies to their concern and empathy for the community
(although their efforts, at times, might appear misguided).

Another question is - do teachers, principals, and students represent part
of the commumity? Each Project appears to have set up its own definition of
community: some boards have set up quotas for each group (Morgan, for example,
which finds commitment mixed by group); some have meant to have teachers and
principaks, but have been unable r» maintain them on the Board (e.g., Ocean
Hill).

What Have Project Boards Accaomplished? f“4

Accomplishments have varied enormously, and have generally been modest,
yet all Projects. claim a healthier attitude about schools and education.

. AllLErojects have increased community (specifically parent)
participation, but (like their suburban counterparts) have
still not reached the mass of parents, except on specific
volatile issues.

» All Projects have made use of community people through use
of. aides (paraprofessionals). Ocean Hill, in particular

has made: extensive use of Black authority figures and community
liaison workers.

20
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« All Projects have set up some training mechanisms, not only for
community workers, but teachers. IS 201 and King-Timilty have
conducted lecture series for persons wishing to be candidates
for the Board. -

J— L memeese.
E . .
v

+ All Projects have set up extensive reading programs {2 1lthough
only two — Ocean Hill and Morgan claim measuyable results).

- All Projects have experimented with teaching methods. -~ although
these experiments run from minor to major attempts (feam teach-
ing, ungraded classes, bi-lingual classes, etc.). Ocean Hill
in particular has introduced thres: innovative pre-school teach-
ing methods: Montessori, Bereiter-Engelman, and Leichstershire.

. Several of the Projects have set wp different curricula: Black
culture courses; African Historyy Creative Writing, etc. -

+ Ocean Hill and Morgan have catalogued proof of increased
interest in the schools on thke part of both teachers and
students, in terms of: absentee and tardy figures; vandalism
and suspension figures; turnover and.teacher waiting list
figure;,

- The most significant accomplishment of all Projects, however,
is the process, whereby local participants have learned to
become politically and socially-effective in the face of over~
whelming odds and limited power.
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PART II: POSITION PAPERS ON LOCAL SCHOOL BOARDS
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A. THE KING-TIMILTY COUNCIL IN BOSTON, MASSACHUSETTS
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I. INTRODUCTION

The Martin Luther King Middle School and the James P. Timilty Junior
High School are located in the Roxbury-North Dorchester areas of Boston.

They and their 10 feeder elementary schools segve approximately 4, 500
childreg,” primarily Black (King - 96.7 nonwhié%; Timilty - 99.7% non-

white). The community itself is within the Model City Neighborhood and is
characterized by: dilapidated housing (despite a massive Urban Renewal
Program, 34% of thS Roxbury, North Dorchester dwellings are 'deteriorating";
10% are dilapidated' ); high unemployment; '"multiple social problems'’, and a

-"high welfare caseload!. Schools in the area have a high turnover of staff;

(King's is 50% a year)~ students have a poor achievement record; (Reading
Tests at King placed students in the fourth to eleventh percentile of all
Boston children at the end of the eighth grade; Roxbury children_.are one
and,one-half years behind the national norms in the sixth grade) schools are
old’ and maintengnce is poor; and there is a lack of communication between
home and school. Moreover, the King and Timilty,Schools are known as
trouble schools, rife with disciplinary problems.

According to Schrag, Roxbury is torn with division and uncertainty. 'For
every grievance, a new committee is established, each with its own storefront
office and its own little board oflgirectors, many of them White intellectuals
from the South End or Beacon HiJ¥1'"""~. Many parents have withdrawn their chil-
dren from Roxbury's public schools, either by bussing them (see under Exodus
in Section II) or by sending them to privately run schools which have recently
sprung up in the area. '

1 Undated, incomplete draft proposal (Parts II, III, V and Appendices);
covering the period July l-December 31, 1968, Section II, p. 2 (Referenced
, s Document 1).
Thomas, George B., "'Tension: A Tool for Reform', Saturday Review, July 19,
, 1969, p. 52. | o
Van Dyne, Larry, '"Balance Worsens in Hub Schools', Boston Globe, November
4 27, 1968, p. 16.
BRA estimates, quoted in Schrag, Peter, Village School Downtown, Boston,
5 Beacon Press, 1967, p. 38. :
6 Queen, Dan, "King Principal Faces Problems', Bay State Banner, November 5, 1968.

Boston Globe, "Black School Students Lag', August 3, 1969; Schrag, Peter,

7 op.cit., p. 162. ' ) ‘ ‘
Except for the New (September, 1969) Trotter School, Roxbury Schools date from
1937 and earlier. Jackson, Barbara L., The King Timilty Council, The Black

Community of Boston, and the Boston Public Schools: An Analysis of Their
Relationship, September, 1969, p. 4, an as-yet unpublished manuscript.

g Document 1, op.cit., Section II, pp. 2, 3.
10 Confidential information.

- op.cit., p. 41, Jackson, op.cit., p. 6 confirms this statement.
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II WHO ARE THE MAJOR GROUPS INVOLVED?- HOW DO THEY INTERACT?
a. 'Parents

Unlike many of the other demonstration areas, Boston parents appear
to have formed into several organizations concerning education. However,
although parents appear to be involved from the outset, the Council (des~
scibed in succeeding sections) lists parental involvement as a result which
was less than expected. A confidential source indicated two problems
with parent participation: some parental apathy; a basic split between
moderates who wanted the organized, gradual change that comes about through
working with the establishment, and.the activists, who wanted to confront
the establishment and achieve dramatic results overnight.

Home and School Association (HSA)

HSA, a parent-teacher organization has been called a combany'union.
Schrag indicates its administrator is paid by the School Department (it is
housed in the same building), has 52,000 'nominal' members (all teachers
belong), and represents the most important channel of contact between parents
and teachers (there being no PTA in Boston). By charter the presidency al-
ternates between a parent and a teacher. The association does not criticize
the administration, the school committee or the conduct,of the schools. With
few exceptions, neither do the district nrganizations. The HSA concerned
with the King-Timilty project is characterized as a "morjhund" with only a
handful of members from King and non-existent at Timilty = which is rep-
resented on the Council and has been highly involved in the pigject from
the outset, representing a moderate voice in decision making. '

Parents Education Committee for Better Schools in Roxbury(PEC)
. o [ {

According to a confidential source the PEC began when a group of parents
at the Timilty School joined together to work for improvements in the school.
A grass-roots organization, it has little outside help which gives it a
broader base of parents involved in its actions, but means it" lacks a certain
‘expertise in organization.and effective action. However, it began a library
staffed with volunteers. The-PEC merged into the Timilty Council. With
"official reprgiggggpion’ﬁﬁ the King-Timilty Council, PEC has provided "acigve
and visible'—support as well as developing a Community Education Program.
However, Jackson indicai;d that it had less than 20 active members at the time
the Council was formed. '

i; Document 1, op.cit., Section II, p. 1l4.

12 Schrag, op.cit., p. 139.

14 Jackson, op.cit., p. 4.
Derr, C. Brooklyn, A Resource Exchange Model for Participatory Systems in

Education: Five Case Studies, written for the Danforth Foundation School

15 Board Study and the Urban Coalition, an undated, unpublished draft, p. 31.
16 Jackson, op.cit., p. 7. :
17 Document 1, op.cit., Section II, p. 16.

Interview with Barbara Jackson, October 22, 1969.
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b. Teachers ‘ {

Although teachers are infrequently mentioned they appear to be highly
supportive of the efforts of the demonstration. More conservative than many: -
parents, they continuously supported using legitimate channels and cooperating
with the establishment, not wishing to endanger the project, which they have ;
supported. Teachers are represented on the Council; there appears to be - -
little teacher/parent friction, although Jackson cites Faculty-Council frictlon
as a contributor to student gisruptions and inability of the Council to "develo
major educational programs.

Boston Teachers Union

Through Louis Vangel, their business agent, the union has worked actiVely7
with the Council, especially in problems at the King School relating g ad- -
ministration appointments.and the selection and training of teachers. : Ap—‘m
parently highly supportive of the Council, Vangel indicated union recognition
of the Black Principals issue (See later sections) and said the union would
be prepared2 o negotiate with the Council in hopes of achieving 'amicable = v
agreement' Nevertheless, "needless to say, the union in Boston, as-in- othe
_cities, is wary of any efforts that Eould be seen as threatening to the rights
and aspirations of the membership". :

c. Students

Among the various decentralized board experiments, this is the only one to
mention an organized student group, the Black Students' Union, which appears. to

" have sprung up prior to the council. (There is some question as to its being:
representative of the majority of studcnts, however.)

Black Students' Union (BSU)

Listed as one of the cooperating agencies, the BSU has been active in-
both schools, discussing student needs and sending representatives to Council
meetings. No students serve on the Eguncll however, and "... their activities
have been met with mixed reactions"

12 Derr, op.cit., p. 31.

20 op.cit., p. 45.
Document 1, op.cit., Section II, pp. 16, 17,

g% ibid., Appendix C, p. 2.
23 ibid., Section TII, p. 1l7.

ibid., Section II, p. 16, 19.
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d. The School Department

The School Department is seen as collectively resistant to ange, in-
bred, predominantly Irish-Catholic, and bureaucratic in nature. As Thomas
stated, "School department officials are willing to accept quite unusual '
ideas, if the process of negotiation is discreet and quiet. They prefer to
handle problems within the bureaucratic structure and across institutional
bureaucracies without recourse to the elected school committee.' He con-
tinues, "the rules of the game are fairly clear, Limited change is allowed,
if the would-be changer stays within the private confines of the appointed
school department officials. As scon as he steps into public confrontation,
he runs the risk of being blocked".25

The references made to the School Departhnt seem to place it in a position
analagous to the School Committee on issues.

e. The School Committee

The School Committee has legal power cver all educational matters within
State regulations, although in 1966 authority for new buildings was ¥9sted in
. the Public Facilities Commission (directly controlled by the Mayor).

Chaired by Thomas Eisenstadt during much of the Council's history (and
now chaired by his counterpart, John Kerrigan) the five-member elected School
Committee appears to be conservative and uncompromising in its attempts to.
preserve the status quo. Schrag characterizes the School Committee as un-
able to confront, accept, or solve problems. 'Every member of the Committee
is an independent operator, playing to hi constitutency-internal and external,
to the press, perhaps to his own vanity." According to Derr, the School
Committee viewed the demonstration '"... as another program to be accomodated
into the system.'" He goes on further to state that their objectiv as to
the Council"s role were conflicting with the Council's objectives. Others
have characterized the School Committee as ruthless and shrewd and have
pointed out that both Eisenstadt and Kerrigan (who genmerally follow the same
voting pattern) have used the Council as a political backboard for their
constituencies: Eisepstadt in his successful bid for Sheriff and Kerrigan

for the Chairmanship. Jackson describes the changes of attitude in the
School,Committee "monumental" from its earlier uncompromising behavior, how-
ever.

24

95 Schrag, op.cit., p. 51.
26 Thomas, op.cit., p. 52.
97 See Derv, op.cit., p. 30.
28 Jackson, op.cit., p. 2.
29 op.cit., p. 66.

10 Derr, op.cit., p. 30.
31 Confidential information.

Jackson interview, op.cit.
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- 36

40 Jackson interview, op.cit.

f. State Department of Education

Although mentioned as one of the cooperating agencies by the Council32
little mention of the body is made, except by Derr, who indicates it was
cited as a third-party mediator in the Black principals issue, and by the
Council as attending Counci}Bmeetings and providing guidelines for programs
and financial arrangements.

g U.S. Office of Education (USOE)

Part of Health, Education, and Welfare, USOE funded the demoustration

USOE acclaimed the demonﬁgration; calling it the second most- exciting com-
munity sponsored effort. At the time of the Blacgsprincipals issue, the
Council called -for third-party mediators from USOE. Jackson called e
Federal role as strong moral support through its funding stipulations.

"h.  Academia

PSSR NI

“"""Harvard University, located -in Cambridge, Massachusztts, has remained”

\heavily involved from before the outset cf the project through its Graduate

School of Education and its.Pathways to Identity Project. Spencer McDonald,
temporary Chairman of the Council through March, 1969, is from Harvard, as

is another member of the Council, and several alternate members (Barbara
Jackson, for example, having been involved with the minutes, ﬁinancial re-
ports, and the proposal),A Several 99her graduate students have been -actively.
involved with commumity activities. Harvard was involved in writing the
Title III proposal; ruce and Rosenthal have been co-directors of the Path-
Ways to Identity Project, a study of male adolesceggs who attend the King
School, which was on-going when the project began. According to a confi-

.dential source Harvard has maintained a moderate position on the Council.

Harvard's position in the project and on the Coung&l has remained a bone of
contention among some activists in the community.

The Boston University of Education 1s also cited as a cooperative agency,:
having sponsored,; in 1968, the NDEA Institute for training community aides.
Both Dr. Stanley Wachs and James Howard directed the Institute; Wachs has G
continued to work with the Council. However, it appears some difficulties have '~
arisen, as the Council states "...bziter coordigation must be achieved. in
future collaborative enterprises of this kind". -

gg Document 1, op.cit., Section II, p. 16.

34 Derr, op.cit., p. 36; Document I, op.cit., Section II, p. 19.
35 Aibid., p. 29.

ibid., p. 36.

37 Jackson interview, op.cit.

38 Document I, op.cit., Section II, p. 16.

39 ibid., Section II, p. 18. .

" Document 1, op. cit., Section II, pp. 16, 17.

28




35

Emanual College was notified of a grant under the Education Professional
Development Act for a summer institute, in 1969, in linguistics. Although a
representative hagl"officially" indicated willingness to involve King and
Timilty teachers, we have no knowledge as to whether or not this institute
operated. :

i. Education Groups

The Community Education Council (CEC) composed of representatives of 37
different educational organizations, was cited as one of the cooperating
agencies. Members of the Council have served on CEC, whose-avaQwed purpose
is to take over the public schools in Roxbury by legal means,#2 and who are
credited with determining.the Target Area for the Project. The Community
Council for Educational Development (CCED) has also been listed as cooperating.
The group originated in Roxbury (partly funded by the Ford Foundation) and is
comprised of both educators and parents. They have managed to skirt the School
Department by incorporating and establishing a new school in Roxbury as part of
the proposed state network. It is the first school in the country to be run
and finggced entirely by the State and had a first year $500,000 operating
budget. e

Operation Exodus has official régzesehtation on the Council and is first
on the list of cooperating agencies. ‘The Council, in fact, grew out of the
efforts of Operation Exodus, a community group in Roxbury, headed by Ellen
Jackson and Betty Johnson, that started bussing Black children to underutilized
white schools within the city in the fall of 1965. Although organized by
Blacks, the group is financed by white suburban money. Schrag calls them
middle class, appealing to middle class people with middle class ambitions
and attitudes; others condemn them for draining energies away from the local
situation. Exodus became very militant and vocal during the Black principals
issue, callirg the School Departmenf.and School Committee "racist'',and even
calling a Council meeting together. According to a confidential source
Exodus often disagreed with the slower, more conservative council and Ellen
Jackson the most dynamic leader in Roxbury, could not maintain a heavy
commitment to the Council. Exodus has several educational programs, par-—.
ticularly in the summer (including tutoring and African Culture) and is
planning a two—buildingagducation complex, funded both privately and through
the Federal Government. :

2; ibid., Section II, p. 18. |

ibid., Section II, p. 6; confidential information; Jackson, op.cit., p. 63
The School Committee of the Citv of BRoston, An Alliance for Educational

43 Progress, a proposal for Title III funding, May 13, 1968, p. 1l4.

4 ibid., Jackson, op.cit., p. 6; .Jackson interview, op.cit.

45 Document I, op.cit., Section II, p. 6.
Derr, op.cit., pp. 31, 34; Thomas, op.cit., pp. 51, 52; Schrag, op.cit.,

46 PP 13, 123, 144; confidential information.
Woods, Dan, "A Portrait of Exodus', (mimeograph publication by Operation
Exodus) pp. 8-10: Boston School Committee, Title IIT Prorosal on.cit., p. 14.
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services, and businesses.

j- Cozmunity Groups

The ‘Nev Urban League_is second on the list of'coaperating‘agencies.47
Mrs. Lewis Cof the New Urban Leagu# is crezited witfi Suegesting the stratagy
which wite tco prove succezsfil Hm the Black Principals tssue,,aa“welkgas
prowidimg ; tEwist presswis ¢ Smacific issues in Coupcil meetings.
Accredir=* 4 'activist", but imesmzyed at the inaction of the Coumncil, Mrs.
Lewis dfic sustain a s&gady cowmitment to the Council, accaoxding to
confide: ~:4l .anformation. S==rf members of New Ur*an Leagae have attended
the Counc:' :etings gBd participated in deliberat:---s znd position develop-
ments o < Souncil.

List: O supportive'oglthe Council, the Black}ijﬁted Fromx was also
served by :mncil members. An umbrella organizay ion for .commmnity groups,
the United Front is privately Zunded. It has only - criteria for membership:
that the pxroup's policy-makingzbody be at least 5C. Llack and that the or-
ganization —epresentative to zme United Front be biack.52 In April, 1968,
this group-uapparently demggdeﬁhcompﬂete control of police, schoals, social

t

Roxbury Federation of Neighborhdod Centers (Norfolk House) was the sub-
contractor for the Community Education Program develaped by the New Urban
League. ' :

The Highland Park Free School (formerly Hawthorne House) offered space
for Council meet%ggs and technical assistance prior to.the opening of the
Council offices.

Other groups also provided facilities space: Charles Street AME Church
{(for the three-day conference); Roxbury YMCA and Roxbury Boy's Club (for
Learning Centers while the King School was closed).56

Mrs. Mary Goode, a member of the 18-member Model Cities Board, is an
alternate member of the Council; in the Model Cities Proposal the Council
was described and suggestedsas one possible model of parent and community
involvement in the schools.

Z; Document 1, op.cit., Section II, p. 16.

49 Derr, op.cit., p. 35.

. This was confirmed by Jackson, Jackson Interview, Op.cit.
50 . ;
51 Document 1, op.cit., Section II, p. 16.
52; Derr, op.cit., p. 34,
53" Telephone conversation with Mr. Reed of the United Front, October 10, 1969.
Lupe, Alan, "Bureaucracy Shudders at Community Control but Residents are
Demanding', Boston Globe, July 6, 1969, p. A3. AR

gg Document 1, op.cit., Section II, p. 6.
ibid.
56 oo .
5, ibid. >
ibid., Section II, pp. 16, 19. : E
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k. _Busfne§s ¥LeresEs

The Educatl.um@fxi Mevelic;saent Center (EDC) resull'ng from a merger of ESI
(Educatiomal Sz il Incprmorated, with a staff of 440 persons, and z Yy=zarly
budget of about A}k millinxr) and another organizatiecm, is the largest organi-
zation in the count:tr “eeyr2d to research and develagment in curriculym. 58
EDC gave the Counc:il tecmtncal, clerical and other amsistance, as well as
meeting space duriuy the line that the Roxbury YMCA and Boy's Club learuing

centers were in oma: atitor. EDC - 3uncil contact has. since been renews:. in
the area of curricwivw mrexials. Behavioral Research Associates prowides
consultants for te: “ur.‘ﬂfinigg under a contract with Project Read, a wead-
ing program develsy by Lkam. :

©

1. Predecesssrs go the King-Timilty Ccuncil

In January, 1% . Clommemity residents aﬁd others,. concerned about :the
state of affairs =t hg:Patrick Campbell Juﬂior High School (now the Martin
Luther King Middl= chgpsy Y Formed a:councili called :the Campbell Coaldtion.
It was comprised c¢' {aremt=, teachers, and geducators but had uwo funding.

1
i
¢

According to a ar¢i#sie= in the Bay Stat'e Baﬁﬁér,_an Interim Board of
Education was form 4 ixm dugust, 1968, to make6Eolicies and programs for
schools and to wor: =cuiird community control.

= Koerner, James D., ®ho: Controls American Education, Boston Beacon Press,

59 1968, pp. 63, &&.
60 Documentv;f og-éit., Saction 11, p. 16.
ibid., Section 11, . 12.

61 ibid., Appendix G.,. p..-23 Jackson, op.cit., p. 7, cites the presence of
Harvards ‘Pathwzvs to Tdentity team as establishing an early dialogue at
62 the school (1%:=5}).

Bay State Bannur, "Commu:ity Forms own Board of Educétion", August 21, )
1968, p. 1. See Section III of this memorandum for a descrepant viewpoint.
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III. HOW DID THE PROJECT COME ABOUT? WHAT ARE THE MAJOR . IVITIES SINCE THEN?

. April 1967 ~ A teacher was assaulted at the Cam:bell Junier High
Sthool. The Schocil Department suggested armed miilcemens local
cummunity organizations and parents met and dec iked to expose the
dzplorable conditions of the school, as well as tthe prejudice of
teachers and staff which might have lead to suth an assauliz.63

. Spring 1967 - A series of meetings was held am ng# Ellen Jackson
(Exodus) ; Bryant Rollins (militant community lessiier); Robert
Rosenthal, Bernard Bruce, Florence Shelton (Patwazgs to Identity);
zmd Thomas McAuliffe, Thomas Meacher and Willis~ ¥=mmessy (Campbell
Principal) of the school system. They discussed sie Campkell School's
problems and general ideas of solutions. They prcumsed a ‘coalition
of four elements: educators from the Campbell Scimwl; parents and
community people; students; and researchers, 64

. September ‘1967~ The Campbell Coalition (with Exodmxs as the applicantv‘”.me

agency) applied to the Ford Foundation for a gramt of $139,500. Mainly
written by Spencer MacDonald of Harvard, (who kzad worked with Exodus on
an earlier proposal) the proposal contained the:following Items:
community para-professionals, better and more teachers and administra-
tion, greater innovative curricula. The proposal called for a Coali-
tion-School Department partnership, a sharing of decisions. Ford

asked the group to get written Boston School Department support of

the Coalition.63 :

+ Fall 1967 - The Coalition met regularly with school officials over
approval® of the proposal.66

. February 20, 1968 - The Board of Superintendents endorsed the Ford
proposal. With only school committee ratification needed before
Ford would give the proposal final consideration, the School Department
learned of a demonstration grant of $1.5 million available over three
years and tne Coalition decided to drop Ford for the USOE fumds.67

. Late February 1968 - The Boston School Committee made rough plans to
spread the money thinly over the city, but Federal education authori-
ties wanted the money spent in one school in a ghetta area and with
particular emphasis on community involvement. The Schkool Department
tentatively decided on the Mackey Elementary School iz the South end
and.the School Department prepared. to meet with Federal education
officials in March, without communicating the above information to

&3 Derr, op. cit., p. 28. A confidential source indicated twm teachers were

assaulted, one of which was stabbed. Jackson, op. cit., p. 8, cites a series
64 of "alledged" assaults. '
Confidential information. .Derr, op. cit., p. 29 gives Januarr 1968 as an
apparently conflicting date for the formation of the coalition. See also
Document 1, op. cit., Appendix G, p. 2. Jackson, op. cit., P 8 cmedits
65 Bernard Bruce of the Pathways Project, with helping bring thre-paxtiies together.
Confidential information. See Derr, op. cit., p. 29; Document I, @mp. cit.,
66 Appendix G, p..2, for a conflicting date - MarchHI968; Jacksom, @m. Tit., P 8.
Confidential information. : "
ibid.; Jacksom, op. cit., p. 10.
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any of the commupities invi«.ved. However,comcerned School Department
afficialsb68 contac: i varjous people in the South end concerned with
education and news iltered ® Hoxbury to Jacksen aud Melvin King.
School officials be ;zn to get community and Federal pressure to use
tire funds in the Biwg~Timilty schools.69

+ March 19-20, 1968 - The Washington, D. C., Centrzil.Cities Task Force
Teminar was attendsd by represemtatives of Bastmm @Eblic Schools. 7T

- ®=rch 25, 1968 -~ A summary of the seminar was dfist—iwputed to school
rxfficials at the Offiice of Program Development meeting, where it was
decided to develop a USOE—cype proposal.’l

- April 1, 1968 -~ The NDEA Imstitute was planned in.a ame-day meeting,
after discussions with Lewis,King and Sister Miriam St. John on the
-proposal planning.7/2

- April 3, 1968 -~ The first of 6 meetings of the Planuing Committee, set -
up by the School Department,was hheld to prepare a prouposal for Title :
‘111 funds. Both school department and community- representatives were
present,73 including: USOE: the State Department of Education;

s oo - - -parventsy ‘Model Cities Board members; the Associmtiess ®f Urban Sisters;

68
69

70
71
72
73
74

75

76

"Bostom Sxrffrool Committee, TEitle IIT Proposal op. cit.., p. Iw.

Science Manitor, Second Edition, May 11, 1968, p. 2. Jackson, :op. cit., p..12,

School Administrators; Operation Exodus personnek, pmnfessors from
Harvard,; Northeastern, Boston University; Urban Leagm= representa- _
tives; =nd teachers.’4 A confidential source credits the initiative .
of :the Coalition, plus the:already extant Ford propesal, with securing
thefunds. '

- April 11, 1968 - The Schoci Committee, in .a speri=l meeting, agreed
to act upon HSA's petitior and change the name of the Campbell School
to the Martin Luther King Jr., School.75

. May 13, 1968 - The final proposal, "An Alliance for Education Progress","
was approved by the Boston School Committee by 3 to 2 {(Eisenstadt and
Kerrigan voting against) amd submitted to USOE.76

We =ssume Meager =mi McAmiiffe, altimmugh not mentioned by mame.
ConFidential information, Jackson, op. .cit., p. 11 mlaces this after—=he
March 1820 seminzr amd dsiss the proposal to Ford, March 1968.
JNocwmpen= 1, :op. cit., Appemdix B, p-'1.

ibid.., p. V. N
Jadkson, op. cit., p. 1l; Wocument: T, :op. cit., Appendix &, p. 1. :
Kundratis, Merelice, "Community-~School Plan Seeks Raxbury fccord', ThediChristdién

‘indicates :other organizations in Roxbury sent letters: of wendorsement. :
‘Herald Traveler, "Boston School Renames School for King', aApril 12, 1968. The.
Boston School Committee Title III Proposal, op. cit., Appendix A, p. 2 gives .
the: date-.as April 8.

‘Document 1, op. cit., Appendix B, p. 1.

A
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.. June 6, 1968 - The Irceriim King-~Timilty Advisory Council was constitu-~
ted on an interim basis ..d its membership defined.77 The two councils
somprising the King~Timizr <> Council were self-appointed from the Coali~
tion-azd PEC and contzined only 3 parents of children at the King or
THwilry Schools. Maclonaldiwas elected (unanimously) Temporary Chairr-an. _
Althorgh this set-up was ywant to be temporary, mounting pressures pre-
ventes. those elections, as will be seen below. '

. June I, 1968 ~ The Imt=rwrim Council held a Central Cities Task Force
Tlarmitng meeting; determittad qualifications and job description for
e Fmoject Diractor; am= defined recruitment and selection procedures./9
Tiee no=ition of ProjectIXrector was made interim, from summer through
Jzmigry . 80 ‘

« Jume= 11, 1968 ~ TemporaTy officers were elected by the Interim Council.8l

June 28, 196'8 ~ The Prcisect, after revisions were made, was approved in
"ﬂashjmgton,&z L o

. July 1, 1968 ~ The Project began.83

. Ouly 5, 1968 - The Council heard presentations from community orgami-
zations for:the Community Education Program.

. July 12, 1968 ~ The Council chose the Roxbury Federation of Neighborhamd
Centers (comtractors for the PEC) as a subcontractor for  the ‘Community
Education Program. (A pian to inform the community about Council
activities:;, with $25,00¢ in funds.)85

. July 16, 1968 -~ The School Department appointed, amd the School Committee
approved, twu white principals (Cornelius Cronin and John Kelly) for the
King =nd TE=ilty Schools. An announcement was made to the press without
consulting —he CouncZL, " . whose. desires for Black principals had
been compleredly immered.'" This action aroused ill feelings both in

.jbid.. Se=e:also Sectsiox Ik, p. =, and note Section II of this memorandum and.
‘the d=r==mancy as well 3§ the #wo different terms. .
ConFitemtizs] sources JF=dkfon, ew. cit., pp. 14, 15. TFor a.list of dinterim
Counrl . Mimphers saa Appesdix A.= this document and also Document.l, op. cit.,
Appestiti=: (%, p. 2. .Jackson indic=tres the Timilty people.decided to use
wnizerEsity people an a ’Eechnica]!.@ﬁvi:édry Committee, which disbanded after

-meeting @ -few-times over the summer.

Document:1, op. cit., App.endixEB’)., p. 1.

Jacksom,,mp. cit., p. 16. Shezzdiso states that only 7 .applications were received
-and that-TFocal organizations: did-not put up candidates.

Document:1, op. cit., Appendix &,. p. 2.

“bid., Appendix B, p. 1; Jacksom, op. cit., p. 13.

Abid.

“ibid.

Document 1, op. Tits, Appendix B, p..2.
dibtd.... Jacksow, op. cit-, PP- 18, 19.
: - -Arthur D Little.Inc
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8%
87
88

89

90
91
92

tke Council aud j;n:;.;_.cheCommunity.86 sccording to the School Committee,
two Black principaks were previously contacted but refused (both women .
felt there was no moint in switching gchools if their successors were

to be white);87 acrording to the Council, agreement had been reached
prior. to this selection that Black Primcipals would be named to. the
schools .88 The CouncZl, according £o coufidential information, was :
unwilling to make.an &fl-or-nothing issue of ithe situation, not wishing 7
to lose funding a=i umcertain of community support. Activists, accord— -
ing to this same. information, took up the issue independently, under
the heading 'summwer mohilization'. Flyers uamd canvassing were preva-
l=nt; two Uniwred Front-members wrote the whizze appointees, asking them

to step down, étc. Groups mentioned -as actiwe at this point were:
Exodus, HSA, Urban League, Cirizems for Boston Schools, Association

of Urban Sisters, Hmited Front, CEC, Local NAACP Chapter's Association

of Afro-Ameriran Edmcation, Boston University's NDRA Institute.89

. July 19, 1968 — At.:a:Council meeting,.members. expressed thedir unhappi-~ .
mess with the appoimtments. More militant members wanted -dramatic
action in retaliartom; more moderste members (teachers, HSA, .and some
parents) wanted tw try legitimszie means to change the decision or to
accept it and get wm with the program. This difference of opinion ' ‘
almost paralwzad ith=: group. ~&ccording to. Jackson, however, the council
decided it must tzk= a stand.Z2 A committee. was formed by Chairman K
MacDonald to Formifzte a press release mbjecting to the. appointments.9Ll -

. July 23, 19%8-~ The Council mex, discussed, and approved the statement
and copieswwere released to the Superintendent of Schosils, members of
the School Tommittee, press, and "appropciate'’ community peopla. The
statement pwoclajmed a strong cowpcil sstznd., listing sound educational: =
reasons for~ the Black principals desire, :mud demanded reconsideration. 92

- July 29, 1%% ~ The Boston. Schocl Committee mst in publi~ weeting.
The Council ™ad regquested that wire issue be pliaced on th> mgenda: but:
didn't know it was on the agenda wutil if was taken up. The Cummittee's:
position was that the wmhite princijpsls wene 7t the hmad of the -promotion:
rating ~ist {Whizh has wery few Blarks), twer= zopointed ou their merits;

Derr., oD. =it..., p. 31, ‘For:a discrepant date, s&s Document 1, op. cit.,
Appenitix G, m - Z, wiere -the date. given is July 259, 1968..
MrCaim, Nina, "“Two. Hiacks Reject: Principal Jobs", Boston.Globe, July 18, 1968.

Confidential scarce. Jacksom, op. cit., p. 20 dEffiers here, saying the Superifn_v-_-:ﬁ;

tendent did not. see the seriousness of the issue :=nd contended there was nothing;
ke: couilld .@0 since mo Blackszwere on the Tist.
ConfidentEal information; Cooper, William, "parem=: Slam School Beomrd at Hearing:
on Principils", Herald Traveler, July 30, 1968; Cooper, William, "BFack Principal
Dispute Campromise Offered", Herald Traveier, August 14, 1968, n- 63 Jackson,

op. cit., D 21.

op._cit., D. 21.

Derr, o¥s cit., m. 31, 32. See also Documeunt l, Op. cit., Appemdix B, P.. 2.
Derr,, Wp._&3t., p. 32; TDocament. 1, om. <it., Appendix B, p. 2. The press
ellEmese i dated July 26.
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and the School Committee would not change this. The Council, in a
two~hour debate, pleaded for consideration, using educational argu-~
ments, and finally threatened vimlenre in the schools in the Fall
if some considerations were not givem. The Council fimally walked
out of the mesting.93

« July 31, 1968 - The Council met in Executive Session to discuss
alternatives. '". . . this open.affromt had been wery effective for
militants because it exposed the :establishment for what it was. The
tremendous gap betwamen militants :=m# more conservztives began to
narrow. However, the conservativs=s still controlled things and
voted to continue t» go on record, im the: press awmd elsewhere, as
not supporting the Whiite principals.,, but willing to make every
attempt to continwe on and creatiwvelw make the program work."94
At this meeting Geramld Hill was rersmmended for Interim Project
Director.95 :

» July~August 1968 — According to Derr, community-organizations were - --- "
holding:meetings =t this time ovexr the issue. They put tremendous ’ ’
pressure on the Commeil and oxrganized a school outside the system.

They ". . . began to see: this issue as reason for mwjor .confronta-
tion with the establishment. CommuprZty contxol of the schools was

at stake and they exarted every pramsure to push for it." In fact,
Derr ‘stated that ewen Council meetimgs became: more & forum for
community spokesmem than for the Council's ‘busimess. 70 Apparently,
plans were being laid in closed meetings. . for a irakeover of the Timilty
School when classes rmesumed. This informatiom was: Yeaked to the press,
which gave it heavy cosewrage. Thus, &Fthough thess groups were never
hvighly organized, the thrmat of vimicace ‘had itz «w¥fert on the School
Departmemt. At this #ime, the.Coumecil apparently-milayed an important
part in -persuading Smparimtend=nt Ghrenberger, wha was concerned about
the Title ITI funds, z» mske some: concessions.Z7 4

.+ August 7, 1968 — Fomsr committess wers establisied Ty the Council

(Staff Orientations Trmdent Mommale: Special Fdmratiom; and Reading) .98
The Council sent: the Superint=ndent ttheir  racommenidztion of Gerald
Hill for Project Dizer—=pr.99

+ August 9, 1968 - Liberal Bostam Srhocl Committeemsz Paul McDevitt
issued a press statem=mt calling for = mew look by the :committee
at the community contzal issue.:amd stzting, "I am for “‘community
control' in all p=rts of our <&ty . . ."100

93 Derr, op. cit;, pp. 32, ¥3; DmumenLL, . vit., Appsendix. B, p. 2; McCain,

Nina, "Parents, Board Clizsh om ‘Blmck Frimripals", Boston .Globe, July 30, 1968,
g4 P- 8- '
95 Derr, op. cit., p. 33.
Document. 1, op. cit., .Appendix B, jp..2. However, in Secrion IIL, Appendix B
96 P 4, mid-August is.given as a date.
97 Derr, op. cit., pp. 33, 34.
98 Confidential. information.. N
99 . ‘Document 1, op. cit., Appendix. B, p. 3.
100 fJackson, op. cit., p. I7. -
Document 1, op. cit., a5 quoted inm Sectiom I, p. 15,
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101
. 102
‘103
104
105

106
107

108

W vew...® August 21, 1968 - The Council met "after a frantic week of daily

"Text of Superintendent Ohrenberger Proposal, September 4, 1968, p. 16. See '}
‘Appendix C of this memorandum for Kerrigan's press release. :

. August 14, 1968 ~ Paul Tierney, the other liberal committeeman,
called a special School Committee meeting and requested that Black
principals be appointed, citing unusual circumstances, and that the
principals be recruited from outside the system. This was defeated.
The decision was that the power to nominate principals rested with
the Superintendent. The contract for the Community Education Program
was approved.101

. Mid-August 1968 - The Council wrote letters to two white principals,
asking them to resign, not for personal reasons, but because of the
issues at stake. They refused. Around this time the Council held
a series of community strategy meetings which were '". . . most often
held in secret™".102 At this time, the Model Cities Agency apparently
offered to help find Black principals for King and Timilty.103

‘emergency meetings". At the meeting, described as "crucial, 7
community members spoke about the need for action. Mrs. Lewis,

of the New Urban League, hinted at violence (children burning down
the school) and other representatives gave the Council until
September 4 to get Black principals for the schools. A possible
boycott was mentioned. Some council members still held out for
making things work, but they gave in and Mrs. Lewis suggested the
strategy of the press release which would put the Council on a new
plane, as a negotiating partner with the School Department, demanding
that negotiations be resumed and a stalemate would necessitate the
use of third-party mediators (USOE and the State Department of
Education).104

. August 29, 1968 - The Council met with the Superintendent of Schools,
and prepared a press statement indicating the meeting was inconclusive.1Q

. Auguét 31, 1968 - The Council decided not to release the statement to
the press.l06

. September 3, 1968 - The day before School opened Superintendent
Ohrenberger issued a news release calling on the school committee
to change the principal appointments for fear of a serious confronta-
_tion between the community and the schoo1.107 The BTU voted 161 to
74 to oppose the Black Principals,l08 but proposed no further action

Derr, op. cit., p. 34; Document 1, op. cit., Appendix B, p. 6; Cooper, William
"Black Principals Dispute . . .", op. cit., p. 6.

Derr, op. cit., p. 34; Document 1, op. cit., Appendix B, p. 6. See under
July 16, 1968 for a discrepant viewpoint. ‘ . , Sy
McCain, Nina, '"Park[s] Vows to Get Black School Aides'", Boston Globe, August 16
1968. ' ' i

‘Derr, op. cit., pp. 35, 36; Document 1, op. cit., Appendix B, p. 3. See

Appendix B of this memorandum for the press release.
Document 1, op. cit., Appendix B, p. 3. '

ibid. S
ibid., Appendix B, pp. 3, 6. See also Appendix D of Document 1; Herald Traveler

McCain, Nina, "Two Blacks Get Principal Jobs im Roxbury", Boston Globe, .
September 4, 1968; Jackson, op. cit., p. 24.
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or any threats. The School Committee announced the reassignment

of the White principals on their request; acting principals were
appointed (Joyce at the King School and Owens at the Timilty School)
by the School Committee; and the Committee recommended thkat the
Council be asked to screen and recommgnd people for permanent
principals,but this last item was rejected by the School Committee.109

+ September 1968 ~-On several occasions the Timilty School had minor
disorders. Having achieved its aim the 'summer mobilization' shifted
its attention to a King~Timilty feeder school, the Gibson School
(which will not be considered in this report). The Council reportedly
had spent so much energy on the Black Principals issue that it was un-
prepared for the school opening; schools were described as follows:
"dark and dingy" corridors; unpainted classrooms; poorly lit cafeteria,
etc.; there were no curriculum programs; and the ten new aides in each
school had uncertain roles and weren't yet approved by the School
Committee.l10 A target of militants, the Council lost some prestige
and legitimacy in the community as 1t had not developed 's1gnificant
programs, etc. As it did not receive funds until -January 1969, it
felt its position to be precarious.lll

. September 13, 1968 -~ The Council announced receipt of the first
installment ($75,000) of the USOE grant.l12

. September 19, 1968 ~ A permanent nine-member Personnel Committee was
established (six parents, two teachers, and one community representa-
tive); a chairman was appointed; and an information paper on the
Council was distributed.l13

. September 26, 1968 -~ The School Committee approved the appolntment
of Gerald Hill as Project Director at a salary of $16,500 and 16
teacher aides were appointed. 114  The Council held a meeting at the
Timilty School to explain its program to staff.ll3

- End of September, 1968 - The grant for the Community Education Program
was received.

109 Jackson, op. cit., p. 23.
110 | S
111 ibid., p. 25.
112 Confidential information.
Document 1, op. cit., Appendix B, p. 3. This is inconsis:ent with the con~
fidential informatlon indicating no fumnds were received-uuntil January 1969.
113
114 ibid., Appendix B, p. 4.
Keeley, Bob, "Student Voice in Dress, Clubs Okayed by Board", Record American,
September 27, 1968; Dos-.nent 1, op. cit., Section IIL, p. 4, and Appendix B, p. 4.
115-Ehls same document gives the discrepantidate of September 23 on page 6 of Appendlx.
116 Document 1, op. cit., Appendix B, p. 4. :

The School Committee of Boston, "An Alliance for Educational Progress R August 1,
1969, Appendix A, p. 2. (Hereafter referenced as Boston School Committee
Title.  ITI Proposal [2])
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117

118
119

120
121

122
123
124
125
126

McCarthy, W. J., "King School Reopens Today", Herald Traveler, October 24,1968,

- ibid., Appendix B, p. 5.

. October 7, 1968 - The Council authorized Hill to act on behalf of the
Council in legal, as well as other matters. A discussion was held on
the role of the Council vis a vis thé Black United Front, Black Student
Union, and Gibson Concerned Parents.ll7

. October 16, 1968 - The Timilty Council's Technical Advisory Committee
met with the Black Student Union on needs of the students.ll8 The
Black Student Union held a Liberation Day Program outside the schools
for students, "to liberate and educate the minds of black students to
think black".119 -

. October 17, 1968 - At the Council meeting: a report was given on the
Detroit conference; nine people were chosen to go to Washington to ob~
serve Project Read;Lionel Lindsay was approved as an accountant for
the Council ($150 plus a monthly fee of $50, starting November 1);
Barbara Jackson was retained as a Resource Consultant to assist in
preparing a supplementary proposal; the Chairman was empowered to
appoint an Election Committee; and authorized payment qf program
money for each school to purchase materials on Black Historyfat $340
per set.120

. October 23, 1968 - A series of false fire alarms, wastebasket fires,
and other student disorders resulted in suspended classes at the
King School at 12:15.121 A confidential source indicates that out-
siders, students and non-students alike, were partly responsible for
these disorders, and that community activists may have been condoning
this behavior. At an evening School Committee meeting, the Committee
voted 4 to 1 to reopen the school the next day, despite teacher pro-
tests.122 :

. October 24, 1968 - John Cunningham was nominated Assistant Project
Director for the Timilty-School.123

. October 29, 1968 -.The Council had a special meeting with the faculty
of the King‘School.l24 At this point the King School had become
chaotic, with serious vandalism and destruction. Students were un-

" controllable. The school was closed early for two days and completely
closed for another day.l25 ' |

+ October 30, 1968 - King Council met with King Faculty to plan a three- ,
day’ conference, and decided a procedure for electing student represent—
atives.126 L

ibid.

ibid., Appendix B, p. 7.

As quoted in the Herald Traveler, "'Liberation' Program Cuts Blacks' School
Attendance'", October 17, 1968.

Document 1, op. cit., Appendix B, p. 4.

pp. 1, 2.
Document 1, op. cit., Appendix B, p. 4. : <
ibid., Appendix B, p. 5. Here again, Section 11, p. 4 gives November as the dat

Confidential information.
Confidential information. Document 1, op. cit., Appendix B, p. 5.
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129
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Globe, November 13, 1968, p. 1. Jackson, op. cit., p. 28 indicates few were

133

47

. November 6~8, 1968 - The King School was closed while the King School
Planning Conference was held. Present at the Planning Conference were:
teachers, par=snts, students, community leaders, and school officials.
It apparently resulted in a productive exchange if ideas. Cooperation
was achieved among the Council, the Urban League, and the School Depart-
ment in respomse to the BTU's demand that improvements be made in the
schools. . Inmovations accepted by the groups were: student monitors,
in the King School, assemblies at areas of student interest, field
trips within the community, Afro-History and Culture, Black community
speziers, Deans for both boys and girls as well as many others.
Activists, femring nothing would come of the conference proposed
a King Czbim=t, composed of 21 members: six parents, five students,
five community leaders, and five teachers - to run the King School
in cooperation with the Principal, a community liaison principal, and
the twr deams. The idea passed on a strong vote (although Project
Director Hill woted against the measure) and a temporary Cabinet was
elected.. Community members were: Melvin King (New Urban League);
Bryant ®ollimsy William Owens; concerned parents of the Gibson School;
Juliz Owens and William Kinsay (both King aides).l27 This Cabinet
drew back some of the community's more effective leaders.l128 On
November 7, John Joyce; Principal of the King School, resigned,
claiming nervoms exhaustion.l29 (The Council recommended Alvin
Fortume, a teacher in the Newton Public Schools, after having made
unseccessful overtures to Rollins Griffith.)

. Navemirer 12, 1968 - The King School reopened, with King Cabinet
m=mbers directing operations. Some innovations were put into

.. operatiomand the day proceeded smoothly, althuugh student attendance
was 1ow2T30 The School Committee voted to bar :all unauthorized
persams: from the King School and Eisenstadt declared the Cabinet
unauthorized. 131

. November 13, 1968 - Police barred Cabinet members from entering
the Xing School. The Urban League denounced the School Committee
for thwarting attempts at solving the King crisis. The Council
zlso was attacked by militants as being in collusion with the
School Committee. Once again loathe to put their funds on the
Tine the Coumcil protested the barring of Cabinet members, but
did mme take::action.l32 Mayor White came out against Community
Control, favoring greater mayoral powers and an appointed School
Committee to serve conterminously with the Mayor.133

.

Jackson, .op._cit., p. 27. .
Confldential information; Document 1, op. cit., Appendix B, p. 5 gives
November 19 as the date.

Document E, op. cit., Appendix B, p. 5; McCain, Nina, "King Principal Quita
Strife-Torn School™, Boston Globé, November 8, 1968; Jackson, op. c1t., p. 26.
Confidential information.

Auerbach, Alexander, "King School 'Cabinet' Vetoed by Hub Commlttee , Boston -

actually bammed from the school but the action destroyed the Cabinet's authorlty
Confidential information.

Herald Traveler, "Total Community School Control in Boston is Opposed by Whlte

November 14, 1968
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134
135
136

137
138
139
140
141
142

. November 14, 1968 - The King School was closed,l34 as school disruptio
rose to new heights. At this time the school was suffering high teach
absenteeism, as well as substantial student attrition-as, parents place
their children in other schools.135 The BTU threatened a teacher stri
city-wide if the School Committee and School Department didn't help s
the crisis without going outside the Boston system; teachers all turne
in transfer requests so the new principal could transfer incompetents
and teachers requested that King begln operations with only permanent
teachers.136

. November 18, 1968 ~ Interviews began for King principal; Alvin Fortune
and David Owens were recommended for Principal Pro Tempore of the King
and Timilty Schools, respectively; Thomas Cummings, Emma Reavis and ﬁ
Warren Brown recommended for assistant principals; and a motion was
passed not to open the King School until November 21, 1968.137 At thi
time the Council was pressing for another Black Principal but did not
have wide community support. Although' the School Department did ask"
for a list of names, it rejected them all as being either unqualified
or outside the system.138 :

.+ November 19, 1968 - Exodus officials called a meeting, at which they -
talked of taking over King School.139

. November 21, 1968 - The King School reopened, under a phasing plan whe
each day a grade returns.l40 However, the School Department renigged.
promises to include the two community groups in the planning and reope
ing by vesting full responsibility in a Committee of ten steachers. Th
Council refused to cooperate unless they had a hand in pfgnning.141

. December 3, 1968 - The Boston School Committee voted .to appoint John
Bradley, a White disciplinarian, as King Principal. Eugene Ellis'
nomination was approved as Assistant Project Director of the King
School. John Bradley's appointment was rejected by the Council, which-
reaffirmed the need for a Black principal 142

. December 5, 1968 - The King School was closed due to disorders. The
School Committee accepted the Council's Working Paper, which declared
moratorium on reopening the school until .February. The Council lost
support of the King Cabinet at this point and student attrition
continued. Feeling betrayed, the Council debated pulling out of
Title III. The Council and Cabinet set up Learning Centers with the
sanction of both the School Committee and the School Department. The
Learning Centers proved successful and achieved favorable publicity.

Herald Traveler, "King School Closed at Teachers' Request', November 14, 1968

Confidential information.
Cooper, William, "King School May Reopen", Herald Traveler, November 15, 1968 ;)
Auerbach, Alexander, "Solution for King School: Moderate Concessions For all"
Boston Globe, November 16, 1968, p. 9.

Document 1, op. cit., Appendix B p. 5.

Confidential information.

ibid.

Herald Traveler, "Officials 'Encouraged' as King School Reopens', November 22

Confidential information. :
Document 1, op. cit., Appendix B, p. 6; Jackson, op. cit.,, p. 26. (A confident

gource gives the date one day earlier)
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The School Committee recognized ‘the Cabinet to ‘the extent of meeting
“with it and the Council in Executive Session 143

« December 11, 1968 - Council incorporation was approved. A report on
the Learning Centers was presented. A motion passed not to recognize
the committee of ten teachers from the Fing School,l44

« December 12, 1968 - The Project Read Proposal was submitted.l45

. December 18, 1968 - A letter was sent to Eisenstadt from the Cabinet .
requesting that the King School not reopen until February 15; that
the Cabinet be the recognized administrative authority (with the
Council coordinating funds); that the Cabinet negotiate. local con-
tracts with unions; that elections be held for a more representative:
Cabinet; and ‘that the Learning Centers be allowed to continue. This"
was ignored,146 :

S + December 23, 1968 - The School Committee approved a subcontract with'
the Council for expending part of the USOE funds, increased the
Director's salary and issued a directive that the Council coordinate
plans for reopening the King School.l47

+ December 26, 1968 - Six months after the start of the Project, the
Council was given $52,850, deposited in a Roxbury Bank, part of the:
subcontracted funds for Council member payments and monies for outside
consultants, etc.l48

» December 30, 1968 — Meetings among the Council, the Cabinet, and the
Committee of Ten Teachers resulted in a controversial document, not
supported by all, espousing community control, -This document was never
formally "adopted" although it was "endorsed'.1l49

« January 1969 - The Timilty School instituted Project Read.150

+ January 7, 1969 - The Boston School Committee demanded that the first
phase of the King School be reopened by January 20.151

+ January 9, 1969 - Owens was nominated Principal Pro Tempore.l52

122 Confidential information.

145 Document 1, op. cit., Appendix B, p. 6. i
146 ibid., Section III, p. 25. , ;W
147 Confidential source. _

148 Document 1, op. cit., Appendix B, p. 6.

149 Jackson, op. cit., p. 18.

150 ibid., pp. 29, 30.

151 Document 1, op. cit., Section II, p. 12.

Auerbach, Alexander, "King School to Open With Only 1 Grade", Boston Globe,
January 9 1969, pp. 1, 20.

Boston School Committee, Title III Proposal (2) op. cit., Appendix D, p. 2.

152
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154

155
156
157
158
159
160

161
162

« January 13, 1969 - The Continuation Grant Application was submitted,~
the Election Committee met for the first time; the Council was givenf
the right to screen teachers for a reopening of King School and to

~participate in curriculum planning and organizvtional changes. 153

« January-15, 1969 - The proposalkfor a Continuation Grant for Title
III funding was submitted :'\%

« January 20, 1969 - Despite a bomb scare and a teacher assault, the.
King School opened, 154 with a new cluster curriculum which “eatured
team teaching, student electives, and longer periods, called "time
zones'".155 S

« January 23, 1969 - BTU presented seven demands, which the School
Committee granted, under threat of all teachers transferring from::
King. The demands were: that teachers be relieved of ‘all security
assignments; that King have a full time nurse, adjustment counselor

~music teacher, two physical education teachers, and a school secretary.
and that eight aides be relieved of part of ‘their security work: 156

. January 31, 1969 - Application for a $500,000 Cantinuation Grant wasﬂ
approved by the School Committee. 157

. February 7, 1969 - The last grade wasfphased into the King School 15

. February 18, 1969 - The School Committee announced Owens' appointmen
as Principal Pro Tempore and approved Hall (consultant), Selden and‘
Le Beau for satellite center staff.1l59 :

. February 19, 1969 - The first of 10 lectures for parents wishing to
run for election was given. Parents, to be eligible, were to attend
5 of the 10 lectures.l60

. March 1969 - Washington approved the Continuation Grant. Nonetheles
because each planned program had to be considered separately, only -
Project Read and a Satellite Supplementary Center for King were in.
‘operation by June. Almost $200 000 was lost, but others not be- ~
coming operational.l61

. March 24, 1969 - Council elections were held for one~year terms.
Snowstorms and poor parent organization had previously hindered
attendance at the ten qualifying lectures.l62 Parents elected six

ibid., Appendlx D, p. 2; Appendix C, p. 1.
Auerbach, Alexander, "King School Reopens Despite Bomb Scare', Boston Globe,,
January 21 1969, p. 2.
Herald Traveler, "King School Reopens for 157 Pupils", January 20, 1969, p.-

Herald Traveler, 'New King School Crisis Averted", January 24, 1969.

Jackson, op. cit., p. 31.

Boston Globe, "All is "lell at King School", February 7, 1969, p. 6.
Boston School Committee Title III Proposal (2), op. cit., Appendix D, p. 8. ..
Herald Traveler, '"New King-Timilty Council Proposed", February 16, 1969, p. 12

Bay State Banner, Editorial, February 20, 1969, p. 4.

Jackson, op. cit., p. 31.

The King—Timilty Advisory Council, A Proposal For Financial Assistance Concern
Field Trips for the Martin Luther King and the James P. Timilty Schools, :

June 4, 1969.
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Timilty parent representatives; five King parent representatives; and
ten parents from the feeder schocls. Since a King parent and a feeder
parent were not elected, special elections were to be held in the Fall.
Of 2700 parents affected, 800N registered, and 116 voted (another version
says 119 voted out of 1, 000 eligible). The Council spent $25,000 on
community organizations and $4,000 on the election. Only one parent was
a member of the Interim Council; all six community members were. former
Council members. John Selden became Council Chairman.163

. April 10, 1969 ~ Student turned in five successive false alarms.l64

« April 1969 - USOE approved the Continuation Grant for the completion
of the first year of the program.165

« May 28, 1969 - A fire damaged a King classroom. The final report of
the Community Educati..~ Program was submitted.166

¢ June 1, 1969 ~ A special counéil meeting was held. Massachusetts Négro  5
Educators' Assoclation was supported.-in-their-.contention that no recom- . -
mendations be made until the King principalship was made permanent, 167

. June 4, 1969 - The Council submitted a funding proposal for field trips.

+ Week of June 8, 1969 - The King Timilty School voted to disband unless
a Black male principal of their choice was appointed to the King School.
Superintendent Ohrenberger announced, however, he would continue to
appoint new principals from the rating list.168

- Week of July 7, 1969 - Rollins Griffith, president of -the Massachusetts 3:{
Negro Educators Association, was made Principal Pro Tempore of the e
King School. 169 s

. August 1, 1969 -~ The Second Continuation Grant proposal was submitted.

+ August 31, 1969 -~ Gerald Hill resigned as Project Director and became
. Assistant Principal at the Timilty School. 170

. September 9, 1969 - A suit was filed against the School Committee by
Benjamin Scott and William Owens who charged the at-large elections
with being unconstitutional. They ask that district voting be insti-
gated and that local boards be set up for Roxbury Schools. 171

163 Confidential information; Auerbach, Alexander, '"Own Problems Hurt Council"',
Boston Glcbe, April 13, 1969; Van Dyne, Larry, "King-Timilty Council Elected",
Boston Globe, March 25, 1969; Jackson, op. cit., p. 32. See Appendix D for

164 voting behavior.

165 Auerbach, Alexander, "Alarms Mar King Peace", Boston Globe, April 11, 1969.

165 Boston School Committee Title III Proposal (2), op. cit., Part II, p. 1.

167 Boston Globe, "Fire Damages King School Room', May 28, 1969. v
168 Bosiwon School Committee Title III Proposal (2), op. cit., Appendix D, p. 9.

Boston Globe,. '"King School Fight May Kill New Plan'", July 1, 1969; Jackson,

169 2B cit., pp. 30, 31.
McCain, Nina, "He s Part of the Community", Boston Globe, July 27, 1969, p. 2A.

170 Telephone conversation with a Council Member, October 2, 1969; Jackson, op.- cit.,"
p. 59. | .
171 McCain, Nina, "Election Roadblock Filed by Hub Blacks'", Boston Globe, September
9, 1969.
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IV. WHAT AUTHORITY DOES THE KING-TIMILTY COUNCIL HAVE?

Formal

Formal powers are scant and advisory only, being subject to veto and final
authorization from the School Committee;l72 however, some are better defined than
were found in New York, for example. Accordlng to Derr, the Title III proposal
sets up a '‘partnership of sorts" between the Council and the School Department:

. The Council has the power to initiate recommendations for the
spending of monies. Without recommendations the School Depart-
ment can't spend the money.

+ However, the money has to come through the School Department. .

. The Council also has the power to present a candidate list to’
the School Department, from which list the School Department
will choose the Project Director, two assistant directors, and
a consultant.

- The Boston School Committee, as the Chief policy-making body
in the city, must approve all action taken by the School
Department and the Council.l73

Informal

Early definitions of powers were lacking, however, and the School Department
tended to see the Council as advisory only. "Early in the summer it became obvious
that the 'establishment' was not about to relinquish much real power to this
Council."174

But the Council, by pursuing strategies and issues has managed to secure
certain concessions. It fought successfully for a Director's salary increase
and for Black principals. It incorporated and thus was able to obtain a sub-
contract from the School Department for certain of the Title IIT funds. It
became recognized as a legitimate voice when it was heard in a School Committee
meeting on the Black Principals issue. 175 1t also selected the Project Director
(although the normal school channels were used to secure the position). It had

. power to select the community aides (but the school committee refused to appoint

some of these aides).l

1;% Jackson; op. cit., p. 43.
174 Derr, op. cit., p. 30.
ibid. :

175 According to Document 1, op. cit., Section II, p. 10, this was the first time
the School Committee had discussed administrative appointments with any
community group. Jackson, op. cit., p. 44, indicates the Council, due to vague
wording of the Title III Proposal, could have achieved other concessions had it

176 been more experienced in these areas, particularly in curriculum improvements.

Jackson, op. cit., pp. 15, 46.
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V. WHAT ARE THE GOALS OF THE KING-TIMILTY COUNCIL?

"According to the Council, "the dominant issue is how to change the schools."
Since some groups don't believe change can be achieved if the community has merely
an advisory role,l177 the secondary- issue becomes community control and broad

“community participation.

" Thus the Central Cities Task Force proposal defined two major objectives:

1. Improvement of community-~school relations which will encourage
parental participation in school decisions.

2. Evolving programs to meet the needs of the entire community
including adult education.l178

In order to achieve these objectives, the Council views itself as having ‘
several functions to perform: (1) planning and implementing innovative educational
programs; (2) marshalling and coordinating all available funding and service
resources; and (3) designating priorities, as well as continuous planning and
implementation of programs to meet critical needs.179

Because of the Black principals issue there is much.talk of '"Black Power"
in Boston, yet the Council goals of that issue have been clearly defined: '"The
issue was clearly one of taking a stand so that this program would bave a chnane
‘to have a real say in the schools.'180

Educational priorities are fairly complementary to other diszricts: Reading;
Black awareness and History; Physical Education and Recreatiom;. Supplementary
Reading Centers; Special Education; Field Trips and Community 4wareness; and
Staff Training.181

1;; Document 1., op. cit., Section II, pp. 9, 10.

179 pibid., Section II, p. 1.

180 ibid., Section II, p. 2. :

Derr, op. cit., pp. 31, 32. Jackson, op. cit., p. 37, indicates that control
over the schools gives legitimacy to and political expression of the Black
Community (a non-geographically defined grouping of Blacks). We are uncertain
181 28 to whether this is a personal observation or tied into King-Timilty goals.

See Appendix E of this. memorandum for programmatic objectives listed in the _,~€*
first. Title III Proposal. ‘
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?jATQf'all parties,182 a look at Appendix A of this document will show the earlier King
" and Timilty councils to be over-representative of various groups. All Timilty

‘Interim Council viewed itself as having had some success in the representational
process, but is somewhat defensive.l183

it -asserted it was thwarted by a lack of accurate records. Although it used many .

184

- 57

VI. IS THE KING-TIMILTY BOARD REPRESENTATIVE?

Although the Interim Council (non-elected) was seen by Derr as representative

parent members are from the PEC (6); King parents (4) are half from Exodus; half
from the HSA. Only three were parents of children presently in the school. The

Although the Council has expected to contact every parenﬁ in the first‘section,

approaches to reach parents, none were as successful as had been hoped: "Parents
and community people were hired to organize the community and parents meetings were
held at the schools. Although parent participation was 'less than expected' in
terms of opening avenues of communication between the school, community and home,
the Council has had a measure of success."184 Yet our confidential source kept
referring to militant disenchantment and lack of community support for the

Council,

Despdite the fact that=some represemtation of local viewpoints were afforded
by the:Commcil, and this iz itself is a significant:step Forward, the base:zof
represent=tion is limited. The militants do not appear as members of the~earlier
King and: Timilty Councils. :Similarly, students do not have representation:as in
the Washimgton, D. C. commmrzity boards. And, out cf an estimated total 0fZ2700
famities potentially affected by the Council's fact.of representation, onls- 800
regismered to vote and less than 120 actually cast a ballot.

But the new elections did change the power base somewhat. Parents were parents
of children in the schools; they chose community representatives who were not heads
of organizations; they chose two Harvard members; non-university members became
officials of the Council (thus breaking what some Black activists considered to

“be the Harvard stranglehold) .185

12% op. cit., p. 30.

Jackson, op. cit., pp. 40, 41, notes with some validity that their feelings
of representation must not be minimized since they are the ones who have
devoted the time and effort to the Project and are thus 'representative'

of concerned parents.

Document 1, op. cit., Section II, pp. 6, 8, 13. Jackson, op. cit., p. 19
indicates that the PEC had serious problems in its attempts to inform the
community: inexperience, poor organization, lack of direction from the
Council, and delay in receiving the grant, incorrect names and addresses,
and confusion in strategies and ideology among groups in the community over
the Black Principals issue. in an interview she also stated that lack of
charismatic B}acﬁﬁggé¢§rship and the feeling of futility were factors.
Jackson interview, op. ‘cit.

185 Jackson, op. cityw, p. 42.
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’//# VII. WHAT HAS THE KING-TIMILTY COUNCIL ACCOMPLISHED?

. Its biggest accomplishment has been to achieve a certain measure of
legitimacy in being recognized by the establishment. Derr credits
the council with: leadership, money (it pays Council members $7.00
day), good press relations, influential contacts, good organization,

- popular support, a strong ideologic and symbolic base, and a fair
communications network.186 : S

[ "« It has set up new curricula, such as Project Read.
+ 1t has trained paraprofessionals to work in classrooms.

+.During the King School closing it kept education of the children
contifnuing throughk. Learning Centers.

» It has aroused th=1interest and participation of certaln segments
of the community.

186 op. cit., p. 44,
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VIII. IS THE KING-TIMILTY CCUUNCIL'S POLICY-MAKING PRIVATE OR PUBLIC?

Derr indicated that sensitive .issues had. been handled by the Council in
secret.l87 This has been confirmed by confidential information, and the Council
itself indicated it had accomplished "techniques for arriving at consensus.'"188

However, the same @@cument indicates that detailed minutes have beew kept
as a record of the Councgl's actions.l89 And siwilarly, Thomas indicates that
it is ". . . seeking change by pressing for control over decisions so far held
to be the exclusive province of the elected school committee responding to the
recommendations of its appointed officials; . . . it is pressing publicly without
being in the conventional private style.'190

This issue is perhaps resolved by Jackson, who credits the Council with
. increased political sophistication in knowing when to deal with an issue privately
(in executive session) and quiet negotiation and when to mobilize public support.l91.

ibid.; Jackson, Gerald, and Aldrich, Bob, "Trouble Predicted in Principal
Row', Record American, August 3, 1968, mention a 3 1/2 hour secret council
188 session. .

189 Document l,.og. cit., Section II, p. 6.

190 ibid., Section II, p. 5.

191 op. cit., p. 52/
Jackson interview, op. cit.
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MEMBERS OF THE KING-TIMILTY SCHOOL
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MEMBERS OF THE KING TIMILTY SCHOOL COMMUNITY ADVISORY COUNCIL

KING COUNCIL
i

Votinngembers

Bernard Bruce, Harvard University
Thomas Cummings, Teacher

Mary Holman, Teacher

Jacqueling LeBeau, Operation Exodus

Spencer -MacDonald, Harvard

Armando Martinez, Teacher

Louise Whitehead, Home-School Assn.
Ronald Worthum, Operation Exodus
Alice Yancey, Home-School Assn.
Priscipal

Alternate Members

Louis Battaglia, Teacher

Barbara Jackson, Harvard

Ellen Jackson, Operation Exodus
Webster Lewis, Teacher

Louis Palena, Teacher

July Rollins, Operation Exodus
Robert Rosenthal, Harvard

John Salden, Home-School Assn.
Judd Watkins, Operation Exodus

Source: Document 1, op.cit., Appendix A
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TIMILTY COUNCIL

Voting Members

Mildred Atkinson, PEC
Ruth Gordon, Teacher
James Howard, Teacher
Jessie Jones, PEC

John Meara, Teacher
David Owens, Principal
Queen Powell, PEC
Bernard Powell, PEC
Patricia Raynor, PEC
Doris Tillman, PEC

Alternate Members

Mildred Battey, PEC
Mary Goode, PEC

el

~ Staff ”‘fﬁ

Gerald Hill, Interim Project
. Director
Jth.Cunningham, Assistant
Project Director
Timilty School
Genevieve McNeil, Secretary
Antoinette Hatfield, Secretary

PEC - Parents Education Committee

Arthur D l,itt!e, lnc




APPENDIX B

GLOBE ARTICLE ON REQUEST FOR

BLACK PRINCIPALS

(3 ]
8]

- Arthur D Little Inc:




SCHOOL ADVISERS WANT BLACK PRINCIPALS
BY

Nina McCain
Globe Education Reporter

A call for "immediate negotiations'" to end the controversy _
over demands for black principals at Roxbury's King and Timilty schools
was issued Wednesday by the advisory council for the two schools.

The view that black principals' are needed to fill vacancies at
the two schools "is so widely held by parents and residents in the
black community that the issue must be satisfactorily resolved before
school opens', the statement said.

" The new note of urgency in the council's statement reflected a
growing feeling in Roxbury. In addition to the parent-teacher-community
advisory council set up to run the Federally financed schools project,
there are a number of Roxbury groups pressing for black principals
at the two schools.

While the advisory council is still relying on negotiations to
end the impasse, other groups are discussing more direct tactics.
One report circulating in Roxbury calls for a community school board
to take over the two schools plus the Gibson school.

The advosory council, however, has called on School Supt.
William H. Ohrenberger and representatives of Federal and state
departments of education to meet with them in an attempt to find a
solution. ' '

Since the Boston School Committee has contended that only the
superintendent has the power to nominate principals, oue member of
the advisory council said: "We are tossing the ball to Ohrenberger

"where it belongs."

The ‘superiniendent was not immediately available for comment.

School Committee chairman Thomas S. Eisenstadt said: '"As far
as I'm concerned this issue is closed. The superintendent has the
power to nominate. He has nominated two qualified men and we have
approved them."

The controversy flzred when the School committee appointed two new
white principals without consulting the advisory-:council which, under
terms of the Federal project, is to share in educational planning. The
advisory council contends that the schools need black principals to serve
as symbols of achievement and authority for the black students. o

Source, Boston Globe, August 22, 1968, as quoted in Derr, op.cit., pp. 36, 37
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

debate 2pproved by a vote oif 3 -~ 2 thoe Central City Project soiting

73

1

ARy

PRESS RELE:SE ‘ JOAM J. YERRIGAN,D}EUDBER
BOSTO0M $GUO0L COLRLT 1"KE

SEPTEMBER 3, 1908

A CMLL FOR RE CONPIDLW.TIOM

Four months ago the Boston School Committee after extensive

. .a».'.“- ORI I

up Pommanty Boar~ to vork with thce Boston School Cecmmittee in an

advisory capacity at a cost to the taxpayers of Onc Millién, Five

Hundred Thousand Dollars., Even the most ardent backers of this

the debate over this P‘u?O"l produced an

agreoment on all sides that final determination and centrol of all

policy over the schools involved, was left with thoe School Cownintee

R

cleesced by all the citizens of Boston.

Lot u

<]

look ot the xccord of thesc cwpensive councils. A

four days aficy this plan to purchasc conmunity i

:..
l_l

o
o VLS

‘passed, the Bosion School Committee weni in good faith to mect in an

. open public mecting, with the community involved to discuss first

3

‘hand the probtlems of the community. There is no need to go imto the-

history of this meeting. It is well knovn. Hosiever, good quesiions

to ask are: Vhore vere these Advisory Councils that nlgnt7 ”wefo

sgre inese Ind.oviduals who awre and vill be pzaid e high s

s s

under fnis giveasav_of ihe Lerpﬂy cs_Woney nian?

T Councils hnve beon of further help sinca ©

to the Deston School Committec in the so called principal dispuie.
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

__._thing necessary to attain success, when uc have elected a Catholic

they would sect us back.

- 2 -

The opening gf school a time of pride, a time of happiﬁcss, o time
o high cxpectations, has beon.turncd into a timc of shamc. The
Councils are sowing the worst kinds of seeds of Qigotry into the
Egggiglﬁf Chiid:gg in the most farmatide.period of thoir lives. Now

finally in our Country vhen the tide is changing, wvhen meri: is the_ §

President, uvhen we have elected ablack United States Senator, vhen

\

e

one's religion, race or the color of his skin, is no longer important:

.

It appears nou that they wvill win. That due to. the threais .-

of todily harm, no: only to the men vho have carned by hard woxlk

Ay

their appointmentcs as principals in the schools involved, bui to

the students and teachers, os well | 4 majority of the Bosion

School Committce will capitulate again, and black principals will

be appointed.
1
The quescion we should ask is when will the majority of

y
the Boston School Committee have the couraze to say no. Mill it

come vhen they are submi  Jd.by the Councils, a list of teachers to--=

fire,or wvhen they are told to apprepriante the money period and
'-_"‘“-’ . e ¥ .

the schiools to _the Counciis., However, then I
suggest it will be too late.

r reconsideraricn of

2

The time for acicion is notr. A call fo

this giveavay of the toxpayers money in forming these Advisory

il » ' 56




Councils should tc made, and before much morc seriouz problems

develof. in the Boston Schcols, this plan should te desiroyed.

: ) END

D7
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Nevertheless, between 88 and 1,000 parents did register. Of these, 119
voted - 62 in the Timilty area and 57 in the King area. The largest votes
came in the Timilty area for Timilty parents. The Gibson parents also voted
in larger numbers than in any other elementary school.

Evaluation

While we were disappointed that so few voted, we recognize the difficulty
of involving parents in the Council and the schools - parents who for so long
have felt powerless to affect any change. We know that organizing parents’
will require a year round active program to increase participation.

At the last Lecture, several of the parents from the Gibson School
questioned the procedure of including only one representative from each
elementary schodl and expressed their concern'that there have been insufficient
publicity about the election. It was stated that the new Council can alter

+  the present compostion and hold another election in the fall.

None of the community agencies or organizations attended the Lecture
Series. Only two principals (Mr. Owens and Miss McCoy) attended raising a
serious question regarding the participation of principals in the joint
endeavor of the Ceniral Cities Task Force Program. . None of the central
office staff of the Boston Schools attended.

We feel that the Lecture Series approach was a good one for informing
potential candidates about the Council and judging their interest in becoming
a part of the Council. .

¥

Election Results

KING SCHOOL AREA:

King: Fraucis Miranda
Shiriey Randolph
Simpson Lewis
Irma Thibodeaux
S Ethel Sanders

Brooke: Thelma Dixon 5
Louise Whitehead . 2

Acherton: Ann Fields (unopposed)

SN LW

Quincy-Dickerman: Martha Claiborne
Gibson: Caroline Calloway 16
Solomon Upshaw 1 Fenwick: Dorothy Alleyne
E. Whittington 1,
: Hawthorne: Felipe Lopez
Winthron: Catherine Martin

TIMILTY SCHOOL AREA:

Timilty: M. Cluckhoim 13 (cont'd)

William Clark 10 Timilty: Helen Pace 23
Elizabeth Corgain 19 Cora Williams 7
Mildred Funderburgl9 Dudley: Jessie Jones 12
Ruth Hayes <23 Gloria Whittaker 7

. Mark Higginbottom 19 Dillaway: Charlie MaePatterson 14

o : : Rebecca McElroy 20 Bacon: Mary Griffin 3

, Neil McIntyre 10
Q Source: Boston School Committee Title III Proposal (2), Appendix C,
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Programmatic Objuctives

The following list of programmatic objectives is agtated most
broadly and not necessarily in any order of priority. It represents
the concermns that recurred most frequently in diacwussions held by
the two community groups and teachers from the two schools separately
and then while meeting Jjointly. |

1. The school as an accessible comﬁunity facility:

There has been unanimous agreement that the school
buildings be available for a bfoader range of
acti§itiee at hours more convenient for tﬁ;ﬁ
commnity. This suggests new educational,
vocational, and recreational programs which in
turn would require additional personnel and
physical facilities.

2. The ipclusion d} the creative arts as an integral
part of education.

%, The inclusion of superior physical training program
throughout the child's career in school consisting
of: systemaﬁic physical conditioning activity,
health necds such as nutrition ind health services, B
general participation in competitive sports re- |
lated to city-wide recreation programs.,

4, Adult Programs

5. Socizl Services - The schools are seen as a logical

center for the provision of social services on 2

neighborhood basis,

Source, Boston School Committee Title III Proposal, op.cit., pp. 27-9.
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Te

8.

Core Basic Skills

1. Reading and mathematics were stressed,

2. Consistent reference was made to the need to
inclgde Afro American studies as a regular,
continuing feature of the curriculum,

3. There is strong general concern about "known
standards" and some legitimate systems of

"teacher accountability."

Counselling

1. Many expressed view that commmnity residents
could serve very well in certain counselling
functions,

2..Reassessment'of test scores and examining

Wgpecial claoss" assignméntgnwas a general

strongly-~felt concemn,

The School as a Continuous Training Facility for

beginniﬁg Teachers, Experienced Téachers, and

Aaxiliary Educational Personnel.

1. A need for delibefate "over-~staffing" was
related to 6,7, and 8.

2, There was a very strong emphasis on "sensitivity
training" as a requirement for all staff members
in all schools as a part of the school's function

as a training facility.

62
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3, There was a strong consensus that beginning
teachers spend some of their time in training
working,directly in the commnity under the
aegis of a community based organization.

4, Reducing faculty turnover is a major concern
as is the recruitment of more Negro teachers.

9. Special Supportive Efforts at Transition Points

63
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B. THE MORGAN COMMUNITY SCHOOL BOARD IN WASHINGTON, D. C.
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I. INTRODUCTION

The Adams-Morgan neighborhood is located in the Northwest section of
Washington, D. C.; it was named for the two elementary schools located
here. The total neighborhood is approximately 300 acres, containing about
24,000 people who range from welfare recipients to others earning $25,000
per year. ‘.ne majority are black and poor. However, this was not always
the case; prior to World War II, the area was primarily an exclusive white
neighborhood (approximately two-thirds) with a Black poverty pocket.
Following the war, about half of the large homes were converted to rooming
and tenement houses primarily serving a somewhat transient Black population.
About one-third of the population remained White; however, the housing was
allowed to deteriorate.l

The two schools, Adams and Morgan, were both included in the first
proposal drafted by the Adams Morgan Community Councils School Committee.2
The Superintendent of Schools asked that the proposal project be limited to
Morgan for the first year. The proposal was redrafted and submitted to the
D. C. Board of Education. As the Adams School did not come under "community
control”™ until July, 1969, (and then as a separately operated Board) this
memorandum is only concerned with the Morgan Community School Board (MSB).

As explained by several participants in the Morgan activities, it is
important to note the difference between the overall Adams Morgan neighbor-
hood and the parents served by the Morgan School within the neighborhood.

While the overall neighborhood has a significant fraction of middle class
Blacks and Whites (somewhere in the ranges of 30-40% and 15-20%, respectively),
the parents whose children are served by the Margan School are 97% black and
80% poor.3

Regarding the Morgan School, an observer has indicated that much of the
building was substandard; that it was overcrowded (four classes met simultan-
eously in the auditorium, for example; lacking a lunchroon, a corridor in the
basement was used; and the children had to eat in 12-minute shifts); that it
lacked proper facilities (such as a library and properly functioning bathroom) ;
‘and that books and materials wers in short supply.

Morgan Community School: Annual Report to the Community, School Term
9 1967-1968 (mimeo publication by the Morgan Community School Board), p. 2.
) 3 ibid., p. 5. .

Interviews with Kenneth Haskins, Principal,and Bishop Marie Reed, Chairman
MSB, October, 1968.
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I1. wHAT MAJOR GROUPS ARE INVOLVED? HOW Do THEY INTERACT?

a. Parentsg
alents

There appear to be two diverse groups of parents in the community:  young
White liberals, who were concerned about the quality of education that their
children would receive in the public schools; and poor Black pParents, who were
concerned about the inadequate education their children were getting, particu~
larly in the Morgan School, They were also concerned about not being able to

" see the school without an appointment, which they construed as lack of respect.4

However, continuously operating parents' 8roups are conspicuous by their absence
in the Adams Morgan neighborhood,

b. Teachers

While the teachers in the D. (. School System have generally supported
the concept of "community'control", the particular faculty at the Morgan School
suffered because of the 1967-1968 Project. First, the Antioch pProposal, as
accepted, required the faculty be cur from 23 regular teach=rs to 17, but that
the total staff be raised from 38 to 54.5 As many of the replacements were to
be white and inexperienced, many teachers were convinced that this wag a scheme
to replace black teachers with white, When school opened, only 4 or 5 of the
original 28 faculty members remained, Second, the faculty that diq participate
during the year were confronted by parents on the issues of: "Black power" and
its feared effects on education; and the use of community people as teaching
aides (interns).6

Washington Teachers' Union (WTU)

An affiliate of the American Federation of Teachers (as is the New York
City, United Federation of Teachers), the WIU ig the recognized bargaining
agent for Washington's 8,000 teachers.’ The WTU is on record as Supporting
the community control Project in the Morgan School:

It should be noted that WIU has beeq very actively involved
in both the Morgan Community School and the Anacostia Project.
In fact, on February 25, 1968, Mr. William Simons, President
of the WTU in a meeting regarding the Morgan Community School
declared, "The parents are demanding, and are going to have a
greater say in the operation of the schools, whether the
teachers are with them or against.them, We want . to be with
the parents and we have no intention of aligning ourselves
with the reactionary forces that fear community involvement "
(Washington Post) Furthermore, President Simons spoke in
favor of a Proposal which would have expanded the power of
the Morgan Board at a July meeting with the downtown Board
and the Morgan Community Board.

g Morgan Community School e e, op. cit,, P. 4.
Memorandum from Carl F. Hansen, Superintendent of Schools, to the Board of
6 Education of the District of Columbia, July 1, 1967, p. 1.

_ Lauter, Paul, "The Short, Happy Life of the Adams-Morgan Community School

7 Project™, Harvard Educational Review, Spring 1968, p. 256.
Simons, William H., Testimony Before a Senate Committee on Violence in the
Schools, Washington, D. C., October 1, 1969, p. 1.
"A Position Paper On Community Control", Washington Teachers' Union
Executive Board, September 24, 1968, p. 1.
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The District of Columbia Association of Classroom Teachers (DC-ACT)

Formerly the District of Columbia Education Assoclation, DC—~ACT is another
teachers' organization which has an 80% Black membership in Washingtor};9 this
association has recently affiliated with the National Educational Association
(NEA), a professional organization of teachers, administrators, principals,
counselors, and "othersinterested in American education”.l0 According to
Rosenbaum, it too is "on record as strongly supporting decentralization".ll
Once the bargaining agent for Washington's teachers, it was edged out by WIU

in 1967 and was defeated in a 1968 attempt to re-establish this relationship.l2

c. The Board of Education

According to an observer, the nine-member Board of Education had, until
November, 1968, been appointed to three-year terms by the judges of the U. S.
District Court. The Board has been weaker than most as appropriation requests
followed a red-tape strewn, tortuous path from the Board of Education to the
D. C. Budget Office to the Commissioners, who, until phased out with the
appointment of a Mayor in Washington, functioned as the Operating Head of
the local government, Congress still must approve all appropriations and
monies and are then distributed via appropriations bills.

The Board of Education, according to this same observer is thus unique
in not having autonomy in areas generally reserved for Boards of Education.
Specifically, the Board lacks: fiscal autonomy; personnel authority in the
areas of classification and establishment of positions, autonomy in procure-
ment; autonomy in the design, construction, and maintenance of school build-
ings; and authority to institute changes.

Even with the reported lack of autonomy, the Board managed to authqriie
the Morgan School proposal as submitted by Antioch, and to expand the latitude
of MSB actions in 1968.

d. District of Columbia Government

Prior to September 28, 1967, the government of the District of Columbia
was run by the three-man Board of Commissioners. Since that time, a mayoralty
system, where the Mayor was appointed by the President of the United States,
has been used. Like the previous Board, the Mayor is responsible to Congress ‘
which authorizes appropriations for funding ‘the operations of the District of ...
Columbia. '
The Board of Education is subordinate to the Mayor, through whom requests
for appropriations must go, and budgetary approvals must be authorized. Program
requests by the Board of Education are submitted to the Mayor: budgetary requests
following the Mayor's approval, are made through the D. C. Budget Gffice (who
forwards them to Congress).l3 :

2 Rice, William, The Anacostia Community School Project;fBrief‘DeSCriptidn'of L
10 History, Program and Progress Report (an unpublished document), June 2, 1969, p,‘6;
10 Gale Research Company, Encyclopedia of Associations, 'Volume I: National Organi- -

1 zation of the United States", Detroit, 1968, Section 5, p. 436. i

Rosenbaum, David E., "A Capital Success Story", The New York Times, January 9, 1968

p. 68.

12 Washington Teachers' Union, Toward a Humane School System in the Nation's Capital,:

13 @ pamphlet (hereafter referenced as WIU pamphlet), p. 1. S
Telephone interview with personnel in the Secretariat of the Government of the
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e. Antioch College

Antioch College i=.a small (roughly 1,800 students), private-funded co-
educational college inm'Yellow Springs, Ohio. Its Antioch~Putney Graduate
School of Educatiom, located in Putney, Vermont has a Graduate Center in
Washington, D. C.

A cooperative school. and work program allows students to earn enough
income to meet most of their expenses. Teaching interns work in the District
of Columbia School System and were an active element in the 1967-1968 school
year staffing for the Morgan School. '

Antioch apparently became involved by invitation from the Adams Morgan
Community Council. Two persons living in the community were instrumental
in this invitation: the Director of the Antioch-Putney Graduate Center,
and a Director of the Antioch College Board of Trustees. Both had partici-
pated in the Adams Morgan Community Council's meetings with the Superintendent
of the D. C. Schools.l

Antioch was finally granted authority to assume responsibility- for the
organization and adwministration of the Morgan School. This delegation was
in effect during the 1967-1968 academic year.l5 The Antioch professor in
charge of the Morgan Project was Paul Lauter.l16

f. Adams Morgan Community Council

The Community Council is an organization formed in 1959 to deal with
social problems in the Adams Morgan neighborhood. It has been characterized
as being comprised of young White liberals and Black middle class professionals.
"Its membership comes. from the various block organizations and institutions
operating in th: Adams Morgan neighborhood.l1l7

The Council has played an important role in establishing and assuring the
political wviability of the Morgan Community School Board and the establishment
of the Adams Community School Board.

g. The Adams Morgan Federation

This group, which appears sometime in 1967 or 1968, is comprised primarily
of older members of the Adams Morgan neighborhood and represents a coalition of
groups opposing the Adams Morgan Community Council. 1Its role in the Morgan
Community School Board is limited mainly to opposing certain proposals for the
location of the new Morgan School (yet to be built).

14

15 Morgan Community School . . . , op. cit., p. 5.

Superintendent of Schools, Memorandum to the Board of Education of the
District of Columbia, July 1, 1967, p. 1. _
Holsendolph, Ernest, "Community School Challenging, Adams-Morgan Finds",
The Evening Star, July 22, 1967. .

Morgan Community School . . . , op. cit., p. 3.

16

17
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h. Other Organizations

Within the Adams Morgan neighborhood, there are various other organizations:

block organizations; civic groups such as the Mid-Way Civic Association; plus
business associations such as the Eighteenth and Columbia Road Business Associa-
tion. (The Adams Morgan Federation draws from many of these local groups.) As
organizations, they have not been visibly active regarding the Morgan Community
School Board, except in the spring of 1968, when the Adams Morgan Federation,

¢ : the Mid-Way Civic Association and the Eighteenth and Columbia Road Business
" Association requested that the Morgan Schools be returned to D. C. Board of

Education jurisdiction.18

i. Predecessors to the Morgan Community School Board

Technically, there is no predecessor to the Morgan Board, as the only
change was one of role, where the Board changed from advisory capacity to a
"community control” capacity. With Antioch's assuming administrative respon-
sibility for the Morgan School, in the summer of 1967, an-Elected Community
School Council was brought into being with the first elections on Monday,
September 18, 1967. This group of representatives began as an advisory group
to the school administration and the Antioch Project Group, but later in the
same school year, upon recommendation of Antioch,19 appealed to the D. C.
Board of Education for delegated responsibilities superseding Antioch.20
Although the proposal was submitted in April, the decision was not forth-
coming until mid-September.2l As late as early September, there was a
danger ‘that the Central Board would fail to formally recognize the Council's
request for authorized community boards'status and "deny the l1l5-member commun-

ity school board an oBBortunity to set its own priorities for spending funds
'

and hiring teachers'

18 An unsigned,and unaddressed memorandum, apparently from the Superintendent
of D. C. Schools (obtained from the D, C. Board of Education), dated July
19‘"18’“1968;,p.m2.u.umm“”m“. . e . P

Keeton, Morris T., Academic Vice President of Antioch, in a letter to
20 Dr. Benjamin J. Henley, Deputy Superintendent of Schools, March 4, 1968.
Morgan Community School Board, Proposal For The Operation of Community
Schools In The Adams-Morgan Area of the District of Columbia (Submitted
to the D. C. Board of Education), April 4, 1968. See especially "I1:
Powers and Duties of the Community School Board", pp. 4, 5. (Appendix A
of this memorandum.) :

21 "A Position On Decentralization and Local Control", Statement by Dr. William
R. Manning, Superintendent of Schools at a Board of Education meeting,
22 September 18, 1968.

Rosenbaum, op. cit., p. 68.

69




95

III. HOW DID THE MORGAN COMMUNITY SCHOOL BOARD COME ABOUT? WHAT HAVE THE

23
24
25
26
27

MAJOR ACTIVITIES BEEN SINCE THEN? : T

« 1954 ~ In the face of visibly deteriorating neighborhood conditions,
the Principals of the Adams and Morgan Schools attempted to organize
the neighborhood to undertake improvement activities. Their efforts
resulted -in a racially and economically open group called the Adams-
Morgan Better Neighborhood Conference.23

+ 1956 ~ The Adams-Morgan Better Neighborhood Conference asked that
the Board of Commissioners for the District of Columbia obtain a
demonstration grant under the Federal Housing Act of 1954. The

_ purpose of the demonstration would be to test whether progressive
physical blight in an area could be stopped by "a volunteer citizen
action supported by maximum services from their city government".
This grant was subsequently authorized to commence in 1958 under
the supervision of American University.24

+ 1959 ~ The Adams-Morgan Planhing Council and the Adams-Morgan
Community Council were formed; the former focused on physical
problems in the neighborhood and the latter on social problems.

+ 1959-1965 - The Community Council struggled with the problems of
bringing an economically and racially mixed neighborhood sufficiently
together so programs could be developed to counteract social problems.
Progress was reportedly ''slow and painful' but some successes were
accomplished: development of block organizations, a walk-in science
center, a store-front art center, an "alley" library, a community
pre-school, a summer program employing 200 people, and a neighbor-
hood house.25

. Fall 1965 and early 1966 (approximately) -~ A dozen mothers and grand-
mothers, including Bishop Marie Reed, became concerned with overcrowd-
ing in the Morgan School and this grew to a total of roughly 60 mothers
who met downtown with Dr. Johnson to obtain relief. Dr. Johnson report-
edly stated that split sessions (3 1/2 hours, as was being done with
grades 1-3) were certainly adequate. The mothers' response was, in
so many words, reported to be: "Fine, put everybody in the school
district on 3 1/2 hours, please, and we'll feel equal."26

+ 1966 - The mothers, assisted by the Adams-Morgan Community Council's
Schools Committee managed to defeat the split session proposal and
win some relief via bussing of students.2/

Morgan Community School . . . , op. cit., p. 2.
ibid., p. 3.
ibid., p. 3.

Interview with Bishop Marie Reed, op.cit.
Lauter, op..cit., pp. 237, 238.
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28
29
30
31
32
33

34

35
36

. 1966 - The Adams-Morgan Community Council Schools Committee held
open public meetings to discuss what was wanted in the Adams and
Morgan Schools.28

- 1966 (exact date unknown) - The Adams-Morgan Community Council
(reportedly dominated by whites and middle class blacks) met .
with the D. C. Superintendent of Schools to discuss the idea of
a community-controlled school. No parents of Morgan children were
present,29 The Superintendent said he would entertain a proposal
for community run schools only if a university were involved.30

. Fall 1966 - Two persons who had attended the Schools Committee
meetings (the director of Antioch-Putney Graduate Center in : ~
Washington, D. C., and a director of the board of Antioch College)3l
met with the mothers who then initiated a retucst that Antioch
participate.32

. Fall 1966 - Members of the Adams-Morgan Community Council Schools
Committee plus Antioch staff personnel drafted a proposal to
include Adams and Morgan Schnols in an experimental demonstration
in urban teaching under the administration of Antioch College. It
suggested that younger children attend one school and older children
attend the other. The Superintendent asked that the project be
limited to Morgan for the first year, and be extended to Adams the
next year, if successful.33

. Spring 1967 - A new proposal was developed between Antioch and the
D. C. School System, " . . . for an experimental demonstration in
urban teaching at the Morgan-Morgan Annex Elementary School . . ."34&

+ May 17, 1967 - The D. C. Board approved the Antioch proposal author-
izing Antioch to assume the responsibility for both organizing and
administering the Morgan School. Antioch was granted the authority
and maximum flexibility. in using the Morgan School funds, within the
limitations of D. C. rules and regulations relative to purchasing and .
accounting.35 i

« July 1, 1967 - The fiscal terms of the Morgan School were approved by
the D. C. Board. The total amount of $305,505 was later raised to
$315,630.36 This money was to be used to provide the Antioch staff-

Morgan Community School . . . , op. cit., p. 4.
Confidential source.
Morgan Community Schooel . . . , op. cit., p. 5.

ibid., p. 5.

Interview with Bishop Marie Reed. :

Morgan“Community School . . . , op. cit., pp. 4, 5; plus interviews with

Mr. Kenneth Haskins and Bishop Marie Reed. In view of the subsequent

failure of the D. C. Superintendent to recognize the Adams-Morgan Community :
Council as a party to the proposal we suspect that the members of the Council's
Schools Committee that participated in the proposal drafting were, in fact, the |
two Antioch connected people. ‘ i
Hansen, Carl F., Superintendent of Schools, in a memorandum to the Board of
Education of the District of Columbia, May 17, 1967.

Unsigned and unaddressed memorandum, op. cit., p. l.

ibid., p. 1.
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ing requirements for Morgan, which, although considerably larger,
was to be at about the same cost as the then present staffing
plan.37

*

« July 22, 1967 - An article in The Evening Star noted:

"The school [Morgan] lost most of what little integration
it had last year. With the removal of Americanization
classes from Adams Schools, 180 pupils, including most of
the white children, were shifted from Morgan to Adams.

But students moved to Adams may gain permission to return,
Lauter said."38 [Lauter was Morgan Project Director for
Antioch College.]

. Summer 1967 - Some of the Antioch College board members, in seeing
the magnitude of the task of being responsible for administering
the Morgan School suggested postponing the demonstration project
for one year. The Adams-Morgan Community Council rejected the idea
to postpone ". . . and, somewhat reluctantly, Antioch agreed to
begin the project".39

+ August 9-30, 1967 - Antioch conducted an institute for training of
staff members. During this institute, the teachers were to train
in new curriculum, teaching methods and community relations. The
parents were, in the evening, to meet the teachers and discuss the
curriculum and teaching'methods.40 This nearly proved disastrous
as teachers, particularly the older ones, would not attend evening
events or socials, and parents were unsure about discipline and the
non-graded concept.4l

. September 18-19-20, 1967 - The Elections for the Elected Community
School Council were held. The elections were conducted in three ;
parts: seven Morgan School parents were elected Monday evening; e
three community representatives on Tuesday evening; and three teen- :
agers and young adults (16 to 23 years of age) on Wednesday evening.
Two teachers, who were not elected by the community, were also part
of the board bringing it to a total of 15 members.42

. Fall 1967 ~ The Antioch Team teaching combined with permissiveness
resulted in parents being concerned with the lack of discipline.
It was only through the persistance of Mr. Haskins, the Morgan
principal, and one of the staff members that a permissive attitude
was maintained in the face of parents who wanted rigid disciplinary
controls ala the white middle class definition of appropriate
behavior.43 This led to unfavorable reactions and complaints being
reported to the D. C. Board.%4 TFlexible programming and the subse-
quent request for additional experienced teachers (see below) re-
portedly overcame these problems. According to one observer, the

Hansen, Carl F., Superintendent of Schools in a memorandum to the Board of
Education of the District of Columbia, July 1, 1967. See Appendix B for
the complete document.

Holsendolph, Ernest, "Community School Challenging, Adams-Morgan Finds",
The Evening Star, July 22, 1967.

Morgan Community School . . . , op. cit., p. 5.

Holsendolph, op. cit.

Lauter, op. cit., p. 291.

"Adams~Morgan Area Sets School Elections", The Washington Post, September 16,
1967; plus interview with Mr. Kenneth Haskins.

Interview with Mr. Kenneth Haskins.

Unsigned and unaddressed memorandum, Op. cit., p. 2.
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45
46

Y

48

49,

50

small contingent of white parents discovered that having committed ‘
their children to their political ideals, were facing the reality of
a difficult situation, such as kids paying protection money to go to
and from school safely, teachers fearing some children, and children -
who would not behave correctly in a permissive atmosphere. These -
realities were threatening.45 However, the permissive atmosphere
also had its good effects: )

"] have found that once you stop fighting with children
about fighting, the incidence of fighting diminishes be-
cause you no longer have teachers and students acting like
prison guards and inmates. You don't condone fighting, but
you don't stop it simply because someone labels it a problem.
You stop it because young people should be taught that there
are better ways-of handling social relationships.''46

. November 15, 1967 - Antioch requested and received budgetary authori-
zation for four additional experienced teacher positions at the Morgan.
School.47 Co K :

. November 1967 — Antioch reported to the D. C. Board that they were
spending an estimated $50,000 of their own college funds for staff,
they had received additional grants from outside sources amounting
to $30,000 and they were requesting additional funds from other
agencies.48

. Fall and Winter, 1967-68 - Antioch was perceived as using the Morgan.
School for training its students in teaching and administration.
Conflict developed over the resulting high turnover and low experienc
of Antioch students. Furthermore, they were white, middle class and -
filled with a do-good spirit which did not assist in the situation. -
Consequently, Antioch was slowly phased out from its active role to
one of an advisory role and the Elected Community School Council took
up the active policy setting role.49 Antioch delegated the manage-
ment of curriculum and instruction to Mr. Haskins. 0

. February 24, 1968 - The Washington Teachers' Union local of the AFL-CIO
American Federation of Teachers endorsed the neighborhood control con-
cept for Morgan School. This was interpreted as public evidence of a
split within the n-vtional AFT as the New York City UFT local was on
record as being opposed to the Bundy Report. WIU President Simons
was quoted as saying:

Lauter, op. cit., pp. 256, 257.

Haskins, Kenneth W., "The Case For Local Control", Saturday Review,

January 11, 1969, p. 52. -

Henley, Benjamin J., Acting Superintendent of Schools, in a memorandum

report to the Board of Education, November 15, 1967. Mr. Kenneth Haskins :
later clarified this as having been requested of Antioch by the Morgan School
Board because of the high turnmover and low experience problem. The authoriza- *
tion only "traded" Antioch students for more experienced teachers.

Unsigned and unaddressed memorandum, op. cit., P. 2.

~ Interview with Mr. Kenneth Haskins.

Letter from Morris T. Keeton, Academic Vice éresidént, Antioch College, to
Dr. Benjamin J. Henley, Deputy Superintendent of Schools, March 4, 1968.
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"I don't really see too many problems in regard to the
interests of the teacher. I can envision us negotiating

a master contract with the central board and local issues
with the local board, in much the same manner as the United
Auto Workers negotiate their contracts. I think .the
important thing is that the teachers' union stand with,

not against, the parents in their demands fer change.'Sl

- February 27, 1968 - Acting Superintendent of Schools, Benjamin J.
Henley requested that Antioch provide a statement as to its future
relationship with the Morgan School, and the D. C. Board of
Education.52

« March 4, 1968 - Morris T. Keeton, Academic Vice President of Antioch
replies to Dr. Henley indicating that "if Antioch is to be in the
Morgan School after this year, two conditions should be met:

(1) the [Elected Community] School -Council requests it, and

(2) . the-Board of Education consents".33 1If these were met, Antioch
was then willing to play two roles: (1) as consultant to the school,
and (2) as collaborator in tear~her education.54 Antioch also provided - -
a strong recommendation for the principle of Morgan communlty control
by stating:

"As soon as the Board of Education will permit, we recommend
that the delegation of authority to manage curriculum, instruc-
tion, the budget for those purposes, and other agreed upon
responsibilities be directly from the Board to the School
Council. The School Council should have the option of using
other universities along with Antioch as consultant and coll-
aborator or ‘of not using Antioch at all.

This suggestion does not arise .at all out of a desire to end
our relationship with the Morgan School. It arises rather
because we think that the Board of Education and the Morgan
community are ready to carry on a successful decentralization
earlier than the Adams-Morgan Community Council and Antioch
anticipated a year ago."55

« April 4, 1968 - The Elected Community School Council, calling itself
the Morgan Community School Board, submitted a proposal to have
formally recognized community control.

« May 8, 1968 - The Morgan School Board arrived at a meeting of the
D. C. School Board to discuss its proposal of April 4. The meeting
ended within a few minutes because of a misunderstanding: The Morgan
School Board thought the meeting was to be a closed session, but the
D. C. Board had scheduled an open meeting.>7

o1 Jacoby, Susan, "Teachers Support Local Board Plan", The Washington Post,
59 February 25, 1968,

53 Letter from Morris T. Keeton, op. cit., p. 1.

54 ibid., p. 1.

55 ibid., p. 1.

56 ibid., p. 2.

57 Morgan Community School Board, Proposal . . . , op. cit., April 4, 1968.

Jacoby, Susan, '"Morgan School Offers Its Setup As Model", The Washington Post,
May 11, 1968.
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58
59

60
61

62

63
64

65

""Morgan School Plan Called A Failure", The Jashington Post, May 16, 1968.

. May 15, 1968 - Four members of the Adams-Morgan Federation stated
that the Morgan Community School experiment was a failure and
asked that the school be returned to full control of the D. C.
Board of Education.58 :

. June 26, 1968 - Superintendent Manning said at a noon press conference
that next year the Morgan School Board could be reduced to an "advisory"
status. He said that the Morgan residents' decision to drop Antioch ‘
College' assistance, plus the "serious division in the community" were
involved in his reasoning. However, when he emerged from a closed
personnel meeting later that afternoon, -he found about 70 Adams~Morgan
residents jamming the meeting room of the D. C. Board to indicate they
would not surrender their limited control of the Morgan School.99 '

« July 14, 1968 - The Morgan School Board held its second election of
members, with all being elected on the same day (parents, community
members and young adults aged 16 to 23) .60 ’

+ July 17, 1968 - The Corporation Counsel tentatively ruled that the
Morgan School Board could not have increased independent powers as
requested in the Morgan School Board proposal dated April 4. Because
the Central Board itself did not have fiscal autonomy or complete
control over persomnel, it was ruled that it could not delegate such
power to the Morgan School Board under existing statutes. 1

+ July 18, 1969 - A crowd, reportedly in excess of 350 crowded a meeting
at the Morgan School where only five of the nine D. C. Board members
showed up. The five gave no indication as to when the decision about
the Morgan School Board status might be‘made.62 '

. July 18, 1968 ~ In an unsigned, and unaddressed memorandum report,
apparently from the Superintendent of Schools, it was recommended that
the "Adams-Morgan School Board" be allowed to operate as a community-
controlled board. This included curriculum, teachers and staff selec—
tion and redirecting resources. These were clearly subject to the
approval of the D. C. Board, but, if carried out in the spirit of
delegation, represented community control.b3 ‘

. September 18, 1968 - Superintendent of Schools Manning took a position
in support of decentralizatiom of schools .64 The D. C. Board adopted
decentralization in plans authorizing the Morgan School Board and paving
the way for the Anacostia Project.65

Holsendolph, Ernest, "Citizens Fight To Keep School Reins", The Washington Star,
June 27,.1968. ' i
"Morgan Area To Elect Second School Board", The Washington Post, July 15, 1968. .|
"yigtrict Bars Added Power For Morgan School Board", The Evening Star ot
(Washington, D. C.; JJuiy 18, 1968.

Jacoby, Susan, "Morgan School Plan Pushed", The Washington Yost, "uv! 18, 1968.;ﬁ
Unsigned and unaddressed memorandum . . .-, OP. cit., p. 4. : L

Manning, William R., "A Position On Decentralization and T.ocal Control"
(statement at D, C. Board meeting, September 18, 1968). (See Appendix D of
this memorandum.) . . %

Washington Teachers' Union Executive Board, "A Position Paper On Community
Control", September 24, 1968 (released September 30, 1968).

A
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- September 24, 1968 -~ The Washington Teachers' Union Executive Board
"enthusiastically" endorsed the D. C. Board decentralization plans
for Morgan and Anacostia and went on record as supporting the community
control resolution adopted by the American Federation of Teachers.
The Washington Teachers' Union noted that "in effect, teacher rights
may well be more closely protected in a community-controlled school
than by the downtown board".66

+ September 30, 1968 - The Washington Teachers' Union Executive Board
"Position Paper On Community Control" was adopted by the membersh1p.67

+ School Year 1968-69 - The Morgan School Board and the Morgan School -
continued to function in an apparently satisfactory way. The only ‘
issues publicly clouding the scene were those having to do with the "
problem of selecting a site for the new Morgan School (previously
authorilzed) to be built upon.68 '

* June 12, 1969 - The Morgan School Board held an open public hiring
interview for candidates to fill the position of Principal and Assistant
 Principal. The fifteen Morgan School Board members plus approximately
‘ 75 parents questioned each candidate for an hour, after which they were
- told the Board would meet on June 16 to decide whether the search should
R be extended. Also, in a novel move, Board officers were elected in open
session without prior nominations. 5 ’ ‘

- July 30, 1969 - At a meeting of the D. C. Board, threl important actions
were taken: ‘ '

-Superintendent Manning, who had made the policy recommenda-
tion in July 1968 for decentralization was relieved of all
administrative duties effective as of August 17.

-The board ordered the Superintendent to submit a recommenda-
tion tying community control to administrative decentraliza-
tion of the system. .

-The Morgan School Board's recommendation that John-H. Anthony'v
be named Principal of Morgan Sc¢hool was approved.

66 . : _.

67 zgiﬁtio; Piper by Washington Teachers' Union Executive Board, op.cit., p. 2.
.y ps 1.

68 See for example, "Yeldell to Seek Three-Sided Meeting On Morgan School", The

69 Washington Star, February 6, 1969.

20 Modell, Diane, 90 Interv1ew 2 At School", The Evening Star, June 13, 1969.
"Board Okays Adams School Local Control', The Evening Star, July 31, 1969.
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| IV. WHAT AUTHORITY DOES THE MORGAN COMMUNITY SCHOOL BOARD HAVE?

The_ahthorities requested by the Morgan School Board in its proposal were
quite broad. The authorities under which it operated in 1968-69 appear to be
the following, as recommended by the Superintendent:?l

"In light of the Adams~Morgan Proposal and the subsequent
recommendations of the Executive Study Group, it is recom~
mended that the Board of Education permit the Adams-Morgan
School Board to operate as follows: R

-Have responsibility for curriculum formation and
instruction with the aid of Antioch College act-
ing in a consultative capacity, subject to the
approval of the Board of Education. It is ex-
pected that the resultant curriculum will be in-
novative and responsive to the needs.of the Morgan
Community and that maximum autonomy be granted for
experimentation in teaching techniques.

-Have the responsibility for recommending teachers
and staff, subject to the approval of the Board of
Education upon recommendation of the Superintendent.

-Have responsibility for suggesting a redirection of
resources not to exceed the total amount which would
normally be allocated to the Morgan School. Within
the limitation of present budget procedures, efforts
will be made to grant these requests.

-Have the support of the complete staff and services
that are available to all other schools.

\

-Continue operation of its present extended program
contingent upon availability of funds.

-Request through [elementary school office] action
- on matters of personnel, supplies and equipment,
- suspensions, retirement, etc."72 »

As of the departure of Superintendent Manning there were no formally set
guidelines for administrative decentralization and community control in any
way similar to those set forth in New York. However, the D. C. Corporation
Counsel set forth an interpretation of authorities for the Adams School Board
in August, 1969. This interpretation is both broader and, at the same time,
more restrictive than the recommendations of the Superintendent in 1968.73
The Morgan Board now operates under a similar agreement. '

;% See Appendix A for specific requests. : -
73 Unsigned and unaddressed memorandum . . . , op. cit., Pp. 4, 5.
" "policy Agreement for the Administration of .the Adams Community School"
74 (mimeographed document) August, 1969. (See Appendix C of this memorandum.)

Interview with Kenneth Haskins, October 15, 1969. He added that the agree-
ment did not appear to change the way the board would operate.

: 77
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V. WHAT ARE THE GOALS OF THE MORGAN BOARD?

The goals have evolved from the fairly simple and straight-forward one
of remedying the overcrowded situation_of the Morgan School,’3 to the broader
one of improving children's education,76 to the even broader and more complex
ones put forth in the Morgan School Board Report to the community:

"People want the kind of school where their children will learn
those things which they need to know in order to susvive in this
society . . . where they and their children are treated with
respect . . . [and where-they are not insulted] by indicating .
that something is wrong with the way they look, speak, or dress."77

"The school should be an educational center for all. It should
encourage everyone to remain continually involved in learning
" and to work continually to improve his life and the life of the
- community."78 :
They'have consc¢iously sought these.§oals and continue through the more
immediate and/or concrete objectives of: 9

. Finding an acceptable site for the new Morgan School.which
can and will be the educational, recreational and neighbor-
hood center,

+ Continuing to develop new curricula and methods to improve
childrens educational achievement.

+ Maintaining adult evening sessions and keeping the school
open afte: hours. :

75

76 See the entry for Fall 1965 and Early 1966 in Section III.
77 See Spring 1967 entry in Section III.

78 Morgan Community School . . . , op. cit., p. 9.

79 ibid., p. 10. - :

Interviews with Mr. Kenneth Haskins and Bishop Marie Reed.

-
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VI. IS THE MORGAN BOARD REPRESENTATIVE?

The Morgan Board composition was originally determined when the project
was under the administrative and organizational authority of Antioch College.
It was at that time called the Elected Community School Council and consisted
of fifteen members:

- Seven parents of Morgan school children.
. Three representatives of the community in the Morgan district.

. Threesﬁeepage.and young adult representatives of the Morgan
district (ages 16-23). T

. Two Morgan staff members.

All but the teachers were elected by the community. This pattern of repre-
sentation has held, with one modification, for two subsequent elections. The
one modification has been the inclusion . one community intern (para-professional
lay teaching assistant from the community) and the dropping of one teacher in the
composition of the most recent bor~d (1969-70). 0

Nominations are by petition of the person wishing to runi The petition is-
circulated one month prior to the election.’ As yet the young people do not choose
their own, but follow the same procedure, with all persons over 16 being allowed to
vote. The receat election saw approximately 400 persons vote,81 -

However, one must, for ekample, also consider other representational issues.
While the neighborhood within the district is overwhelmingly black and poor, the

first elected council contained five white members .82 Similarly, the Adams-Morgan  1

Community Council, which has supported the Morgan School Board, has, by its -
 emphasis on social issues,.in effect created an opposition known as the Adams-
Morgan Federation. The Federation does not seem to have representation on the
Morgan School Board, although in 1968 they did sponsor candidates who failed to
obtain enough votes to be elected. They have, at various times charged that
they are unable to obtain an appropriate hearing of its viewpoint by the Morgan
School Board.83

Other than these two examples, the board appears to function smoothly,
indicating zn effective representation.

80 Anthony, John, in an August 8, 1969 meeting with the House Republican Task
Force on Education and Training. Congressional Record (91st Congress, First
81 Edition, Volume 115, No. 138) August 13, 1969, p. E6927.
82 ibid., p. E6928.
Lauter, op. cit., p. 257; he referred to this as an indicatijon of the power
85“ equation, plus the alienation of black parents from the school.

Interview with Mr. Kenneth Haskins, October 15, 1969. Also, see entry for
May 15, 1968 in Section III.
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VII. WHAT HAS THE MORGAN BOARD ACCOMPLISHED?

The Morgan Board's major acc0mp1ishments'have been:

+ Developing via political and representational means, an
effective working relationship with the D.C. Board. In
this they have been assisted by the Adams-Morgan Community
Council and Antioch College.

Implementing and sustaining a new curriculum and new
teaching procedures as developed by Antioch, such as team
teaching.84

Introducing community interns (non- profe551onals) in the
teachlng and educating process.

Improving the children's scores on the Primary Mental
Abilities Test.85 Morgan was also one of only six in
the D.S. System to show an upward trend in the scores

of standardized reading tests administered to fourth and
sixth graders in 1968.86 This year reading scores are
reportedly at the level of national norms.

Successfully developing a working relationship between
the Morgan staff and the community. Teachers actively
participated with parents in seeking additional powers
of community control.88 .
There have been no student suspensions since the grojeCt
began, and there is a 70% decrease in vandalism.B

84 Fantini, Mario D., "Participation, Decentralization, Community Control and
Quality Education", The Record, Teachers College, Columbia University,
85 September 1969, Vol. 71, No. 1, p. 104.

86 Morgan Community School . . . op.cit., p. 17.
Jacoby, Susan, ''Cause of '"Downward Trend' Laid to Ineffective Methods"
87 The Washington Post, August 2, 1968.
a8 Anthony, John, op.cit., p. E6927.
89 Interview with Kenpneth Haskins, op. cit. L
Fantini, op. ecit., p. 106.
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VIII. IS BOARD POLICY-MAKING OPEN OR CLOSED?

The Morgan School Board meets in public session on the second, third, and
fourth Mondays of the month. Issues are discussc.! ornenly with policy being
determined by vote. This openness was extended to the interviewing of candid-
ates for Principal and Assistant Principal.90 They also have taken the unusual
step of open elections in public session without prior nomination.91

See June 12, 1969 entry in Section III.
ibid.

91
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11. Powers and Duties of the Community School Board *

The Community School Board is the governing body of the school or schools
which make up the mcommunity school system. It must hz;ve broad powers over
all aspects of the 'schools' operation; it cannot be merely an advisory or con-
sultati\;,e body to an administrator who is basically responsible to a larger sys-
tem over which the community has no control. The board must control--to
the maximum extent--staffing, curriculum, f'manc‘m'g, outside resources,
and use of the pﬁysical plant.

A. Staffing: The Community School Board (CSB) must choose its own
staff and dcte.rmine the number and type of personnel--administra-
tive, professional, and support-~that are necessary. varying them
to meet changing needs. Qualifications for the various classes of
positions will be determined by the CSB and othér bodies according
to the ¢ype of position.

B. .(.:..‘.:‘.E.E}_c_‘_“_l.‘ifﬂ T‘he content and style of the educﬁt’ional and other
programs are determined by .th.e people the sccht)ol serves through
the CSB. The CSB will have a major role il.'l deciding what is ta.ught
in the school and how it 1s taught. The specific details of programs
and their implementation are the responsibility of the staff, with the
CSB constantly evaluating results and approaches.

C. riscal Responsibilities: The maximum fiscal control of the program

should be in the hands of the CSB. The total amount available will
be decided by negotiations between the CSB and the DC Board. .
Once this is determined, however, the CSB should have flexibility

in deciding priorities and in changing the allocation of funds from
* Morgan Community School Board, Proposal For The Operation uf Community Schools
In The Adams-Morgan Area Of the Distiict of Columbia, April 4, 1968 (submitted
to the D. C. Board of Education).
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mne itermn to another during the year. The CSB should receive directly
from thosyu funds from the DC Board or from other sources that are —-.
best put into its hands, including the funds necessary for the C5B's

own operation. Fiscal and administrative matters must be arranged

so that needs of community schools can be met quickly and not left

unmet by the present cumbersome bureaucratic system The CSB

wpuld be able to receive outside funds or assistance from any source

for special programs,

D. Outside Resources: The Community School Boardféhould have avail-

able outside resources for consultation and advice. Some consultants
may coine from within the larger educational system, some from

advisory committees, and some from other institutions. The CSB

N

should have available the funds necessary to pay for outside help.

One or a group of universities may be useful 1n providing a4 wide

variety of services on a regular basis.

E. Physical Planit “The CSB should decide on the use of the present

buildings and should have resources avauable for necessary improve -

“~

ment and mawntenance.  They should have & major role 1n planning

the site and design for new buildings.

N . . N You, "L ‘
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APPENDIX B

MEMORANDUM ON FINANCIAL
INFORMATION
RE: ANTIOCH'S ADMINISTRATION OF THE

MORGAN SCHOOL
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SUPERINTENDENT OF SCHOOLS
FRANKLIN ADMINISTRATION BUILDING
THIRTEENTH AND K STREETS NW,
WASHINGTON 8, D, C.

July 1, 1967

To the Board of Bducation
of the District of Columbia

Ladies and Gentlemen:

The Board of Education, at its May meeting, approved a proposal to
authorize Antioch College to assume responsibility for the organization
and administration of the Morgan Schoo.i. Financial considerations rele~
tive Lo this proposal were to be presented at a later meeting. The
Superintendent wishes to present the financial information at this time.

The agreement with Antioch is that the District Public School System
provide as much support to the Morgan School as it would normally receive.
Additional costs are to be covered by Antioch. The key budgetary con-
sideration is to obtain a flexible use of the resources authorized the
Morgan School. In essence, the Antioch group wish authorization to substi-
tute 54 positions for 38 positions presently authorized the Morgan School
under our regular procedures. This shift of positions is shown in the
following table: '

Present Staffing Proposed "Antioch" Staffing
Regular Teachers 28 Regular Teachers 17
Special Teachers L Special Teachers 1
Librarian 1 Librarian 1
Counselor 1 Counselor 1
Secretaries 2 Secretarics 2
Teacher Aides 2 Interns (GS-L4) 11

Community Aides 1k

(Gs-2 for 9 months)
Undergraduate Aides 7

(Gs-2 for 9 meaths)
38 5k

Based upon normal salary costs for these positions, it is estimated that
the present and proposed staffing pattern would cost about the same,
approximately $300,000. Of course, there is no allocation of salary i
to schools. In effect, the substitution of the recommended staffing pawi.rn
for the present staffing pattern is a falr euchange based on estimates o
typical salary levels. ' The attached cost sheets compare the normal budg:t
estimates for these two staffing patterns.

86
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To the Board of Education:
of the District of Columbia - 2 July 1, 1967

The normal allocations of supplies, textbooks, and materislc will
be provided the Morgan School. Antioch will be granted the maximum
possible flexibility in the use of these funds, consistent with D. C.
rules and regulations relative to purchasing and accounting. Antioch o
has requested permission to develop a Title III proposal concerning
this program. These proposals must be presented on their merits, but
Antioch is encouraged to participete filly in this program... Antioch
will be allocated a fair share oi ¢ ‘.nds for released time for teachers,
now pending in the FY 1968, budget « - .11 generally share in all resources
normally available to this school.

In effect, this experiment will not require additional budget
authorizations. It is recommended that the Board approve this realloca-
tion of positions to allow the flexibility Antioch requires. In view of
the fact that Antioch just now is developing its programs, it also is
recommended that the administration be authorized to make farther staffing
and material reallocations within the levels of resources normally allocated
the Morgan School, as the need arises.

The Superintendent recommends that this request be approved by the
Board of Education and that copies be submitted to the Board of Commissioners,
D. C., for approvel. The Superintendent further recommends that copies be
sent to Mr. D, P. Herman, D. C. Budget Officer, and Mr. John H. Eaton,
D. C. Personnel Officer. ' '

Respectfully submitted,

Car MW-J

Carl F. Hansen
Superintendent of Schools

Attachment

87




Y ove e B wn e d
Direet Anoroneiations:

)

MRS ] f !
Poytbion (Grede and Tit1

-4
or o uom

Teachars, Repular

LR I M pnd gl
"aachers, Opecial

Lounselor

4

Seeratories (Norgan and Morgan Aunex)

Tannman {fdae
FRap SpioP Y]

Total increase from

1959 ase

af Substitute and FICK

CUBEENT HORGAN - MOROAY AYNEX BUDGET

The total increase of §312,057 is distributed as follows:

e~ Nuoer Personne]. Rersonnel
Becuzsted Compersation  Zenefils  Other  Totsl
28 § 215,600 3 16,340 $6,552’:/ § 2k0,hoe
b 30,800 2,620 - 33,k
L 6,370 g .- 6,6ch
L 7,700 655 220 575
2 10,662 %6 L0025
2 9,552 m6 e 10,20
36 260,684 23,600 1,172 312,057

TECT



Iy
N
A

PROTOSED XORGAY -

YORGAY ANYDY- DUDGEL

Diract Aopropriabions: The total increase of §209,505 is cistrivused a5 foliows:

desition (Grade and Title)

o Tde A
- - e

Grogla)  Tdachers

|J ¢ g o,

[
Dibrurliah

grne »
O\ v'--..o

Seeretaried

Copmurity Aides (65-2 for

0 Monshs)

Uaderavaducte Aldes (65-2 for

0 Mogthe)
Nabioanl Teacher Corps

Practice Teachers

mytal increase from
1069 vase

of Suteiitute o FIA

Nurher Dersonne.. zersermel
Reewssted  Comonpnblon  PemZive o (iher N
I T B BN U R A X%
n 52,536 Lol -
! 7,700 655 - RS
L 6,370 1k - 6,6%
1 7,700 b5 20 6.575
2 10,662 0§ L0 12,555
1t 1,202 30 . Wl
1 20,601 1,031 - 22,232
(5) - - . .
9 . . .

RRY

§ 2,636

-

5390 305,509

i, it

91




123

APPENDIX C

POLICY AGREEMENT FOR THE
ADMINISTRATION OF THE

ADAMS COMMUNITY SCHOOL
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POLICY AGREEMENT FOR THE ADMINISTRATION

OF THE ADAMS COMMUNITY SCHOOL

The Corporation Counsel's decision concerning maximum feasible .-
autonomy for Community Schools is interpreted to restrict thr ‘dams
Community Board from: directly submitting a budget to the Congress,
negotiating contracts binding upon the District of Columbia Government,
creating its own Board of Examiners, and operating contrary to established

pollc1es and rules created by the Board of Education including this policy

greement and subsequent‘supplementary pollcy agreements as may be entered
into in the future. In keeping with the aforementioned statement, the

D. C. Buard of Education and the Adams Community School Board agree to

the following guidelines:

1. The operational functions and relations with the Adams Community
School Board will be handled by the Division of Special Projects
(0Office of the Superintendent).

2. The Adams Community ol Board will determine the number and
kind‘of personnel that will be hired within the funds allocated
to the Adams School, and will recommend'its staff through the
Division of Special Projects. The personnel recommendations
by the Adams School Board at TSA 8 or GS 12 and above will be

brought to the D. C. School Board through the Superintendent.

93
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Page Two

The Adams Coﬁmunify School Board will be given responsibility

fér curriculum formation and instruction with the aid of the
Division of Special Projects and colleges it may choose to act

in a consultative capacity.

The Adams Community Schocl Buard will determing wriorities for
the expenditure of funds which are normaliy allocated to the

Ada:  ‘chool.

The Adams Community School Board will be designated as the '"Local
and area group” responsible for the purposes of preparation of
budget ary requests for the Adams School.

The Adams Community School will receive the complete staff and
services support that are available to all other schools, and
this support will be provided directly through the Division of
Special Projects.

The Board of Education will include in its budget request funds
for the operation of an evening school by the Adams School Board
to provide educational opportunities for children and adults in
the community.

The operational relationskips based on these general guidelines
will be developed by the Adams Community School Board, the
Division of Special Projects and the Washington Teachers Union.
The Adams Community S5chool Boara will be able to receive directly
educational funds from federal agencie: and private foundations to
develop educational programs, for operation of the lbcal renod and

any other community and/or school related activity, provi:s.t that

94
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Page Three

complete financial accountability is established. No monies
coming to the Adams Community School under this provision will
affect the normal allocation of funds to the Adams Community
School through D. C. budgetary processes.

Reports and evaluation made by or for the Adams Community Board
of their operation and program will be made available -as public
documents.

The Special Projects Division will be allocated funds to develop,
in consultation with the Adams Community School Board, an annual
report of the Adams project for submission to the Superintendent
and the Board of Education.

This agreement will be in effect for a three-year period of

operation for the Adams Community School -- August 1969 through

'AugUSt 1972. Either party may reopen a discussion of any part

of this agreement during that three-year period; but no changes

shall be made without mutual consent.

President, D. C. Board of Education

Chairman. Adams Community School
Board

Date
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A POSITION ON DECENTRALIZATION AND LOCAL CONTROL*

There are two proposals before the Board of Education for action that
have inherent in them the concept of decentralization and local control. The
first prdposal is in the form of a policy statement on the administrative
operation of the Morgan Community School during 1968-69, and the second is
the Anacostia Community School Project.

Because of the precedent setting nature of this concept, it seems
appropriate that I articulate a position on this issue.

Decentralization and control of the schools by community groups is the
most potentially explosive issue facing urban education at this time in
history. We but have to look at what.'s occurring in New York City today.

An explosion has taken place and 1,100,000 children and youth are being de-~
" prived of their birthright to be educated. What is occurring there can also
happen in Washington and our other major .cities.

As Superintendent of Schools, I take the position, without equivocation,
that where desired, communitv groups should be granted maximum feasible
autonomy within the present legal framework. In addition, where legal con-
straints exist that inhibit local control to the extent that it is unworkable,
the appropriate laws should be amended or modified. '

I have welghed carefully the arguments for and against decentralization
and local control and have concluded that given the failure of public educa-
tion and the status of race relations in the United States, 1 am both per-~
suaded and compelled to the belief that the arguments for decentralization
and local control are stronger than those against. '

Possible I equivocate in using the terms decentralization and local
control. They are not synonymous. There exists some administrative decen~
tralization of large school districts but little local control. It is local
control to which I am addressing myself, for to have decentralization without
local control is a travesty.

Meeting the needs of children and youth is the purpose of the school.
As such, the focus should not be limited to sacred subject content alone,
for such content was not born in Heaven nor is it a Newtonian Principle.
Rather, each school should seek out clinical truths about youngsters.
Attitudes, ideals, concerns, continuities of huiman nature, and strong beliefs
about human welfare should be taught in creative ways, not from a quantitative,
impersonal central office point of view. A need exists for loosening the
rigidity and arteriosclerosis that exist in the typical educational programs;
there should be an unshackling of the tight relatiornships between the central
administration and teachers and community members.

#Statement by Dr. William R..Manning,. Superintendent of Schools, Board of "
Education Meeting, September 18, 1968. e
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Local control is not new in public education in this country. It is the
bulwark of American democracy and largely responsible for the growth and
development’ of this Nation.

We invented and developed our system of local control. With the growth
of our urban centers and bigness in present day American culture, we have
lost a degree of responsiveness to both the needs of society and children.
I am convinced that local control can be helpful for it 1s the most reliable
means of assuring that schools will be responsive. 'To some measure we have
given lip-service to the belief that the purposes of the schools should be
largely determined by parents and other citizens nearest to the schools work-
ing in a partnership with the professional educators. It-is simply because
of the unresponsiveness of the schools that a chaotic and .crisis _situation
exists in our large cities. I am not advocating going back to-the one-room
school of an agrarian America, but rather to recognize the values in both
large and small units, select and synthesize these values into a new opera-
tional structure. Just as Thomas Jefferson recognized that institutions of .
a democracy must change as new knowledge is uncovered, s0 then must our educa-
tional institutions change to be more relevant and "to keep pace with the times."
(See 4th panel, Thomas Jefferson Memorial) ' g

The arguments against local control are proliferating at a rapid rate
because of some unsuccessful experiences and the threat of racial separation,
but they ring hollow. I shall not burden you at this time defénding this,
position; the opportunity to do so will be presenting itself shortly, 1
am sure.

There are presently only four pioneer, truly community, school demonstra-
tiod units in this Nation: three are in New York City and the other is here
in Washington, D.C. ~- the Morgan Community Schoocl.

In addition,we do have the Model School Division which is a decentralized
unit with limited local control. The Anacostia Community Project is ready to
. go_into operation as a sub-system with some local control at such a time
as Congress provides the funds. Other decentralized units will be emerging,
including Fort Lincoln New Town.

_ What have we learned from our experiences to date? A great amount of
control must be given decentralized units, for decentralization without con-
trol is ineffective. A serious and unrealized obstacle is that the present
Board of Education has relatively minimus power and consequently has little
to delegate to sub-boards. The elected Board will have no more power or
control. This will prove frustrating and will require a continuing dialog

. for understanding. ' : ’

We do have a plan of decentralization and local control in the D.C.
Schools. It is a simple“plan on the surface but operationally the most diffi-
cult to manage. Rather than superimpose decentralization from the central
office as New York City has done, and unsuccessfully I might add, we believe
the kind of decentralization most relevant is that which emerges from the
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community., There is no single model; however, there can be several models
depending upon what the unit of local community members want. (Ultimately,
these diverse models will be systematized into a regimen: diversitas intra
unitatem.)

How will decentralized units be administered? Recently established within
the administrative structure of the school system is a mechanism to deal with
community-based proposals and decentralized units. Recently organized is the
Special Projects Division approved by the Board of Education and presently in
operation. It will serve an umbrella function and the link between the central

office and the decentralized units, IthcauldwconCeiVablyﬂdevelopmintQ“aMmAmwmﬂ“p;w

parallel system, not bound by tradition or the shackles of the bureaucracy,
particularly if conjoined with a non-profit organization as is envisioned.

We have been working with the leadership of the Washington Teachers'
-Union, and it has indicated support to the principles of local control. Con-
sideration is being given to the possibility of a sub-contract with teaching
personnel in decentralized units, a concept prevalent in the private secfor but
not utilized in ieacher bargaining agreements. Such a sub-contract would in-
clude a guarantee of teacher rights.

Empirical evidence with local community control in the context of the
large urban school system today is limited indeed, almost non-existent.
Just as any new piece of legislation creates misunderstandings, searches for
intent and parameters so it will be with our school system in working with
sub~systems. Many problems can, however, be obviated through a continuing
dialogue between the central unit and the sub-unit in which operational guide-
lines are refined bi-laterally.

Through decentralization and greater local control can stem a new system
that -could well renew and restructure the institution of public education here
in Washington and in other large urban school districts. Unless our city
schools can be made more responsive, the conseqdences to be expected are
grave.

Greater local control is the course we have set, for it is the only
hope of bringing together urban schools and citizens in a new and viable
partnership that will better define those positions of responsibility,
make the program more relevant and infuse required enthusiasm and trust in
the educational enterprise.

e e
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C. THE ADAMS dOMMUNITY SCHOOL BOARD IN WASHINGTON, D. C.
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I. INTRODUCTION

The Adams-Morgan neighborhood is located ‘in the Northwest section of
Washington, D. C.; it was named for the two elementary schools located there.
'The total neighborhood is approximately 300 acres, containing about 24,000
people who range from welfare recipients to others earning $25,000 per year.
The majority are black and poor. However, this was not always the case;
prior to World War 1I, the area was primarily an exclusive white neighborhood
(approximately two-thirds) with a Black poverty pocket. Following the war,
about half of the large homes were converted to rooming and tenement houses ‘
~~~~~ wprimarilyvservingwa-somewhabwtransienthlackrpopuiationfwvaoutmonerthipd’ S
of thelpopulation remained White; however, the housing was allowed to deteri-~ S
orate. ‘ b

The two schools, although in the same neighborhood% have essentially
different histories witnessed by the follouing news item in 1930:
"The John Quincy Adams Schools, at the Nineteenth and
California Streets, latest of a line of handsome build-
ings designed to exemplify the best in schonl house
planning and construction, was dedicated formally last
night when Major Donald A. Davison, U.S.A., Assistant !
weweeri ... ... Engineer Commissioners of the District, presented the
structure to the Board of Education and the children’-- SR
who will attend its classes." :
[and after noting the musical selections played by the
U. S. Navy Band, further noted that]

Poac Ly
AL AN Ay At A LI LAt At A by

"The Adams School's student body was made up of pupils
from the old Adams School, which has been abandoned;
from the Morgan School, which has been transferred to
the colored school divisions, and from certain classes
in the Force School,"2

c s
s

Even today, while the Adams School is predciiinantly black, the children
of the middle-class blacks, whites and Spanish~speaking in the Adsms-Morgan
neighborhood attend the Adams School.

The school and its administration came under increasing criticism in
recent years for poor facilities, unimaginative curricula and teaching
methods, and corporal punishment exercised.by teachers.3

~

1 Morgan Community School: Annual Report to the Community, School Term
5 1967~1968 (mimeo publication by the Morgan Community School Board), p. 2.
3 "School Dedication Attended by 800", The Evening Star, May 28, 1930.

See for example, "Irate Parents Complain About Abuse of Pupils",
Washington Afro-American, April 22, 1969.... ... = S e
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11. WHAT MAJOR GROUPS ARE INVQLYED? HOW DO THEY INTERACT?
‘a. Parents ,

There appear to be two diverse groups of parents in the community:

young white liberals, who were concerned about the quality of. education

that their children would receive in the public schools; middle-class

blacks who shared the concern; and poor black parents who were concerned

about the education their children were getting, particularly in the B

Morgan School. After the first two years of the Morgan experiment, Adams

parents, (which included the middle class whites and blacks in the Adams-~
wwearMaTpan-@ighborhood) became concerned about the educational quality of

Adams and particularly about the reputed corporal punishment used by

teachers.4 ' ' | ’

The PTA is a conservative organization which twice voted "to ask the
administration not to include Adams in the Morgan experiment" .3 However,
‘the PTA officers are selected by the Principal of Adams .6

Adams Emergency Coumittee
This committee is composed of members of the Adams PTA who had complained
of being unable to initiate conmstructive changes via proper PTA and Adminis-
tration channels.’ This group pressed for the local school administration

for reforms and the D. C. Board vfEducationrfor-tocal—eontrols

b. Teachers

While the teachers in the D. C. School System have generally supported
.. the_concept of "community control', fourteen of the Adams teachers transferred
out of Adams after community €otritrol was  authorized. However, the number of
experienced teachers authorized at Adams does not appear to have changed.9
This makes the transfer of Adams teachers appear to have been a voluntary
action as contrasted to the Morgan School where most were requested to

transfer so as to implement the Antioch experiment.lo

Washington Teachers' Union

An affiliate of the American Federation of Teachers (as is the New York
City, United Federation of Teachers), the WIU is the recognized bargaining <
agent for Washington's 8,000 teachers.1ll The WTU is on record as supporting
community control:

4 "Irate Parents Complain About Abuse of Pupils', Washington Afro-~American,
5 April 22, 1969. , ,
-? "Stone, Sharon, "Adams: Local Control?" -The Washington Daily News, —

e July 24, 1969, e

2 "Irate Parents Complain . . . ", op. cit.
. ibid. .o ' . L o-

s g "Board Okays Adams School Local Control", The Evening Starw, July 31, 1969.

e “ib'”"AdamS*ﬂ#}AolvHas~Five»Openings",-The,Evening:Star, Septenmber 9, 1969. i
Memorandum from Carl F. Hansen, Superintendent of Schools to the Board of
Education of the District of Columbia, July 1, 1967, p. 1. see also "II.b.

11 Teachers" in the Morgan memorandum. ' s

Simons, William H., Testimony Before a Senate Qomhitteé on Violence in the
Schools, Washington, D. C., October 1, 1969, p. 1.
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" ., . . on February 25, 1968, Mr. William Simons,
President of the WTU in a meeting regarding the
Morgan Community School declared, "The parents are
demanding, and are going.to.have a preater say in
the operation of the schools, whether the teachers
are with them or against them, We want to be with
the parents and we have no intention of aligning
ourselves with the reactionary forces that fear
community involvement." (Washington Post):
Furthermore, President Simons. spoke in favor c¢f

a proposal which would have expanded the power

of the Morgan Board at a July meeting with the
downtown Board and the Morgan Community Board.l2

The District of Columbia Association of Classroom Teachers {(DC-ACT)

Formerly the District of Columbia Education Association DC~ACT is another
teachers' organization which has an 80% Black mewbership in Washington'l3 this . ‘
association has recently affiliated with the National Educational Associgtion - o
(NEA), a professional organization of teachers, administrators, principals, f
counselors, and "others interested in American education".l4 According to
Rosenbaum, it too is '"on record as strongly supporting decentralization", 15
Once the bargaining agent for Washington's teachers, it was edged out by WIU

in 1967 and was defeated in a.1968. attempt~to~re-establish-thig telationship .10

AL I AL g IS PSS
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c. The Board of Education

According to an observer, the nine—member Board of Education had, until
November, 1968, been appointed to three year terms by the judges of the U. 8.
. District Court. The Board has beer. weaker than most as appropriation requests
followed a red-tape strewn, tortuous path from the Board of Education to the
T DT e Budget— 0f fice~to-the-Commissioners, who, until phased out with the
appointment of a Mayor in Washington, functiOned as the Operating Head of the
local government. Congress still must approve all appropriations and monies
and are then dlstributed “ria appropriations bills.

The Board of Education, according to this same observer is thus unique in
not having autonomy in areas genérally reserved for Boards of Education., Spec-
ifically, the Board lacks: fiscal autonomy; personnel authority in the areas
of classification and establishment of positions, autonomy in procurement;
autonomy in the design, construction, and maintenance of school buildings,
and authority to 1nst1tute changes.

L
i

12 "A Position Paper{On Community Control", Washington Teachers' Union Executive
Board, September 24, 1968, p. 1.

Rice, William; The- Anacostia Community School Project, Brlef Description of
History, Program and Progress Report (an unpublished document), June 2, 1969,

p. 6.

13

. 14_ Gale Research Company, Encyclopedia of Associations, "Volume I: National
- 15 Organization of the United States", Detroit, 1968, Section 5, p. 436.
-eerem .. o .. Rosenbaum, David E., "A Capital Success Story ‘The New York Timeg,

o 1 January 9, 1969, p. 68.

ashington Teachers' Union, Toward a Humane School System in the Nation s
Capital, a pamphlet (hereafter referenced as WIU pamphlet), p. 1. :

)
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e - Even with the reported lack of autonomy, the Board managed to expand
the latltude of Morgan School Board actions in 1968, and authorlze the 7 7
Adams Community School Board in 1969.

Special Projects Division

Lirtle is presently known about the Special Projects Division except that
it represents the Superintendent lof Schools and has worked closely with the
Adams Community School Board (whlch will be described below). Julian West,
is also an Assistant Superlntendent of Schools and reports to the Superlntendent
as Head of the Special Projects- DlVlSlon 17

d. District of Columbia Government

Prior to September 28, 1967, the government of the District of Columbia
was run by the three-man Board of Commissioners. Since that time, a mayoralty
system where the Mayor was appointed by the President of the United States,
has been used, DLike.the.,previous Board, the Mayor is responsible to Congress
which authorlzes approprations for fundlng the operations of the District of
Columbia. ;

The Boaré‘of Education is subordinate to the Mayor, through whom requests
MMMmmmgmxwappnopxaahlons must go, and budgetary approvals must be authorized. Program
" requests by the Board of Education are submitted to the Mayor; budgetary requests

following the’Mayor s approVal, are made through the D. C. Budget Office (who
forwards them-to-Congress),18. e

e. Adams-Morgan Community Council

The Community Council is an organization formed in 1959 to deal with social
problems in the Adams-Morgan neighborhood. It has been characterized as being
comprised of young White liberals and Black middle-class professionals. Its
membership_comes_from_the various block organizations and institutions operating
in the Adams~Morgan neighborhood.l9

The Council has played an‘important role in establishing and assuring the
political viability of the Morgan Community School Board and the establishment
of the Adams Community School Board.

f, Other Organizations

While there are other organiza:ions within the Adams~Morgan neighborhood,
such as the block organizations, civic groups, and the like, they do not appear
to have been visibly active regarding the Adams Community School Board. However,
these other civic organizations appeared to have representation in Adams School
Board by Solomon Shepard who was former head of the Adams PTA and has been
"associated for years with the more traditional civic associations in the area",20

17 Pike, David, "Community~Run School Faces Teacher Shortage, The Evening Star,
”“”““Ig““September 4, 1969.
Telephone interview with personnel in the Secretariat of the Government of
the-District of Columbia.
Morgan Community School . . . , op. cit., p. 3.
Denton, Herbert H., "Adams School Begins Test', The .’ashington Post,
".September 4, 1969. - :
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III. HOW DID THE ADAMS COMMUNITY SCHOOL BOARD COME ABOUT? WHAT HAVE THE
MAJOR ACTIVITIES BEEN SINCE THEN?

. 1954 - In ‘the face of visibly deteriorating neighborhood conditions,
the Principals of the Adams and Morgan Schools .attempted to organize
the neighborhood to undertake improvement activities. Their efforts
resulted in a racially and economicallg open group called the Adams-
Morgan Better Neighborhood Conference.

+ 1956 - The Adams~Morgan Better Neighborhood Conference asked that
the Board of Commissioners for the Distr ¢t of Columbia obtain a
demonstration grant under the Federal Housing Act of 1954. The
purpose of the demonstration would be to test whether progressive
physical blight in an area could be stopped by "a volunteer citizen
action supported by maximum services from their city government'".
This grant was subsequently authorized to commence in 1958 under
the superivsion of American University.22

« 1959 - The Adams-Morgan Planning Council and the Adams-Morgan Community
Council were formed; the former focused on physical Problems in the
neighborhood and the latter om social problems.

+ '1959-1965 - The Community Council struggled with the problems of
bringing an econcmically and racially mixed neighborhood sufficiently
together so programs could be developed to counteract social problems.
Progress was reportedly "slow and painful” but some successes were

“acconplished Tdévelopiment of block organlzations, a walk-in science
center, a store-front art center, an "alley" library, a community
pre-school, a summer program employing 200 people, and a-neighborhood
house.23 .

+ Fall 1965 and early 1966 (approximately) - A dozen mothers and grand-
mothers including Bishop Marie Reed, be.ame concerned with overcrowd-
ing in the Morgan School 'and this grew to a total of roughly 60 mothers
who met downtown with Dr. Johnson to obtain relief. 'Dr. Johnson
reportedly stated that split sessions (3 1/2 hours, as was being
done with grades 1-3) were certainly adequate. The mothers' response
was, in so many words, reported to be: '"Fine, put everybody in the
school district on 3 1/2 hours, please, and we'll feel equal."24

+ 1966 - The mothers, assisted by the Adams-Morgan Community Council's
Schools Committee managed to defeat the split session proposal and
win some relief via bussing of students.25

+ 1966 - The Adams-Morgan Community Counc1l Schools Committee held open
public meetings to discuss what was wanted in the Adams and Morgan
Schools.26 :

' B e i

g; Morgan Community School . . . , op. cit., p. 2.
e gy ADId. ibid., p. 3.
s ibid., p. 3.

24

Interview with Bishop Marie Reed.

Lauter, Paul,"The Short Happy Life of the Adams-Morgan Community School Project",
Harvard Educational Rev1ew,ASpr1ng 1968, pp. 237, 238. ,

Morgan Commun;_y School . . ..,“op. c1t., p. 4. RS E S

10"

25
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« 1966 (exact date unknown) - The Adams-Morgan Community Council
(reportedly dominated by whites and middle class blacks) met
with the D. C. Superintendent of Schools to discuss the idea
of a communiFy—controlled school. No parents of Morgan children
were present;27 The Superintendent said he would entertain a
proposal for‘community run schools only if a university were

involved.28 j

« Fall 1966 - &wo persons who had attended the Schools Committee
meetings (the director of Antioch-Putney Graduate Center in
Washington, D.~C., and a director of the board of Antioch College)?29
met with the|mothers who thén initiated-a request that Antioch
participate.30

|
o + Fall 1966 - Members of the Adams-Morgan Community Council Schools

e " Committee plus Antioch staff personnel drafted a proposal to
innclude Adams and Morgan Schools' in an -experimental demonstration.
in urban teaching under the administration of Antioch College. It
suggested that younger children attend one school and older children
attend the other. The Superintendent asked that the project be
limited to Morgan for the first year, and be extended to Adams
the next year, if successful.3l '

1968 ~ With the completion of Morgan's first year, Adams was not
brought in, as had been suggested by the Superintendent, even
though the proposal put forth by Morgan explicitly requested that
Adams come under“community control.32

. February 24, 1968 - The Washington Teachers' Union local of the
AFL-CIO American Federation of Teachers endorsed the neighborhood
control concept for Morgan School. This was interpreted as public
evidence of a split within the national AFT as the New York City
UFT local was on record as being opposed to the Bundy Report.

WTU President Simons was quoted as saying:

27
28
29
30
31

Confidential source.

Morgan Community School . . . , op. cit., p. 5.

ibid., p. 5. S

Interview with Bishop Marie Reed.

Morgan Community School . . . , op. cit., pp. 4, 5; plus interviews with

Mr. Kenneth Haskins and Bishop Marie Reed. In view of the subsequent
failure of the D. C. Superintendent to recognize the Adams-Morgan Community
Council as a party to the proposal we suspect that the members of the
Council's Schools Committee that participated in the proposal drafting

were, in fact, the two Antioch connected people. .

‘Morgan Community School Board, Proposal For The Operation of Community Schools ..
in the Adams-Morgan Area of the District of Columbia, (mimeographed document
submitted to the D. C. Board of Education) April 4, 1968, p. 6.
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"I don't really see too many problems in regard to
the interests of the teacher. I can envision us
negotiating a master contract with the central board
and local issues with the local board, in much the
same manner as the United Auto Workers negotiate
their contracts. I think the important thing is
that the teachers' union stand with, not against,
the parents in their demands for change."23 = .

+ Summer 1968 ~ No answer was forthcomlng as to whether Morgan would
be allowed to .continue functioning under 'community control™.34'

. ,.’7

. September 24 1968 ~ The Washington Teachers' Union Executive Board

enthu51astically" endorsed ‘the D. C. Board decentralization plans

for Morgan and Anacostia and went on record as supporting the
community control resolution adopted by the American Federation of
Teachers. The Washington Teachers' Union noted that "in effect,
teacher rights may well be more closely protected in a community~
controlled school than by the downtown board".35

+ September 30, 1968 ~ The Washington Teachers' Union Executive Board
"Position Paper on Community Control" was adopted by the membership.36

+ November 26, 1968 ~ Mr. William Leavitt, wrote to Superintendent
Henley asserting that a substitute teacher zt Adams "has cuffed and
twisted the ears of first grade children, wwg them my own six-year
0ld son'".37 :

- December 4, 1968 - Mr. Tatum, Assistant to the Assistant Superintendent B
for Elementary Schools, having visited the Adams School, replied to
Mr. Leavitt that the substitute teacher '"categorically denies the use
of corporate punishment or any other extreme form of discipline on

your child or any other Chlld . . .38

- April 18, 1969 ~ Deputy Superlntendent Henley stated that the school
adminlstration would launch an investigation into the situation at
the Adams School. The investigation was to be headed by Dr. Dorothy
Johnson, Assistant Superintendent for Elementary Schools.39

33 Jacoby, Susan, "Teachers Support Local Board Plan" , The Washing;on Post,
34 February 25, 1968.

See Morgan Community School Board memorandum, Section III, entries for
35 May 8, 1968 through September 18, 1968.

Washington Teachers' Union Executive Board, "A Position Paper on Community
36 Control", September 24, 1968 (released September 30, 1968), p. 2.
3, ibid., p. 1.

Stone, Sharon, "Pupil 'Ear Twisting' to be Probed at Adams School", The
38 ‘Washington Daily News, April 19, 1969.

ibid. - As gpoted in the artlcle.
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40
41
42

43
44

45

" July 25, 1969.

- April 20, 1969 - The Emergency Committee met with the Adams School
Principal and teachers at St. Margaret's Episcopal Church. The
Emergency Committee defined its charges as: M

. The use of corporal punishment to maintain discipline.

. Discrimination by some teachers, against children with
shabby clothes.’ : :

. The use of the playground as a parking lot for teachers. o

+ Unprofessional conduct by several teachers. '

. Children being discouraged from using the library
facilities.

The Principal reportedly asserted that such charges were "too broad",
that some corporal discipline was required, and that such charges had
not been brought to her attention previously. The Committee countered
that individual complaints had been made regularly.4o

- May 7, 1969 - Reportedly, the Adams Emergency Committee was to air
their charges at a School Board Community meeting held in,-the Lincoln
Junior High School.4l However, no report has been found as to the out-
come of this meeting. ’

. May-June 1969 - Apparently during this time, Superintendent Manning
proposed an Adams Advisory Council as an alternative to a community
school board. However, Mr. Leavitt, a member of .the Emergency Committee
termed this as "another form of colonialism. While they shuffle.the
papers and hope we [the Emergency Committee] will go away, reading
scores at Adams continue to decline.'42

. July 23, 1969 - The D. C. School Board held its final hearing before
a vote scheduled for the following week. (We haven't found any reports .
of the previous hearings.) Twenty people spoke in favor of Adams
coming under local community control; the Adams PTA President and
one other spoke against community control.- Those supporting included
the WTU.43 The meeting room of the D. C. Board was overflowing with
more than 100 persons who heard that the Adams School was not respon-
sive to complaints, and that reading scores of children continued to
-decline.44 o

- July 30, 1969 - The D. C. Board granted community control to Adams,
and relieved Superintendent Manning of his administrative duties as
of August 17, 1969. The Board also ordered the Superintendent to
submit a program tying administrative decentralization to community
control.45

"Adams School Parents Charge Caning of Pupils", The Evening Star, April 21, 1969.
"Adams School Group to Air Complaints", The Washington Daily News, April 24, 1969
Morgan, Jeanne, "Shift for Adams School ‘Asked by Parent Group", The Evening Star;
July 25, 1969, : A v R
Stone, Sharon, "Adams Local Control", The Washington Daily News, July 24, 1969.
Morgan, Jeanne, "Shift for Adams Schoul Asked by Parent Group", The Evening Star,

"Board Okays Adams School LocalﬂControl";AThe Evening Star, quly 31, 1969.

108

o Awrthut.VD'Li‘t'tfl}el



'.‘46

47
48
49

50
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. August 1969 - The corporation counsel devcloped a statement of
‘agreement for the administration of Adams Elementary School
setting out powers both broader and more restrictive than those

which the Morgan School had been operating.46

- August 1969 -~ The Principal and fourteen of the twenty-two ™
teachers requested transfers out of Adams.47 -

. September 2, 1969 -~ Adams Comr '* 7! -1 Board elections were
held. Six polling places v 8:00 a.m. to 8:00 p.m.
for voters to elect eight v s school children, three
adult community represent and  wo youths (ages 16-23) .48
Teachers were to later selec. wwu ot their members to complete
the Board.

. September 4, 1969 - On opening da’ ‘% the present school year,
Adams School faced a teacher s’ which was to be filled

by "teaching interns, Antioch Lu..-.@ students and other personnel
. . " The position of Principal was being filled by Julian West,
head of the D. C. School System's Special Projects Division.49

. September 8, 1969 - Five teacher openings still remained and were
' being filled by substitutes. Also, the two teacher re resentatives

for the Adams School Board had not yet been selected.?

. September 17, 1969'~ The D. C. Board approved the Corporation
Counsel's policy agreement between the Adams School Board and the
D. C. Board. The policy agreement indicated that the Adams School
Board would-also bé able to receive funds directly from private

- --foundations and federal agencies.Sl.

"policy Agreement for the Administration of the Adams Community School"
’

(mimeographed document by the Corporation Counsel) August 1969.
(See Appendix A.)

Denton, Herbert H., "Adams School Begins Test", The Washington Post,

September 4, 1969.

"Board for Adams School Will Be Elected Tomorrow'", The Evening Star,

September 1, 1969.

Pike, David, '"Community~Run School Faces Teacher Shortage", The Evening

Star, September 4, 1969.

"Adams School Has Five Openings", The Evening Star, September 9, 1969.
Denton, Herbert A., 'School Board Hits Cutbacks in OEO Funds', The

Washington Post, September 18, 1969.
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IV. WHAT AUTHORITY DOES THE ADAMS COMMUNITY SCHOOL BOARD HAVE?

This is explicitly stated in the policy agreement set forth by the
Corporation Counsel, excerpts of which are set forth below:

. The Adams Community School Board will determine the number
and kind of personnel that will be hired within the funds
allocated to the Adams School, and will recommend/its staff
through the Division of Special Projects. The personnel
recommendations by the Adams School Board at TSA 8 or GS 12
and above will be brought to the D. C. Scheol Board through
the Superintendent.

. The Adams Community School Board will be ,.ven responsibility
for curriculum formation and instruction with the aid of the .
Division of Special Projects and colleges it may choose to
act in a consultative capacity. '

. The Adams Community School Board will determine priorities i
for the expenditure of funds which are normally allocated to W
the Adams School. ‘ '

. The Adams Community School Board will be designated as the
"Local and area group" responsible for the purposes of prep-
aration of budgetary requests for the Adams School.

. The Adams Community School will receive the complete staff

--and- services-support. that are available to all other schools,
and this support will be provided directly through the Division
of Special Projects.52 ‘

See Appendix A for complete document.
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V. WHAT ARE THE GOALS OF ADAMS SCHOOL BOARD?

.~ The goals of Adams School Board have not been explicitly stated as of the
time we began drafting this memorandum. However, they are reportedly similar
to the Morgan Board's goals in terms of:

. Having a school be responsive to community needs.
« Improving the education of Adams school children.

- Setting a climate of discipline and dignity in the
school .53

53 As reflected in various news articles. See for example, "Principal

Denies Punishment Charge', The Washington Daily News, April 24, 1969;
"Irate Parents Complain About Abuse of Pupils’, Washington Afro-American,
April 22, 1969; also, interview with Mr. Kenneth:Haskins, October 15, 1969.
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VI. IS THE ADAMS SCHOOL BOARD REPRESENTATIVE?

The Adams Community School Board.consists of fifteenrpgm???sz
. Eight parents of Adams school children.
. Three representatives of the community in the Adams district.
. Two young adult representatives of the Adams district.
. Two teachers at the Adams School.

All but the two teachers are elected by the community. This format is
similar to that of Morgan except that on the Adams Board, there is one addi-
tional parent, and on- '~ss  uung adult. Nominations w e not clear, but are
assumed to be thc . fo; ‘'~rgan where anyone wishitig to run may do so
by circulating a petation one month prior to the election. S

Other representational issues are not yet known due to the newness of
the Board. However, the former PTA President, who spoke against community
control for Adams at the July 24 D. C. Board meeting and who is a member
civic.assaciations, successfully peti-

yyyyy

tioned, ran and was elected as a member of the Adams School Board.

112

Arthur D Little Inc..




VII. WHAT HAS THE ADAMS COMMUNITY SCHOOL BOARD ACCOMPLISHED? -

This quéé'tibh is premature in the case of Adams.

ek
-
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VITII. IS THE ADAMS SCHOOL BOARD POLICY-MAKING PRIVATE OR PUBLIC?

'This question it also prematire in the case of Adams. :

T
\.
-~
.-
PO '
*
'
f
'
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APPENDIX A

POLICY AGREEMENT FOR THE
ATMINISTRATION OF THE

ADAMS COMMUNITY SCHOOL
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POLICY AGREEMENT FOR THE ADMINISTRATION

OF THE ADAMS COMMUNITY SCHOOL

Thg Corporation Counsel's decisiqn concerning maximum feasible
‘autonomy for Community Schools is interﬁréted to restrict the adams
Communi:y‘Board from: directly submitting a budget to the Congress,
‘negotiacing contracts binding‘upontthe District of Columbia Govetnment,
creating its own. Board of Examimers, and Opgxating contrary to established
policies and rules created by tke Board of Education inciuding this policy
agreement and subseqﬁent supplementary policy agreements as may be entered
inté in the future. In keeping-with the aforementioned statement, the
D. C. Board of Education and the Adams Community School Board agree to
the following guidelinesi

1. The operational functions-.and relations with the Adams Community

School Board will be handled by the Division of Special Projects °,

(Office of the Superintendent).

2. The Adams Community School Board will determine the number and
.kind of personnel that will be hired within the funds allocated
to the Adams School, and will recommend its staff through the
Division of Special Projects. The personﬁel recommendations
by the Adams School Board at TSA .8 or GS 12 and above will be

brought .to the D. €. School Board throuph the Supcrintendent,
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Page Two

The Adams Community School Board will be given responsibility

for curriculum formation and instruction with "¢ aid of the
Division of‘SpeciuL Projects and colleges it may <hoose to act

in a consultative capacity. |
The Adams Community School Board will determine priorities for
the expenditure of funds which are nozmally allocated to fhe
Adams School. |

The Adams Comggnity School Board will ‘be designated as the "Local
and area group" responsible for the purposes-of preparation of

budgetary requests for the Adams School.

The Adams Community School will receive the complete staff and
services support that are available to all other schools, and

this support will be provided directly through the Division of

Special Projects.
The Board of Education will -include in its budget request funds
for the operation of an evening school by the Adams School Board
to provide educational opportunities for children and adults in
the community. |

The operational relationships based on these generél.guidelines
will be devgibped.by the Adams Community School Board, the
Division of Special Projects and the Washington Teachers Uniop.
The Adams Community School Board will be able to receive,directly‘
educational funds from federal égencies and pmivate foundations co
develop educa:ional programs, for oaperation @f the local board and

any other community and/or school related activity, provided that
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Page Three

complete f.i. ial accountability is w:.iwbiished. No monies
coming to the Adams CommunityHSchool under this provision will
affect the normal allocation of funds to the Adams'Commuqity
Schooi through D. C. budgetary processes.
- 10; Reports and evaIuatioﬁ méde by or for the Adams Community. Board
of their operation and program will be made éﬁailable as public

documents.

11. The Special Projects Division will be allocated funds to devel@p,

in consultation with the Adams Community School Board, an annual

report of the Aé;$é project for'sﬁbmiésidn”fo“the‘Sgperintehdént ‘‘‘‘‘‘ R et
and the Board of Education. ~

12. This agreement will be in effect for a three-year ﬁeriod of
operation for the Adams Community échool —- August 1969‘through
August 1972. Either party may reopen a discussioi of any‘part

of this agreement during that thrée-yea: period; but no changes

shall be made without mutual consent.

President, D. C. Board of Education

Chairman, Adams Community School
"Board

Date
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L. INTRODUCTION

The Anacostia section of Washington, D.C. has been described as a pre-

dominantly Black section of Southeast Washington, physically separated from
the rest of the District by the Anacostia River and characterized by poverty,
unemployment, grossly overcrowded schools (by 75%), low pupil achievements

(in the bottom third in the Nation), over-taxed medical and social services

(50% of the city's public housing is in Anacostia), inadequate recreational
facilities, frustrated hopes, unwanted bussing, low morale with high teacher
personnel turnover, shortage of supplies, high school graduates without
marketable skills, severe discipline problems and old and inadequate facilities.
Furthermore, "efforts to date designed to remedy Anacostia's educational problems
have either been ineffective or insufficient"
‘ "Conservatively estimated", the arga contains 120,000 residents; 12,000
students are served by its ten schools,”™ of which eight are glementary and two
are secondary (Douglass Junior High and Ballou Senior High).

During a summer workshop 1n July, 1968 re51dents ‘expressed school-centered
needs as follow: an improved, more relevant curriculum; expanded communlty
involvement in the schools; a greater involvement of teacliers with the ‘community;
expanded psychological ang counseling. services; job opportunities and placement;
and more classroom space.

Anacostia's history as a community-involved school project is very recent.
To the best of our knowledge, elections have not been held, although they were
slated for "early fall", 1969. Thus, much of the dialogue must be about their
.early planning stages and contrasted with early stages 'in other districts'
histories. :

The Anacostia Community School Project, Washington, D.C., p. 1; Nickens,

‘et. al., The Anacostia Communlty School Project: A Proposal and Response to
President Lyndon B Johnson's: Request to Congress for $10 Milljon to Develop
a Demonstration of Excellence in Urban Education in Washington, D.C.., August,
1968, pp. 1, 4; Rice, William, The Anacostia Community School Project, Brief

Description of History, Program and Progress Report (an unpubllshed document), _

June 2, 1969, p. 13; See also Appendix A of this report. o
Community Organization Component, Anacostia Community School Project (an
unsigned, undated, incomplete document), p. 2. .

Community Organization Component . . op. cit., pp. 1, 2.

Anacostia Communlty,School Project Fact Sheet, June 2, 1969, p. 1.

Rice, op. cit., p. 5.

U B
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II. WHO ARE THE MAJOR.GROUPS INVOLVED? HOW DO THEY INTERACT?#

a. Parents

Parents do not seem to have organized into any parent organization, other
than the standard Parent~Teachers' Association (PTA). The paucity of parent
organizations can perhaps be explained by the fact that they appear to have

.been ."selected" by outside forces (as will be shown on succeeding pages) for
a demonstration project in community control. It was only after they were
selected that they appeared to organize - with a specific purpose in mind of
becoming involved in the schools.  They have since been highly involved in
the community school planning efforts, nonetheless.,

Parent-Teachers' Association (PTA) - We know little of this group on
behalf of the schools; its support among Anacostia residents, etc. All we
know is that for the educational ieprivation suffered by the area's children,

"the agministration—contr011ed P_A's have made little or no attempts at solu- -
" . :

.. "tion.
. .

b. Teachers

There appears to be relatively little friction between parents and
teachers in Anacostia and teachers-generally appear to support the demonstra-
tion project. Here again part of tiiis support may be due to the fact that
parents apparently did not agitate for community control. Another reason
may be the |[fact that the Anacostia Board has not been elected as yet (teachers
5upported-§he New York demonstration dis;ricts until their actual functioning).
Most Washington teachers are Black (80%)' and this too might aid cooperation.--
between the two groups. At any rate, to date teachers appear to be highly
involved in the Anacostia Community School Project (Anacostia Project), from
early meetings through tg representation on the committees involved in the

"=~ planning of the project.

Washington Teachers' Union (WTU)

YRecognized bargaining agent" for Washington's 8,000 teachersg;‘ﬁfﬁmﬂéé
publicly endorsed decentralazation and supported the Anacostia Project's bid
for community involvement. :

v An affiliate of the American Federation of Teachers, the union is about
80% Black.

6 Community Organization Component RIPR op. cit., p. 2.

Rosenbaum, David E., "A Capital Success Story'", New York Times, January 9,
i 3 1969, p. 68. : _

The Anacostia Demonstration Project: A Chronology of Progress in Community

9 Planning, an unpublished document, March 13, 1969, p. 1. \
Simons,-William H. Testimony Before a Senate Committee on Violence in the,

10 Schools, Washington, D.C., October 1, 1969, p. 1.
Washington Teachers' Union, Executive Board, A Position Paper on Community

11 Control, September 24, 1968, pp. 1, 2.

Rosenbaum, op. cit., p. 68. .
* See Appendix B for a rough breakdown of elements involved in Anacostia.
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17 Rice, op. cit. p. 6.

WU was involved with the Anacostia Project at,the outset, participating
in carly meetings discussing cngunity involvement, recruiting teachers for
the NorkTRop (See Section I1I), waived traditional transfer privileges for 3
months, ~ and will be directing the teacher representative elections for the
Anacostia Board.

The District of Columbia Association of Classroom Teachers (DC¥ACT)‘~

" [N S S g

Formerly the District of Columbia Education Association, DC-ACT i énother*
teachers' organization which has an 80% Black membership in Washington;  this
association has recently affiliated with the National Education Association =
(NEA), a professional organization of teachers,_ administrators, principals, couns
and "others interested in American Education'. Accorigng to Rosenbaum, it too:
is "on record as strongly supporting decentralization'. Once the bargaining: .
agent for Naghington's teachers, it was edged OUtlby WIU in 1967 and was defeated
a 1968 attempt to re-establish this relationship. : :

i

¢. The Board of Education

According to an observer, the nine-member Board of Education had, until, :
Novembér, 1968, been appointed to three year terms by the judges of .the U.S. ‘
District Court. The Board has been weaker than most, as appropriation:requests:
followed a red-tape-strewn, torturous path from the Board of Education to the
D.C. Budget Office to the Commissioners who, until phased out with the appointme
of a Mayor in Washington, functioned as the Operating Head of the local govern-.
ment. Congress still must approve all appropriations and monies then are
distributed via appropriations bills.

The Board of Education, according to this same observer, is thus, unique
in not having autonomy in areas generally reserved for Boards of Education.
Specifically, the Board lacks: fiscal autonomy; personnel authority in the
areas of classification and establishment of positiops; autonomy in procure-
ment; autonomy in the design, construction, and maintenance of school buildiqgs,;
authority to institute changes. - I

Apparently, the Board also lacks clear lines of communication within the
school system, as well as between the system and the community.

ig The Anacostia Demonstration Project, op. cit., p. 1.
14 Washington Teachers' Union, op. cit., p. 1.

15 Rice, op. cit., p. 6. ) )
Anacostia School Project;, Proposal: Project Organization and Community

Participation, an unpublished draft, 1969, p. 1l.

16

Gale Research Company, Encyclopedia of Associations, ''Vol. I: National
18 Organizatioa of the United States', Detroit, 1968, Section 5, P436.
19 OP- cit., p. 68. ;
Washington Teachers' Union, Toward a Humane School System in the Nation's
Capital, a pamphlet (hereafter referenced as WIU pamphlet), p. 1.

122

Arthur D Littl



171

Because of these factors, this same observer accuscs the Board of responding
to crises, rather than taking the initiative in implementing programs. Neverthe-
.less, the Beoard.does not appear to have played an obstructive role in the Ana-
costia project.

Special Projects Division

Little is presently known about the Special Projects Division except that
it represents the Superintendent of Schools and has worked closely with the
Anacostia Community Planning Council (which will be described below). William
Rice, associated with the Anacostia Project in various capacities, is also an
Assistant Superintendent of Schools and reports to the Superintendent through
the Special Projects Division, of which he was director during most of Anacostia's
planning stage, on administrative methods.20

d. The Federal Government

/

Various agencies in the Federal Government have played a key role in the
Anacostia Project in terms of providing: funds, technical assistance, infor-
mation dissemianation, and documentation and evaluation of, the project.

The Executive Office

President Johnson mandated the experimental project and publicly supported
the concept (see section III).

U. S. Office of Education of Health Education and Welfare_(USQE)

The USQE assembled an Ad Hoc Committee to respond to the Presidential man-
date; appears to be the major fund distributor for Anacostia programs; and
apparently-is-one-of the approval channels through which Anacostia proposals
must go (see section III for specific actions taken by USOE). Dr. Anne Stemmler.
serves as the USOE contact both for the Interagency Task Force (described below)
and the Anacostia Community Planning Council (also described below) as Project
Officer.

Office of Economic Opportunity (OEQ)

.0E0's role is actually uncertain at this time. .Although they tenatively
agreed to fund .the Planning Board Phase_of the Early Childhood Unit, we have
no indication that they in fact did so. :

Interagency Task Force

The interagency Task Force_was formed in the Spring of 1968 to coordinate
Federal resources and programs.

20 Rice, op. cit., p: 7. See also the Anacostia Demonstration Project op. cit.,

- P. 4. See Appendix A for an. understanding of the inter-relationships be-
tween tne various educational groups.

21

25 ibid.
ibid., p. 4. -
o2 ibid., p. 3. 123

ibid., p. 1.
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Congress

As previously mentioned, all appropriation requests must be approved
by Congress and monies are distributed through Congressional Appropriation
bills. - SRR ' :

e. District of Columbia Government

Prior to September 28, 1967, the government of the District of Columbia
was run by the three-man Board of Commissioners. Since that time, a mayoralty
systen, where the Mayor was appointed by the President of the United States,
has been used. Like the previous Board, the Mayor is responsible to Congfess
which authorizes appropriations for funding the operations of the District of
Columbia,

The Board of Education is subordinate to the Mayor through whom requests
for appropriations must go and budgetary approvals must be authorized. Pro-
gram requests ly the Board of Educatjon are submitted to the Mayor; budgetary
requests following the Mayor's approtalzsare made through the D.C. Budget

Of ficers who forwards them to Congress.

f. The Ford Foundation

The Ford Foundation role in Anacostia is unclear, although Mario D.
Fantini (who has been involved in the New York Demonstration Unit and was
on the Bundy Panel) was named Chief Consultan§6to the Anacostia Project in
its early phases and appears on its proposal.

g. Academia

Queens College (we assume Institute for Community Studies may have Ford
funding, although this is mere speculation on our part) was to assist the
Anacostia project with the development of its training program and dirﬁ ted
a Retreat at Maryland University for Principals and community workers. 28
Federal City College representatives served on the Ad Hoc Community Committee
(which will be discussed below); their role since then is unknown.

h. Anti-Poverty Groups

Little is known about the influenca of these groups on the Anacostia
project although they 3ge cited as most prominent and active in the Anacostia
educational community. However, we do know that their activitias have been
considered "sporadic and fragmented'; that in terms of personnel, particu%arly
educational workers, there were ". . . far too few for an area so large'.
However, they did appear to be represented in the planning phases of the Ana-
costia project.

g

25 Telephone interview with personnel in the Secretariat of the Government of
the District of Columbia.

26 \ 2

27 Rice, op. cit., P.. 2.
ibid., p. 18; Rice, Williams, The Anacostia Community School Project Progress .
Report on the Updated Reading Project Proposal (including supporting activi-

'28 ties), +February - August, 1969, p. 26 (hereafter referenced as Rice Update).

29 The Anacostia Demonstration Project, op. cit., o. 1.

36 Anacostia Community School Project Fact Sheet, op. cit., p. 1.

Community Organization Component, op. cit., p. 2.
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United Planning Organization (UPO)

"The UPO is a non-profit, private organization, established jointly by
public and private agencies in Washington D. C., and surrounding metropolitan
counties in Maryland and Virginia.' It was organized . . . to find solutions
to the paradox of increasing unemployment, low educational attainment, anti-
social behavior, and other economic and socially disruptive conditions in a
metropolitan area noted for its growing affluence. UPO is designed'to be the
central long~term community action and planning agency to better develop the
numan resources of the 'National Capital Area'.3l

UPO has been a source of funds for many local organizations, among them:
CHASE, Inc., TransCentury and Southeast Neighborhood House (see below).32

UPO appears to have been represented on the Ad Hoc Community Committee
(whjch will be discussed below) .33

-

Congress Heights Association for Service (CHASE, Inc.)

Apparently serving the northern section of Anacostia,34 its director may
have participated in the Anacostia Project Training Program, which was also
suggested for community leaders.33 Supported by both OEO and UPO, CHASE spon-
sors education, housing, consumer action, and job finding programs; has an
employment center; runs an organization for potential delinquents; oversees
a combination youth center and pre-school in two connected apartments.36

TransCentury Corporation

Supported by the Department of Labor, OEO, and UPO, the organization pro-
vides typing and shorthand classes for school drop-outs and others, and places
young people in summer and year-round jobs after training.37

The Southeas¢ Neighborhood House apparently services the southern section
of Anacostia;J® :s funded by the Health Welfare Council and UPO; and is engaged
in community develiopment. It offers recreation, informal education (tutorial and
pre-school) and group working services; day care; coordination of neighborhood
social, educational and recreational programs; community and black organizations;

work projects, etc.39

-National Capital Housing Authority

This agency conducts a pre-school program at the Valley Green Housing Project
and employs teenagers on its properties under summer Neighborhood Youth Corps and
Youth.Opportunity Campaign Programs.40

31 United Planning Organization of the National Capital Area, "Facts", No. 1,

January 1965, p. 1.

Nickens, et.al., op. cit., pp. 17, 18.

The Anacostia Demonstration Project, op. cit., p. 1.

Community Organization Component, op. cit., p. 6.

Anacostia School Project, op. cit., p. 26. A telephone interview with CHASE was
unproductive, as they were loath to give out information, but did yield an
allusion to the fact that they were Federally funded.

Nickens, et.al., op. cit., p. 17.

ibid.

Community Organization Component, op. cit., p. 6.

32
33
.34
35

36
37
38

39 Nickens, et.al., op. cit., p. 18.
40 . .
ibid.
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i. Business Interests

Westinsaosse Learning Corporation conducts a remedial education program
for unemplcweé znd undercmployed Anacostia residents . ages 16-60. The program
runs for 1% wnsiis and emphasizes mathematics and Engiish skills, as well as
job counselin;, Job referrals are made to the TransCentury Program. General
Learning's EBduusttional Services DivigZdn and_ResourﬁizMamagamenriﬁotporatioh
assisted ths Wockshop (see fectian IZT) in frrmulatipy préwmram idmas, deter—
mining promszm cests, and pro~viriag tiie overall propesal,~1

jo Ag ¥ - cmmunity Committus:

‘Assembi.-l b the USOE to respomd to the Presidenri::l mandate (see Section
II1), tie =2 ncluded representatives of “pertinen: “edaral and local
governmemt . N¢ies (such as USOE and the Bureau of t¥ ' sudget) community

people, and pecialists in the area of COmmunity—SChufﬂitelaticmsﬂ- The

Committee de :<:2d to use the Anacostia area in Washingyon D. C... far the
experimentaﬁ.yzmject.42

k. Preazsessors to the Anaczstia Community Board

The Ad Hco Community Planninmg Council was formed shortly after Anacostia
was chosen for the experimental project. Originally consisting of ten members,
it expanded to 35 members 'broadly representative of the community".43 The Ad.
Hoc Council evolved into the Anacostia Community Planning Council (ACPC),'44 a
46-member council chaired by Reverend Coates, Board of Education Chairman who
has apparently been working closely with the D. C. Public Schools through its
Special Projects Division (directed by Rice, the Anacostia Project Director)
and with the various Federal agencies,45 with remedial reading training and

staffing and so forth.46

41

42 Nickens, et.al., op.cit., pp. 8-17.

ibid., p. 2. According to the Anacostia Demonstration Project, op. cit., p. 1,
the group contained representatives from the D. C. schools; the Mayor's Office;
the Federal City College; UPO and USOE, and was designated by the Community
Council, a group representing about 75 organizations which was established to

implement the Passow Report. See also Nickens, et.al., op. cit., p. 4.

22 Anacostia Demonstration Project, op. cit., p. 1.
45 ibid., p. 7. '

46 Rice; op. cit., pp. 2, 7.
Anacostia Demonstration Project, op. cit., p. 1.
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111. HOW DLD Wi PRoJHCT iOME ABOUT? WHAT ARE THE MAJOR ACTIVITIES SINCE THEN?

3 . Japgary ¢, 198 ~ The D. C. Corporation Coinsel rendered an aminion
"thet . .wis officials or ‘Bodies may notx'*‘thout statutory autthority,
dele, it . *Mpir = vernment powers'. The zinw~ opinion stated further
"ther= i - Jthie: in the statutes which wé%Id prevent the Board of
Educz.7qw f1r2s s=e2king and acting upon the-opinions, views apd re-

commendat 1o ¢ :itizen groups of an advisory nature, so lemg .
the ult® ate awziibrity over educational mazzers in the Public School
System T wijiins. il the Board of Education'. =7

i

March 196~ ~ myesident Johnson mandated the development: of z program

of Excel! -« - ‘rban Education in Washington D. C., stating ‘that
"Washimz ‘¢ 15:,000 school children and their parents . . . must
also be » 0 esercise one of their mos: fundamental rights. They
must hawy 2 % .ov which can be heard in mae operat*on of their school
childrei © ¥ .lgimson asked Congress for $10 million ‘to fund this
project.
+ April 1%¢ - .»» ¥d Hoc Community Committee met to suggest criteria

for the J*MQnsmxﬁzion site. They'recommended that the Douglass

e e » Junior E? . 3¢vwwol Area in Anacostia be chosen as the demonstration
site.50 “he #ozrd of Education approved the site, chose ~Norman

Nickens ' .xeswrive Assistant Superintendent and Director of the
Model Sch.:»l livision) as Project Director, and appointed Mario D.
Fantini, = zhe Ford Foundation,51 as Chief Consultant in develop—
ment of the preject proposal.52

« May 1968 -~ The Interagency Task Force was formed to ‘coordinate Federal
resources and programs.d3 :

June ‘1968 — A series of preliminary meetings with community leaders, .
principals 2f selected schools, WTU officials and teachers was held.”

.+ June 15, 1958 ~ A well-a@wertised day-long Community Information
Conference mz= #eld to discuss the educational needs of Anacostia.
Ten members sz selected by the Conference to form the nucleus of
an Ad Hoc Cmmmrority Planming Council. Apparently, the D. C. Public
Schools secursd $150,000 From ESEA Title III funds for a month-~long
planning wmrkshop. 55

47
48
49
50

As quoted in Rice, op. cit., p. 6.
As quoted in Rice, op. cit., p. 2.
The Anacostia Demonstration Project, op. cit., p. 1.
The Anacostia area was later divided into two units: the Douglass Area
(Northern) , :contaiming &he:Douglass, Birney, Woten, Savoy and Turner Schools,
and the Ballcu area comsisting of the Ballou, Congress Helghts, Draper, Green,
51 and McGogney Schools. (Amacostia School Project, op. cit., p. 27. )
52 Rice, og cit., p- 2: )
53 Anacostia DemonstzagigpxPrnject, op. cit., p. 1.

ibid.
54 T

ibid. \
35 Tpid, ibid., pp. 2, 6. It is not clear to us whether our sources use the terms D. C.
Public Schools and Baard of Education interchangeably, so we have preserved

their terms.
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. July 1968 ~ 280 Anacostia parents, students, t .chers and community
representatives attended a mouth long workshop .i6% of the partici-
mants were studemts; 47% were community resid:s iLES and 37% were
ceachers.36 Assisted by '"special resources per=S@as and eonsultants",>7
the group formed into & Task Forces: Early Ch:ldiiood, Elementary,
Secondary, and Adult Education. A youth gromr ‘Was also s=t up, _ :
and ACPC organized itself into a Task Force tc insure lasting 77 77
community participation, which resulted in th: 1ife of the project.
The results of its work was a Program for Comrzxitty Participation
and Project.Organization, which was given top p¥cinrity among the 25
programs developed.39 Workshop participants wiem= maid $15 a day,
which was "financed by borrowing from the D. C. #rhool Swystem against
funds .anticipated for operating the Anacostia pruggect” (this was not
without its hazards; the welfare department tinyexz=ened to withhold
welfare payments from participants). All task ferces included both
teachers and community people.

. August 1968 - At the end of the workshop, each task force submitted
recommendations for programs and their prioritdes. Representatives
of all workshop interests formed a committee:tip. consider each program
suggested and to participate in writing the prmposal, which was re-
viewed and approved by the Ad Hoc Community Planning Council.

. September 1968 - The Anacostia Proposal was submitted to the:Board
of Education.-

. September 18, 1968 - The Board of Education approved the Apmcostia _
Proposal and sent it to USOE for study and funding.62 In the Board -
of Education meeting, Dr. William R. Manning, Superintendent of S
Schools, stated his position on decentralization and local controly
", . I take the position, without eguivocation, that where desired,
community'éfodpé'Shbuld”be'granted’makimum-feasiblewautonomy within
the present legal framework. In addition, where legal constraints
exist that inhibit local control to the extent that ‘it is unworkable,
the appropriate laws should be amended or modified."63 He &lso indi-
cated that "the Anacostia Community Project is ‘ready to ge into
operation as a subsystem with some local control at such a time
as Congress provides the funds".64' A New York Times article credits
a "packed" Board of Education meeting with being a turning point, since
"shartly afterwards" the Board of Education paved t¥e way for expanding
decentralization into Anacostia.03 '

.........

I

ibid., pp. 2, 7.

Rice, op. cit.,.p. 2.

The Anacostia Demonstration Project, op. cit., P. 2. Ther= is meation of
a Hoiuse cut in funds, which only spurred the Workshop particfpants bn; and
a Senate recommendation not to further fund the project, whidih srirred
participants to demonstrate support of the workshop, but no .other details
were given. o

Rice, oOp. cit., p. 2. _

Nickens, et.al., op. cit., pp. 6, 7.

_The.Anacostia Demonstration Project, op. cit., Pi-2.

ibid., p. 3. .
Manning, William R., "A Position on Decentralization and Local: Contwol",
nggijg:ﬁdnzation Meeting, September 18, 1968, p. 1. (an unpublished paper)

Tibid., p. 2 o
Rosenbaum, op. cit., p. 68. 128
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September 24, 1968 - The dashinylan Teacher's Union Execative Board
issued A Position Paper - Commundgty Control, which endoxrsed decen-
tralization plans adopt ' by the Toard of Education at its September

18 meeting; supported s:.icostia's desire for local comtrxl and community
involvement; stated thz: the -aAmacnszia Board should bmwes: nower to nire
and fire personnel; and expressed willingness to bargzftsr and.negotiate
with each local board sat up.66 N

- Septemiver 30, 1968 - Anacostia sent a single-page memormidum to the
Publi= Schools, ‘Special Brojects Division, suggestimg that: ACPC
hhire ftrs own legal advisor and Tmdget analysis; ACPC develop the

“necessary preliminary staff; swd thzt it create liaison with the WTU,
among :other things.

Octaber 10, 1968 ~ The Presidemt signed the Appropriations Bill for
the District of Columbia (PL 9473), including $1 million for Anacostia.b7
Copies of the Project Proposal were also sent to the Interagency Group
Members with a letter from USOE asking for program commitments and
‘ possible funding sources. Copies were also sent to & "field reviewers",

who gave the Project high recommendations .68

- October 17, 1968 ~ ACPC formed the Reading Task Force, Since ..
only $1 million of the $15 million requested was appruvet - . N
they revised the original readimg proposal to :reduce the cmst to meet
_available Funds and to include components of unfunded: programs.69

~ November 1968 — A preliminary mrant of $40,000 (of the $Lmillion
appropriation) was given the Awacostia Project, thraugh ‘the Board
of Education, to hire a Project Director and other key personnel.
OEQ tentatively offered to fumd the planning jphase of the Early
Childhood Unit to the amount of. $100,000, providing they approved
of the proposal. Investigations were begun as to commumity interest
in OEO's grant and further sources. of funding for the project./0
The fi;gt election for the D. €. Board of Edwmcation members took
place./:

4

December. 1, 1968 — USOE, through D. C. Public Schools, funded the
Anacostia Project./2

Pecember 9, 1968 — The Federal Imteragency Group met with mepresemf#=
rives from ACPC tw discuss fundimg and consultative possibillities.
211 participants:weceived a copy of the meeting: report.. Dr. ‘Anne:
gtemm%gx was chr===n as the USOE contact for both Interzgency and
&CPC. /2

66 Washington Teacher's Uniom, op. cit., pp- 1~3. The exact wording on bargam=ing
was: ‘'Emrthewmore, the -umfon waitl gladly sit.down at.the: ‘barsaining tablesro
negotiate submontracts with locml school Boards." (p. 3.)

. The Senate. ha recommended. $5 -mifllTHFon; the-House, $1 milTfon; whe: proposal

68 requested=$15-million. ' . :

69 The Anacmstia Demonstration Proiect, op. cit., p. 3.

'70 Rice, op. _cit., p- 9. ] _ '
The Anacostia Demonstration Project, op..cit., p. 3. No further mention was

g1 made. of ithis possible grant. .
72 Rosenbaum, op. cit., p. 68.

3 Community Orggnization C?mgonent, op. citgf p. 1.
The Anmacostia Demonstration Project, op. wcit., p. 4.

67
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e - December 1968 ~ Willj.m §. Rice, Director of the Special ‘Projects
D1v1510n was des4gna“t (by’ SuperintEndent ‘Manning) -contact-person - ----- e
fc~‘Pub11c Schools of D. C. for Operations of the Anacostia Project.74

ACBC met with Public Health Services personnel to discuss the pos¢’bility-

ol :“the latter body's gesistance to the former.  The job specification
feww Dr. Stemmler was ayreed upon between‘ACPC and the D. C. Public

\ Sthicols and then "madlc available for national distribution". The
Rezading Task Force cwompleted its proposal, which was approved by
#Z7C and submitted 't~ JSOE for- review and funding. ACPC organized
oz Zarly Childhood . Ezwcation Task Force to propose a program using
dem=d Start Gu1de11n££; Work continued to incorporate ACPC "'for
Zisscal purposes".”d

~ Jgmuary 1969 ~ USOE —ezviewed the Reading Proposal and recommended it
for funding, subject zo three contingencies: (1) appointment of a
Ezmding Project Dimswror; (2) commitment to strengthen substantial
reading aspects; ami :(3) the addition of a strong evaluative compo-
memt. These changesswere incorporated into the Reading Proposal by
the Raaring Task Force.’0

- Jamuary 15, 1969 -~ Rerruitment for Community Reading Assistants began.
97 persans were seleczed. Interviews began for Project Director cam-
dicdates. /7

~ Fetxuary 1969 - Final agreement on the.Readinngroposal was reached.
A grant of $726,000 (incorporating $40,000 for-overall project
atminiszration) of the original $1 million was :given.’8

el L

- February 17, 1969 ---ACPC moved into new offices .and began recruitment !
fur a program developer, as well as secrétaries and clerical personnel.
Aume St=mmler was designated as USOE's Project Officer; William Rice
as D. C. School's Project Director.’

- Februarx 20, 19§ — Rerruitment continued for:.a second group of
assistamss, whe sman training.80

~ February 24, 1369 — Edward J. Edwards, Principal, Turner Elementary
School, Deceme Acing Director of the Reading Program. The first
‘zroup of trafmed assistants moved into the classrooms, where a
question arms® :as; to their functions.

=~ Febrnamy 27, 1%69-—24 meeting was held with all those involved in
the -prograw. A gromp of teachers, " . . . appamently uninformed
.about the prupeam werz unhappy about its initiaf implementation,

“indicatad thed¥ discmmtent by leaving the meeting'. An airing of

74 Wemssume that Mickens ‘was the= temporary Project Director, due to his role as

Mod#l School . Divsion Director.. and replaced by this, a second temporary
desigmation, only later to becwme formal (after he ceased being Special
Projerms Division Director)

' The Ammcostia Demonstration Proiject, op. cit., p. 4. (This move would allom

. ACPC .to::subcontract outside mormal channels.)
:1h1d.
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diffizulties and some:support were the outcome of the meeting.
ACPC "immediately" plazmed a series of meetings in each school

_ to.iron.out. difficultiss. In.addition, Rice. .and Simons (President
of the WIU) talked individually with persons involved.82

» March 13, 1969 - A presextation on the progress of the Anacostia
Project was made to USOE :ra. Bureéau Chiefs.83

- March 17, 1969 - Anne Stemmler submitted, Revisicm: Suggestions
_for an Overall Plan of Evaluation for #the Anacostia Community
School Project. ' '

« March 1969 < The Commumiry Education fomponent was submitted to
the D. C. Public Schoeism, approved, and forwarded to ESOE, which
requested wclariffiration and amplificatien on certain points. The.
search continued for a Project Directar.84

» April 1969 — ACPC reviised and resubmitted the Community Education
Compmnent. Rice's appmimtment as Project Director was announced.
Juanita Braddock was =mpmointed Program Developer. - A weekend re-
treat was held for comsmmity members, principals, assistant principals
and teachers.85

« April 3, 1969 ~ A Memowandum of UnZerstandiumg was signed by Manning
’ and Simons which would waive: normsl procedures for transferring
teachers from £rpil 1, 1969 througk July 31, 1969 (see Appendix C).

. May 1969 - The =hird revision of the Project Organizarion and
Community PartSicipation Proposal was approved. by ACPC. Appointments
to the Immovatfaon Team were approved by ACPC.EE

« Maw 1, 1969 --aiidiiional professional staff members were appointed
by the Board of Wiiucation. (Prior tm that omly Edwards was . paid
professional) an? USOE gave additiomal "suppurt".&7

. Mzy 26, 1969 ~ Rirmey teacirers walked wmmt of zv PTA meetimg (duz to
= remark mads by Coszes thet parents anly be.zllowed to ask questions)..
Training bregan forr Tomowation Team members. 8

- Maw 27, TWEE - The Project Organization and Community Participation
Proposal. was: subkmwritted for-review.

» May 28, 19%#9 ~-Superimtendent Manning hand-carried 31 letters of
warning/reprimand to Birney teachers: for their-ralleged misconduct
at"thez PTA meeting. The teachers formally complained they were
reprimanded without a.hearing. Nutall was appointed Deputy Director . 89-

The Anacostia Demonstration Project, on. cit., ». 5.

The Anacostie Bemonstration Project:. A Chronology of PTrogmess in Commmnity
Planning;, an Wnsigned, unpublished, undated wpdates, p. 3, {Ghrereaf texr mefierenced:
the Anzmositia. MEwnsteation Progect Updatey.

ibid. , @~ . ' o

ibid. . .

The. Anacastiz Demonstration Project:Update, op. cit.,. p. 6.

Rice, op.. cit., p. 11. .

ibid.

ibid., pp. 6, 7. Other dissatisfactions were: with fhe.school's principal,

with the manmer—in whizh Reading-Assistants-tad been Fmtroduced into: .cLmssrooms,

with the project's:men~indncememt=of teachers; with Coates '"conflict: .ofdmterest'
' - AnthuriDiLittle:dnc.
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. June 2, 1969 -~ Rice, in making a presentation to the Board of
Education, submltted the Anawostfa Progress Report. 90

June 17, 1969 - A two week werksiop began for Community Reading
Assistants (CRA's).91

- June 1969 - Two Tibraries remmined open for 11 summer weeks, using
monies obtained from CHASE. A proposal for a.DOD-sponsored summer
camp at Fort Meade was submitmad to USOE and accepted. 36 teachers
left the Anacostia Project (am attrition rate of 8%, as opposed to
a 14% attritiom rate in the other D. C. schoois). $273,933 grant
for Project Orzmanization and CGammunity Participation was awarded,
and the grant meriod extended zm November 30, 1969 92

. June 19, 1969 — Step 3 of the D.. C. grievance procedures was imple-
mented for: ail but one of the Birney teachers (the one having trans-
ferred) - ao imformal hearing with Superintendent Manning, who stated .
that they hzd only received a warning, since copies were not placed in -
their persomrel files. The teachers asked for @ step 4 hearing
from the Board of Education's Grievance Commitize (dissatisfied
teachers are allowed to transfer to .other schomis with no reper-
cussions).93

. June 21, 22, 23, 1969 ~ Anacostia hosted a comfersrwe on community
schools, held at Howard Umiversity.%% ¥

+ July 1969 — The Presfidient"s 1970 Tmdgeted $5,250,000 for Anacostia
and. Fort Lincoln Projects was ax by “the Homse: Appropriations
Committee to $1 milldion, wirick was endorses by the full House
(HR 1311). The commmity Tescganized to f£Eght- This cut. The
Project Director begam to :sekart staff for the Project Schools.
The: Hayden-Johnsmn Junior Higr Schodl was:approwed. by USOE and
the: Board. of Efurstfon as. z BEmveect Schoei.. It will be a middle
school with grades; 6 (fromseme of the mor= overcrowded schools
like Turner) 7 awi 8. A proposzl for a 4-week Rlamming Workshop
for ‘Black Studi=s was approved Byy both ACPT amg the Board of
Education.95

« July 7, 1969 - The 3~week Summer Ray Camp for 350ﬂthildren bégan.g6

+ July 10, 1963 — #n open-hamse Was held at the Amacostia Project's
Administrarion OFffices.97 - :

« July 14, 1968 — Ths~64weektzzmping:énd;eduﬁnﬂj&nnal;exﬁerience for
48 twelve :to T34 year-ald bowss, .co-spousored by the Department of

Defense, USOE,. and various-other agencies, f@mgan with about 140
boys.98

:gg The Anacostia Demonstration. Project Updzr.., op. cit., . 7.

92 ibid.

93 ibid..

794 ibid., pp. 7, 8

95 ibid., p. 7.

96 ibid., p. 8.

97 ibid.

98 ibid

v ibid.
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+ August 1969 - The Summer Day Camp for Reading was extended to
a 6-week program, ending in mid~August. At its peak it involved
over 600 children. Principals and Assistant Principals were
appointed to Project Schools ty the Project Director.?9 Rice
submitted a Progress Report for February through August, 1969.

- August 4, 1969 - The 4-week Black Studies Planning Workshop
began. A course to prepare CRA's. for the High School Equivalcncy
Exam began (lasting through August 29).100

- August 11, 1969 - ACPC met with Peter Muirhead, Acting Deputy
Commissioner of Education, and John F. Hughes, Director of the
Division of Compensatory Compensation, They were assured USOE
would appeal the cut.l0l

- August 22, 1969 - The Contracts Division, Bureau of Research,
signed the Grant for Project Organization and Community partici-
"pation (under which come the monies for the Anacostia Board
elections) .102

+ October 1, 1969 - Simons, WTU President, testified before the
Senate Committee on Violence in the Schools. He endorsed
Anacostia's desire for store-front schools for drop-outs;
and he endorsed the union-sponsored More Effective Schools
(MES) program, as well as other concepts which Anacostia is
attempting to implement.103

- December 1, 1969 - By this date, elections for the Anacostia
School Board will have taken place.l04

133 The Aﬁacostia Demonstration Project Update, op.cit., p. 9.
ibid., p. 8. '

101 5

102 ibid.

103 ibid., p. 9.

104 Simons, op. cit., pp. 8, 9.
Anacostia School Project, op. cit., p. 10.
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V. WHAT AUTHORITY DOES THE ANACOSTIA BOARD HAVE?

Formal

Although the Board has yet to be elected, its powers will be only advisory.
liowever, a long-range objective is shared powers with the Board of Education,
and Anacostia is seeking negotiations on this basis, either to secure a change
in statutory regulations or to create a tax-exempt, non-profit corporation (the
‘first order of .business for the newly-elected Anacostia Board) .105

Informal

Through proper channels (with the Public Schools as well as Federal Agencies),
the ACPC has apparently thad success in screening its own personnel; writing its
own job descriptions and creating positions; programming funds; subcontracting
with the WTU as regards personnel transfers; and changing curriculum.106

igg Rice, op. cit., p. 6, 7.
ibid., p. 6.
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4 V. WHAT ARE THE GUALS OF TNE ANACOSTIA BOARD?107 y

Assuming that the elected Anacostia Board's goals will be parallel to ACPC's,
the primary stated goal is the involvement of the community. 108 Although this
goal has top priority at present, its unstated purpose is to achieve a broader
goal of educational advancement (note the organization into task forces, the
emphasis on learning, which appears heavier than the districts in New York) .

A second, short term, priority, which will probably have less significancc
for the Anacostla Board has been the organization of the Project (which appears
well advanced).109

. 3.

The third priority given in the Anacostia Pamphlet is reading,llo which, as
can be seen, has heavy emphasis in terms of planning (the first program to be
funded; - a task force specifically designed for studying reading; and the flrst
staff recruitments, training, and operation). Once again, this presents a very
clear-cut measure of success for the project.lll

Inherent in the heavily-focused goal of community involvement and its
attendant goal of school accountability, is involvement of the school in the
community. - A broad range of social services, as well as educational services,
is seen as appropriate for the school system.

Anacostia also desires shared power with the Board of Education. Although
this is not a prime objective at present, we assume its importance will increase
with an elected Anacostia Board.l12

197 ee Appendix D for Anacostia's Evolution of Goals. :

108 See the Anacostia Pamphlet, op. cit.,; Rice, op. cit., pp. 4, 5, 13; the
Anacostia Demonstration Project, op. cit., pp 7, 8; and Stemmler, op. cit.

109 PP+ 1-3. . .

110 Sgedthe Anacostia Pamphlet, op. cit.
ibid.

111 For other highly specific program prlorltles please see The Anacostia

112 Demonstration Project, op. cit., pp. 7-8; see also Appendix E.

For specific powers desired see Appendix F.
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- V1. 15 THE ANACOSTIA BOARD REPRESENTATIVE? ' '

This will only be answered when the Anacostia Board is elected. However,
it is ant1c1pated that the Anacostia Board will be a 20-member board, as
follows: 10 parents (one from each elected parent neighborhood board),
youths (one Junior and ome Senior High School student, and one drop-out,
elected by their peers); 3 teachers (elected by their colleagues, under the
dir -ction of the WIU); and 4 community residents at large (elected by the
community).113

The very size of tbe Anacostia Board s predecessor, ACPC, indicates a
serious effort at represemtation, and appears to have included youth, parents,
teachers, and community members amongst its ranks, with no serious falling-out
to date.

Anacostia School Project, op. cit., p. 11.

136
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VII. WHAT HAS THE ANACOSTIA BOARD ACCOMPLISHED?

Although obviously nonapplicable to Anécostia to date, accomplishments

“ of ACPC can be enumerated.

Much of the accomplishments so far have been organizational: setting
up procedures for the functions and responsibilities of the various organi-
zations.ll4

However, they have trained considerable numbers of reading assistants,
who are now working in classrooms (see Section I1), and who are community

residents (paraprofessionals).

They have initiated curriculum changes, such as remedial reading lessons
in grades K~6.115

In terms of direct task accomplishments involving teachers and the

~community, and programs for the benefit of children, ACPC is without an
-equal (the many workshops and children's activities are shown in III above).

It must be remembered however, that the energy and accomplishment came during
the time that aspirations for funds were substantially in excess of those
finally received (1968: $15 million sought, $1 million authorized; 1969:

$5 million sought by President Nixon, $1 million authorized by the House

for both Anacostia and Fort Lincoln;New: Town). Whether the spirit and

energy can be maintained at such a low funding level, and whether cooperation
can be maintained after the community has an elected rather than a voluntary
voice in operations, are the crucial questions facing Anacostia.

114 See Rice, op. cit., the earlier draft, Anacostia School Project, op. cit,,
115 and Nickens, et.al., op. cit., for detailed policies in this area.

Washington Star, "Anacostia Gets HEW Backing', August 12, 1969, p. 131.
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_ VIII. IS THE ANACOSTIA BOARD'S POLICY-MAKING PRIVATE OR PUBLIC?

Again, this question is non-applicable. Furthermore, the fact that
ACPC's role has apparently been very open and the fact that the proposal
presents vehicles for communication for the Anacostia Board are not indi-

cative of public policy-making when the Board is elected. (See the Ocean
Hill-Brownsville memorandum). ‘

138
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APPENDIX A ..
OVERCROWDING IN ANACOSTIA SCHOOLS
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" | Percentile
Avg, Band*
: Class | STEP Reading | Grades
SCHOOL Capacity * [Enrollment’ |size? | Scores Tested
Douglass 756 1267 81,7 19 - 36 Grade 9 .
Ballou 940 1539 30.8 |, 31-49 .Grade 11
Birney 693 1138 40.6 30 - 46 Grade 6
Congress ' | AU
Heights - 384 692 43.3 39 ~ 54 "
Draper 703 1371 47.3 39 ~ 51 n
Green 823 - 1352 37.5 | s5-51 "
McGogney ~803 1331 39.2 , 30 ~ 46 "
Moten 696 1388 44.8 | 27-42 "o
Nichols Ave | 384 743 | 46.4 21 ~ 35 oo
Turner 514 " 926 42.1 27 - 42 "
TOTAL: 6, 696 11, 747 N/A N/A N/A
1 D. C. Public Schools, April, 1968 | /.

2 D. C. Public Schools, April, 1968

3 D. C. Public Schools, July, 1968

* NOTE: The Percentile Band Scores ahove show the range of performance by
Ballou area students compared to the performance by students across the nation.
The highest possible percentile is 100. Taking Douglass Jr. High School as an
example, Douglass students' mean scores in reading ranked from 19 to 36 percent
of all the junior high schools in the country. The percentile band expresses a
confidence interval for the test scores from the 19th to 36th percentiles.
This confidence interval expresses a mean reading perfo rmance at the percentile
28.5. In other words, 71.5 percent of the junior high school students in the country
read better than the students of Douglass Junior High School.

.
]

Source: Nickens, et.al., op. cit., p. 1l4.

140




S

APPENDIX B
DIRECTLY INVOLVED ELEMENTS OF THE ESTABLISHMENT

AND

SUGGESTED ORGANIZATIONAL STRUCTURE FOR ACPC
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DIRECTLY TMVOLVED ELEMENTS OF THE ESTARLISIERT
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SCHOOLS ' e T
| e - | Other Federal |
VASHLIGTON TERCHERS LAION | fgencies

Source: Ammostia Project,
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April 3, 1909
MEMORANDUM 01" UNDLERSTANDING o

Recoguizing the importance of the Anacostia Project, the purposc of
which is to develop and execute innovative educational techniques
designed to overcome the effects of cultural deprivation on the youth
of the Anacostia arca, the Board of Education of the Distriet of
Columbia, and the Washington Teachers' Union, Local 6, Amcrican
Federation of Teachcrs, AFL-CIO hercby agrce to waive, for the period
April 1, 1969 to, and including, July 31, 1969, certain provisions of
the current Washington Teachers' Union Agreement pertaining to teacher
transfer policy. Specifically, Scction B.6. and Section C of Article
IV titled, Teacher Transfer Policy, is hereby waived for the stipulated
period of time.

Further, the parties hereto agrce that this waiver applics only to thosec
teachers within the ten (10) schools designated as belonging to the .
Anacostia Project and that teachers transferrecd under this Memorandun

of Understanding will be transferred to fill existing vacancies. All
other provisions of Article IV, Teacher Transfer Policy, not specifically
waived in this Meworandum of Understanding will coutinue. in full force
and effect, E

. p , ,
{ /K/é( : . lx{/.-(,éff?-caq-‘y/ f/ RSN,
// VA et WILLTAM H. SIMONS
DR. WILLIAM I/ MANNING 7 PRESIDENT _
SUPERINTENDENT . THE WASHINGTON TEACHERS' UNION
THE PUBLIC SCIIOOLS LOCAL NO. 6
OF THE AMERICAN FEDERATION OF TEACHERS,
DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA [ AFL-C10

DISTRIBUTION:

-+ - Chief Examiner
Asst, Chief Examiners
Mr. Wilmer Bennctt
Mr. Benjamin J. Henley
Dr. Dorothy Johnson
‘Mr. George Rhodes
Mr. Harold Clark
Mr. Gilbert A. Diggs
Mr. William S. Rice
Principals - 10 Projecct Schools
Mr. William H. Simons - WIU ’
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APPENDIX D

EVOLUTION OF THE ANACOSTIA CONMUNITY SCHOOL CONCEPT
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___,_uummj#_hh_‘“,ww~ﬂ.nm"_um.m-mnm,,\‘ﬁuw\mau-w~-~‘-~-"~ﬂ~~w~»fﬂ-ﬁ*ﬂ“~~""guggysrzm .
CORMURITY COMURITY SCHOOL - Broader nvolvement
SEIL CORHUKITY PARTICIPATION Communi ty than schools per se,
- contro] | e.0., health, employment,
(oxtonded day ... . < . leadership training .
and vl i Hew programs and v o oo Comunity Cae |
expanded staff) seryices schoo - Decentralized subsysten
Implications for . Communizy contro!
™%

broader involvement

than schoals per se Community school

Source: Anacostia Project,
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‘Pauh Poree

Source:

Nickens, et.al., op. cit., p. 25.
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Prograw Title hovelopsd Ty Cost Driority
_Community Participation and Project Community <
Qrounization Varticipation $ 867,426 1
Elementary _
"Reading Sccondary 1,005, 099 2
Youth .
Adult
~Job Training Adult 420, 960 2
Secondary '
Qrientation and In-Service Training Elementary (86,778 3
You‘:h: T Y
Sex Education Youth 152, 207
Student Advisory Board- " 18, 256
Vocational Guidance & Exposure " 34,528
Current Business Policies " 64, 229
Ballou Data Processing Project " 43,020 -
Self-Satisfaction/Basic Education Adult 612, 428 6 =
Anacostia Early Childhood Education Early Education 7
Model Unit
Teacher Aides Secondary 568, 500 8
Better School-Community Relations Secondary 1,394, 851 9 [
Parent and Community Involvement Adult 60, 000 9
Anacostia Community Activitiés Elementary 1,780,159 10
Program (ACAP) ) :
Curriculum Development and Innovation
Reflecting the Needs of. Urban Life Secondary 206, 252 11
“fl‘ehéhtérﬁr School Curriculum Programs Elementary 1,598,723 11
' Elementary
.| Black History, Negro History, and African| Secondary - v v 599,988 11
~|: Cultural History Youth
Meeting Individual Needs Daily (MIND) Secondary 607, 058 12
"Updating Equipment Secondary 319, 176 13
'Additional Typing Classes Secondary 133, 337 14
Community-Family Guidance Clinic Adult 508, 848 . 15
Speech: ) Elementary | -~ - - 16
" ‘a. Speech Therapy Secondary 488,700
b. . Speech Classes 314, 445
" {.Health Clinic Adult 2, 503,000 17
TOTAL 315,090,768
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APPENDIX F
SUMMARY OF OBJECTIVES
INFORMATION CONFERENCE ~ JUNE 15, 1968
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SUMMARY OF OBJECTIVES

INFORMATION CONFERENCE - June 15, 1968

Program Development

.._19.

20,

Need for Special Programs for Problem Ch;idren
Pre,‘school for All Children
J ob~briented Skills

More Recreation and Extracurricular Activities

S

School Bouks Should be Same in Each School

More Field Trips Further Away

Scheduling Teachers for out-of-school Community Activities

Pay for Students as Incentive

More Cul;curally Relevant Curriculum (Black)
More Consumer-oriented Curriculum

New Books and Supplies

New Ability Grouping

Negro History Courses

Update Curriculum

Vocational Trainifig in Junior High Schools .
Lot wer S{F" o v

~reital

Music APrograms (money for ins’trumexits)
More i’a&-—Care

Extend (é‘éhvodl“ﬁé&' ahci Year e

Stay Program for Anacéstia

Set up Bureau of Agbrenticeship chr Trades

Guarantee Students a Job (Placement)

Source: Nickena, et.al., op. cit., pp. 142~146.
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ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

AN,

More Counseling services
Morc,l’ss'tleologicztl Testing
Job~Oriented Skills S .
More School Lunch Programs

Now Ability Grouping
Need Tutoﬁrs
New (or Different) Student Rules '-.’rom vtudents
Need Student Advisory Coz%unittce
Adult Education (;E‘venin.gs)

; ‘.
Vocational Training in Junior High Schocls
Music Programs
More Pupil 1?';.3_1*§...c>n'r‘xe1 Services
Psychologist for Every School
African Languages Taught

Jazz Taugh.

Guarantee Students a Job (Placeirent)
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Staff Development
1. Special Teacher Training for '"Problem' Children
2. Teacher's Aid Service

3. Teachers Should Live in the Area in Which They Teach
4, Improve Teacher Attitudes ' .
5. More Male Teachqr;s & Aides
6. More In-Service Training
7. More Classroﬁm Freedom for Teachers

8. More and Better Staff~-Community Communication

9. Teacher Training for Discipline
10.  Teachers Involved in Community Activities
11, Reduce Teacher Aide Requirements
12, Intensive Teacher Aide Training
13. Special Bonus fer Anacostia Teachers

14, ° Older Teachers Reoriented

15,  Psychologist for Every School

LAV e ey
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o

iy Partcipaian

1.

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

More PTA Moectings

.\i;wlinz_;‘ Hours Parenis Can Make

More Chureh Involvement

[father-Son Programs
varent-Classroom Aldes

Need Community School Board

Parent Education (Evenings)

Neced Parent Advisory Commitice
Parents to be Hired as Counselor Aides

Lay Co-~Director with Mr, Nickens

Meetings to Help Humanize Police Imag.:
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Helo from Congress

More Money
“Tore A-V Aids

suarantee Students a2 Job (Placement)

Mave School Lunch Prozram
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E. THE TWO BRIDGES DEMONSTRATION DISTRICT IN NEW YORK CITY
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I. INTRODUCTION

Two Bridges, one o the three New York demonstration units (Ocean Hill
Brownsville, IS 201, and Two Bridges), is located in the Lower East Side of
Manhattan and is, among the three units, demographically unique. Once a
middle-class Jewish, Irish and Italian immigrant neighborhood,l only scattered
pockets of middle-class Jewish residents remain. Close to 80% of the area's
population, in fact, now consists of Chinese and Puerto Ricans; Negroes are a
minority. An observer in a 1968 interview described the neighborhood as 407%
Chinese, 30% Puerto Rican, 19% Negro and 11% Jewish.2 Furthermore, the school
population is changing rapidly. In 1968, 367% of the pupils were Chinese, many
of whom began school speaking little or no English. In 1969, however, 467
of the 5,000 pupils in the district were Chinese; the groups for which_the
pupil proportions declined were Negro and Jewish. According to Spier,3 the
majority of White children attend Catholic or Jewish parochial classes. Moief
over; -the five schools in the demonstration unit have a poor feeder patterm.

Two of the four eleumentary schools send most of their graduates to Junior High
Schools outside the district; and the Junior High School receives students in
from the outside district.* Not only is the area mixed in population, but also
in income. The area consists of low-income groups living in subsidized housing
projects5 as well as contingents of middle and upper income residents' and, there-
fore, represents an upwardly mobile community,6 which seems to be 'middle class
in their social and political views."7

However, their educational facilities leave much to be des_ired.8 Not only
are buildings poorly maintained, but also they have inadequate classroom space.
Reading scores of sixth grade children, like those in Ocean Hill-Brownesville
and IS 201, range from about 6 months to two years below the city norms.

, Yet much is being done to thwart the educational blight in the neighborhood.
A Head Start Program has been begun (as have similar programs in Ocean Hill-
Brownksville and IS 201); elementary schools are eligible for "supplementary
remedial services' (since they have been designated "special service schools");
the pupil-teacher ratio is favorable, ranging in 1968 from 14:1 to 18:1; and, the
expenditure per student was increased, ranging from $700 to $800.9 However,
according to a reputable source involved in the situation, no significant im-
provements in children's reading scores have yet been realized.

1 New York Times, March 30, 1969, p. 70:4, '"Strife Besets Two Bridges Demonstra-
™ tion DICETietr wOo Dbridges vemonstra= = =
2 However, Adele Spier stated 40% Chinese, 35% Puerto Rican, 187 White; 127
Black. Since these figures add to more than 100%, we choose to use the
earlier 1968 figures. See Spier, Adele, "Two Bridges Model School District:
A Profile!' Community Issues, Institute for Community Studies, Vol. I, No. 3,
February, 1969, p. 3.

3 ibid.
4 New York Times, op. cit.
5 Spier, op. cit., p. 3.
6 ibid.
g -ibid., p. 4. _
Final Report of the Advisory Committee on Decentralization, submitted to the
9 Board of Education of the City of New York, July 1968 (Niemeyer Report), pp. 14-62.

Niemeyer Report, op. cit., pp. 66-67. However, in 1968 average per pupil ‘
expenditure for New York City was $1,000 (Fantini, Mario D., "Participation,
.Dacentraligation, Community Gontrol, and Quality Education'', The Record, Columbia

: University Teachers College, September 1969, Vol. 71, No. 1, p. 94.
Q 164 - Arthur D Little Inc
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I1. WHO ARE THE MAJOR GROUPS INVOLVED IN THE DISTRICT; HOW DO THEY INTERACT?
‘a. Parents ) ' -

Parents are dissatisfied with the schools and the school system, which

they view as an unresponsive bureaucracy.lo Black power.groups have seized

. the idea of .community control as the onli viable means of improving education

~ in their schools. Aecording to Gittel1l » local control has meant. the disso-
lution of feelings of both parents and children -that the school system is
"Alien and Oppressive'. According to a survey of 200 parents from each of the
three demonstration districts by the Advisory Committee on Decentralization
(see below), Two Bridges' parents are both less informed and less critical of
decentralization (as compared with Ocean Hill-Brownsville and IS 201). LY
‘Moreover, when asked to rank the five biggest problems .in the neighborhood,
education was not among these top five in the Two Bridges Dist_rict.13 40%: of
‘the parents felt that the schools were about the same as they had been (32%
felt they were:better); but 31% felt they would getbetter (27% felt they would
stay the same and 26% were unsure). 14 According to Spier, the Ford Foundation
funded Two Bridges because it was seen as middle class and would provide the
example for the other two districts to follow in local control.

There are several factions amongst parents within the district, as will be
shown below.

Two Bridges Neighborhood Council

Called "anti-establishment",16 and well organized, the Neighborhood
Council has been involved in the demonstration unit since its beginning, having
been one ovf the organizations which applied to the Ford Foundation for funds
(see below). 'Middle class'" in make-up17 the organization had been in existence -
for 13 years and had been involved in educational activities.l8 The Two Bridges
Neighborhood Council reputedly controls its affiliate, the Parent's Development
Program, and has funds from the OEO-funded Lower East Side Neighborhood Association. 19

Parent 's Development Program (PDP)

The Parents Development gaogram, described as an affiliate of the Two
Bridges Neighborhood Council, 13 said to be a "local antipoverty agency, with
$125,000 yearly at its disposal" Ehe group has received funds from the
Office of Economic Opportunity (OEO) and is characterized as a lower class

10 pavid Rogers, 110 Livingston Street, Politics and Bureaucracy in the New
York City School 8ystem, New York, Random House, 1968, p. 28. -

11 Gittell, Marilyn, and Berube, Maurice, eds., Confrontation at Ocean Hill-

Brownsville, K Praeger, New York, 1969, p. 7.

12 Niemeyer Report, op. cit., p. 11.

13 ibid., p. 113.

ig ibid., p. 115.

16 Spier, op. ‘cit., P. 5. .
17 New York Times, op. cit., p. 70.

18 igizr) Q.P.:_clt_‘_s p. b

19 Niemeyer Report, op. cit., p. 90; Kemble Eugenia, New York s Experiments
~3n Decentralization: A Look at Three Projects, a compilation of United
20 Teacher articles, p. 27.

21 New York Times, op. cit., p. 70.

29 Niemeyer Report, op. cit., p. 90.

Spier, op. cit., p. 4.

Q 1 6 5 B .
E MC , : Arthur D Little Inc.




228

cipation of .the Parents Development Program was "unfair involvement."31

_ize a group called PEACE. The purpose of this group appears to be to block the

interest group involving leaders among the Chinese, ngrto Rican, and Black
communities - helped by a professional social worker. This group has worked
closely with the Two Bridges NEighborhood Council which has caused ill feelings
amongst the Parents Association.2 The group is resented by the teachers for
its "interference'" in school affairs, and in turn resents the Parents Associa-
tion, which it has accused of being unrepresentative of the majority of Two
Bridges parents who can't afford its membership dues, and irrelevant to them
in terms of programs.

According to Spier the PDP has caused sharp divisions among members with-
in each ethnic group as to who supported PDP and who did not.26  Not readily
accepted by the Puerto Ricans, it has caused its deepest division amongst the
Black Community.27 o -

The Parent's Associations (PA's)

Termed ''middle class'" by the New York Times,28 this association has in-
dicated extreme dissatisfaction with the demonstration unit. In. June,. 1968,
the Presidents of the Parents Associations of the four elementary schools in
the area requested that their schools be removed from the district, charging
that: four members of the Two Bridges Board were ineligible (because they had "~
a "conflict of interest" in being associated with the PDP) ;30 the Two Bridges
Board had not the stipulated number of members and had no representation of
teachers and supervisors; elections were not held as scheduled, and the parti-

Parents and Educators Action Committee on Education (PEACE)

[}

Some community members have even banded together with teachers to organ-

local board in the demonstration unit, contending that education provided under
the demonstration district has deteriorated; the governi%g board and project
staff are unresponsive to the community; and that "confusion and divisiveness
are the main harvest of the last two years".32

b. Teachers

The teachers are threatened by lay participation, as they are unaccustomed
to reform initiated from outside the establishment, particularly from the Black
community.33 However, they originally cooperated with the communities through

23  ibid.
24 {pid.
25 7pid.
26 {pid.
27 Tbid.
28

New York Times, op. cit., p. 70.

gg Niemeyer Report, op. cit., p. 90.
31 Spier, OE. Cit-, p. 50

32 Niemeyer, op. cit., Pp. 90,
33 New York Times, op. cit., p. 70.

Gittell, op. cit., p. 8-9. Kemble, Eugenia, New York's Experiments in School
Decentralization: A Look at Three Projects, a compilation of articles from -
United Teacher, pp. 27, 29 claimed that teachers were not involved in the
initial planning stages, yet she claimed they were paid $1,000 a month to
serve on the Planning Council. jl(SG
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their union, the United Federation of Teachers, (UFT), in their bid for local :
~control and through their introduction of More Effective Schools (MES), a pro- =
. gram designed to raise standards by increased expenditures per pupil and in- T
- creasing the teaching staff. Gipte%% suggests their motivation was to main-
tain control of the reform process.

UFT

According to Rogers, the UFT, exclusive bargaining agent for 50,000
teachers, had ties with all three parent groups (Negro civil rights groups, :
White liberals, and moderates). 35 fThe Union had played an important bargaining -
role for liberalizing the New Yogg City School System. and for greater profession-
alization of the teacher's role. Generally sympathetic to desegregation and
ghetto school problem's,37 it nonetheless is attacked by civil’ 'lghgs groups for
its stand on problem pupils and on the teacher transfer problews.”® Also, many
individual teachers do not follow the leadership of the Ugg and are provincial
‘and ethnocentric in their dealings with ghetto children. However, as yet,
the UFT and the Two Bridges Board (or the parents) have had no open confronta-
tion at Two Bridges.40

PEACE

As mentioned above, some teachers have alligned themselves with parents
into an organization named PEACE to thwart efforts of the Two Bridges Board,
which they consider ineffective in improving the children's education.

c¢. The Board of Education

According to an interview with an observer of the New York demonstration
units, the Board of Education viewed the demonstration units as stop-gap
measures to appease pressure groups (both from the communities' desires for
local control and from Mayor Lindsay's committee, which was planning decentrali-
zation) and was unwilling to delegate any real .authority to the demonstration
boards. The Neimeyer Report indicated that there are "considerable misunder-
standings' between the Two Bridges Board and the Board of Education, particu-
larly over the ‘autonomy of the Two Bridges Board. 1 The Board of Education
‘eriticized the Bundy Report (see below) and set up the Advisory Committee on
Decentralization to study the demonstration units, which it did for approxi-
mately one year, resulting in- a-final report entitled The Niemeyer Report. The
Board also published its own position in Guidelines To Decentralization (see
below) #2 Nonetheless, the Central Board has shown signs of cooperation with the
Two Bridges Board such as in the areas of ethnic language and culture programs
and. in fighting for the abolishment of civil service regulations for principals
(see below).

34 ibid.
gg ?gf:rs, ogiggit., pp. 192-193. 50,000 are members but 60,000 or more are affected.
vy Po .
gg ibid., p. 193. However, a confidential source indicates this is a verbal stance onlyﬁ
Rogers, op.cit., pp. 192~-195. k
39 ibid., p. 194.
40 New York Times, op. cit., p. 70.
41 ‘Niemeyer Report, op. cit.. pp. 99-100. A partictpant indicated the Board only acted
42 positively when necessitated by Ford or State Commissioners intervention.
Board of Education of the city of New York, Guidelines to Decentralization, New
York, December, 1968.
Gittell, op. &Y., 340.

43

“43
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‘for a plan of decentralization.

et

-t . g ]
d. The Council of Supervisory Associations (CSA)

The CSA maintains that education is the province of professionals ‘and
that lay intrusion will lower educational standards, and has played a "con-
sistentlx obstructionist role" in attempts to decentralize or localize
contrcl. Rogers labels it, in fact, ''the most powerful organization of
the professional groups", 5 and indicates that this group has successfully

blocked or subverted all attempts made so far.46 J

Composed of Principals and Assistant Principals, CSA, with the UFT,
lobbied against the passage of the Bundy Report (see above). The CSA was
the body which brought suit against the creation of the_Special Category of
Demonstration School Principal for Elementary Schools.

e. Mayor's Advisory Panel on Decentralization

The New York State Legisla&gre presented Mayor Lindsay with a mandate
Accompanying the mandate was the promise
of $54 million in additional state aid for New York City.%49

..... “On April 30, 1967, Lindsay organized the Mayor's Advisory Panel on De-
centralization.of the New York City. Schools,so with McGeorge Bundy as its
Chairman. Their position on decentralization was published in November, 1967
(see below).51

e o ot

The UFT and the Council of Supervisory Associations subsequently lobbied
against passage of the Bundy report, as it came to be known.o% Gittell 3
suggests that this was partly due to fear of mayoral control in city educatiog.

As previously noted, the Board of Education was also unfavorably dis-
posed toward the Bundy report (which was suggested as a main impetus for the
Board's own Advisory Committee).

. f. The Ford Foundation

The Ford Foundation has been variously involved with all three demonstra-
tion units. As will be seen below, the Foundation was apparently responsible, ..
in granting funds to Two Bridges, for the inclusion of Two Bridges in the dem~ ' ¢
onstration districts. The Foundation worked on and supported the Bundy Report
(Bundy being the President of the Ford Foundation) which was mandated by Mayor . =
Lindsay. The Foundation thus appeared to 'be working "both sides of the street"
for the Mayor and, thus, the State Legislature, as well as funding local ef;orts’f
to obtain community control. :
44

45 Rogers, op. cit., p. 195.
ibid., p. 241.

46 =

47 ibid. o .
Gittell, op. p. 15. Since Two Bridges had no principals, in the
category they were unaffected by the suit. Minter, Thomas, The Role of
Conflict in the Development and Operation of Two New York City Decentralized .

48 School Projects, Qualifylng Paper, August 1968, p. 91. 4

49 Gittell, op. cit., p. 335.
ibid.

>0 Mayor's Advisory Panel on Decentrallzation of the New York City Schools, o
Reconnection for Learning, A Community School System for New York City, 1967,
1
5, P 1. v
52 ibid.

Gittell op. it., p. 14. A participant feels that CSA and UFT feared loss of
53 control. N

Gittell, op. cit., pp. 4-10. - : 5
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According to a confidential source the impetus for Bundy's interest in the
Projects came from a meeting with concerned IS 201 people.

g. Yeshiva University

The Two Bridges Neighborhood Council and the Parents Development Program
apparently contacted Yeshiva during the Spring of 1967 for help in securing
Ford Foundation Funds.54 However, we do not know Yeshiva's role in the Two
Bridges Demonstratiopn District, as no other mention, by any source, has been
made of their role.

h. PlanningkCouncil

The Planning Council was a short term organization voluntarily established
by the UFT, the PDP and the PA's to coalesce interest groups to plan gge_demon~
stration unit. However, the Council immediately began to factionate. Accord~
ing to its Chairman, Joe Lespro, 'Because the need for enlisting grassroots
support became over-shadowed by a power play between interest groups, the Parent
Seminar never achieved its purpose. Parents never understood decentralization
as involving them". '

Another source of schism arose when the PDP became embroiled over the

Planning Council's proposed conflict 6f “ifiterest clause; which~would-exclude =

any of their members from being elected to the Two Bridges Board on the basis of
their being employed by another agency.

According to Spier, the first teacher‘'s strike (September, 1967, see sec-

 tion I1I) intensified conflict as PDP didn't support the stgéke, but counter-

picketed, while PA parents joined the teacher picket lines. The UFT then
advised teachers against running for the Two Bridges Board. As a result, two
of the five schools did not put up a teacher candidate.”

54 Niemeyer Report, op. cit., p. 75.

33 Spier, op. cit., p. 5.
56 ipi4,

37 Ipid. )

58 {pid.

59 1bid.
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III. HOW DID THE DEMONSTRATION DISTRICT COME ABOUT? WHAT ARE THE MAJOR
ACTIVITIES SINCE THEN? '

. September, 1966 ~ Parents and community groups organized a boycott
at IS 201. They demanded either integration or community control.
They also demanded a Black principal.b0 Sources generally agree that
this boycott signalled the start of the community control issue which
led to the formation of the three demonstration units.

. October 20, 1966 ~ Board of Education announced it was studying
various plans to decentralize the city school system in order to
increase parental invo.vement in the schools.6l

. February 17, 1967 - Board of Education again announced it was study-
ing decentralization.62 : .

. March 1967 - Two Bridges neighborhood council applied to the Ford
Foundation for broad support of its activities, including: a little
league, remedial reading projects, a Parent Developmeut Program
narcotics prevention, and improved housing.- The Foundation refused
general aid but offered funds if the organization was interested in
becoming a demonstration unit.

. March 1967 - According to the Niemeyer Report action was initiated
by the Two Bridges Neighborhood Council in conjunction with the
Parents Development Program (both of which were interested in educa-
tional efforts), as tlitse were runaing out of poverty funds.64 They

. contacted Yeshiva to stk for help in obtaining funds from Ford; then
they contacted Ford. Spier corroborates the low funds but -adds that
the original committee which approached Ford was also composed of
"one of the churches.'"65 She also indicated that Ford considered Two
Bridges because of its "middle class'" outlook (see above).66

* March 30, 1967 - After demonstration districts had been organized,
the New York State Legislature presented Mayor Lindsay with a b
mandate to decentralize the entire New York Cigy School System,
promising $54 million in additional state aid.

« April 1967 - The Board of Education announced its decentralization
plan and the formation of Ocean Hill-Brownsville, Two Bridges, and

60 Gittell, op. cit., p. 335. Minter, Qualifying Paper, op. cit., p. 70
gives the earlier date of Spring, 1965 when parents met to discuss low
reading scores, forming the Parent Development Program (PDP) in the

61 summer, 1965. '

62 ibid., p. 18.
ibid. .

63 New York Times, op. cit., March 30, 1969. For a slightly differing view,

64 See footnote 64,

65 2P cit., p..75.
66 2P cit., p. 5¢
ibid.

67 State of New York, An Act...., in Senate and Assembly, #4622, March 30, 1967.
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68
69

70

71

72
73

74

75
76

77

78

1S 201 as demonstration districts.68. According to Spier, at the
suggestion of Ford the UFT was contacted and the first meeting of
the Temporary Planning Committee of Teachers and Parents was held’
in Two Bridges, in which the PDP reluctantly agreed with the
teachers to include PA's and form the planning council.

» July 1967 - A $40,000 Ford Plénning Grant was awarded Two Bridges.70
The Board of Educations' "Advisory Committee on decentralization be-
gan studying the three demonstration districts.

+ Summer 1967 - The Two Bridges proposal, to the Board of Education
on Community Control "Quest for a Child-Centered School System'
(Quest), was written.7l Teachers played a dominant role, although
parents and community groups were involved.72

* August 21; 1967 - James Allen, State Commissioner of Education,
announced that the Board of Education could create the position of
Demonstration School Principal for elementary schools.’3 This led

to antagonisms between the school officials and professionals on the .

one hand, and community groups on the other. (see below)

- September 1967 - John Bremer, Professor of Education at Long Islaud
University, was appointed Project Administrator by the Board of
Education upon unanimous nomination by the Planning Council.74

. September 9, 1967 - On the opening day of school, the UFT struck the
NYC schools. Its demands were for enlargement of MES and the power
to evict disruptive students; 1t won a clause empowering it to spend

$10 million of Board of Education Funds on an education program. Some

parents considered this anti-Black and anti-Puerto Rican.73 As
mentioned above, this first strike deepened conflict between members
of the Planning Council. PDP counter-picketed. PA parents joined
teacher pickets. It led to the UFT recommending that teachers not
run for the local board.76

« October 1, 1967 - The CSA charged Bremer ineligible because he was
not a U. S. citizen.77

- November 9, 1967 - Reconnection for Learning, known as the Bundy
Report, was published. The Bundy Report proposed decentralization
of the city's schools, resting power in the local board, and
authorizing the Mayor to appoint members of the Central Educational
Agency (their term for the Central Board of Education) and five

members of the 11 member local boar.s.78
Gittell, op.cit., p. 355.

op. cit., p. 5. Apparently, Romig was asked to Chair the Council being the
Chairman of the Neighborhood Council. (Kemble, op. cit., p. 28.)

Niemeyer Report, op. cit., p. 75. Around this time Romig resigned and was
replaced by Lespro (a teacher). (Kemble, op. cit., p. 28.)

Niemeyer Report, oy. cit., p. 76.

ibid.

Gittell, op. cit., p. 336.

Niemeyer Report, op. cit., p. 88. Minter Qualifying Paper, op. cit., p. 92
puts the date as August 27.

Gittell, op. cit., p. 336.

Spier, op. cit., p. 5. Kemble, op. cit., p. 17 puts this recommendation om
November 3, at a UFT Executive Board Meeting with Bundy panel members.
Kihss, Peter, "City School Designee is Challenged on Citizenship", New York
Times, October 2, 1967, p. 38. .

See Reconnection for Learning - see also Appendix A of this memorandum report

for relevant excerpts. 1 v 1 Arthur D Li,ttvle, lnc.
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. November 27, 1967 -~ UFT delegate assembly adogted their Policy
Statement against enacting the Bundy Report.

. December, 1967 - Mayor Lindsay submitted his revised Bundy Plan

" to the Legislature. Two Bridges elected its community board, the
‘procedures of which exacerbated friction between the Parents
Association and the Two Bridges Ngighborhood Council (along with
the Parents Development Program). In the election, 25% of the
parents, 60 % of the teachers and 85% of the supervisors voted.
The first board consisted of 3 Puerto Ricans, 3 Blacks2 5 Whites,
and 2 Chinese. 7 members were of lower class origin.

. February 21, 1968 - Harold Howe II, U. S. Commissioner of Educa-
tion, in a speech to the committee on the City of New York of
the New York Senate stated about decentralization and 1oca1 control
were necessary to improve education.83

. March 1968 ~ A permanent Chairman to the Two Bridges board (Guillarmo
(Alonso) was elected. Before this, internal strife among members

of the board prevented a choice of Chairman, and the chairmanship
was rotated.B84

. March 1968 ~ Teacher and supervisor representatives to the Two
Bridges Board resigned. (As of March 1969, they had not been re-
placed.)85 John Bremer, Project Administrator also resigned
through a lack of confidence, due to his ‘alledged ‘aloofness and
hostility aggravated by his eliciting support in the community by
discrediting the Two Bridges Board .86

. March 26, 1968 .~ The demonstration districts issue draft constitu-
tions demapnding a clear delegation of. authority from the Board of
Education.87

Gittell, op. cit., p. 219.

New York Times, op. cit., p. 70.

Spier, op. cit., p. 6. The Council was elected December 11. (Minter, Qualifving
Paper, op. cit., p. 83. . ' :
ibid. _

Harold Howe II, U. S. Commissioner of Education; statement before the Committee
on City of Naw York of the New York Senate, Wednesday, February 21, 1968, p. 5.
See also, pages 5 through 12.

Niemeyer Report, op. cit., p. 80. See footnotes 68 and 70 for discrepant
viewpoints,

ibid., p. 76.

Spier, op. cit., p. 7. Bremer resigned March 16, blaming the Board of Education.
(Bzder, Leonard, "School Aide Quits and Scores Board", New York Times, March 16,
1968, p. 16.

Gittell, op. cit., p. 18. See Ocean Hill-Brownsville's - March 12 and 28, 1968
drafts. Appendices Bl and B2,
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. May 22, 1968 - New York State Legislature, having discarded the
Bundy Plan and the plan proposed by the Bo.rd of Regents and
supported by both Mayor Lindsay and Governor Rockefeller, enacted
the Marchi law which in effect postponed acting on decentralization
for a year. Under this law, the Board of Education is allowed to
delegate authority to local boards and the Central Board of Educa-
tion will be enlarged from 9 to 13 members. 88

. June 1968 - The Parents' Association requested that elementary
schools be removed from the Two Bridges demonstration unit, with
which they were dissatisfied.89 Dr. Friedman's term as Project
Administrator began.

« July 1968 -~ Board of Education and the three demonstration
boards had reached an impasse over delegation of authority.

. July 30, 1968 ~ The Final Report of the Advisory Committee on
Decentralizacion (Niemeyer Report) was issued.”+

. September 9, and 13, 1968 - The UFT struck all city schools »ecause
Ocean Hill - Brownsville had not reinstated the transferred
teachers. Two Bridges remained open and staffed. This strike,
because of the various responses, resulted in unifying the Two
Bridges Board, according to Spier.92 Parents sent their children
to school across the picket lines so that 30% to 50% of the pupils’
were in attendance; similarly, 20% of the teaching staff crossed
the picket lines.. The local board also hired 23 teachers to fill
vacancies. Schools were also established outside the picket lines

" by UFT volunteer teachers who conducted classes in apartments.

. September 1968 ~ Superintendent Donovan announced he would limit
his supervisory and approval functions to the "absolute minimum"
in the "spirit of decentralization' and leave to the local super-—
intendent recommendations on: personnel, textbooks and other
materials.

. October 14, 1968 - The UFT went out on strike for a third time,
Two Bridges still remained opened and staffed.

88 Gittell, op. cit., pp. 74, 337. See Appendix C for a comparison of
89 rejected plans. The enacted law is discussed below.

90 New York Times, op. cit., p. 70.

91 Gittell, op. cit., p. 15.

92 See Appendix D for Findings and Recommendations.

g3 QP cit., p- 8.
94 ibid.

Guidelines, op. cit., p. 6.
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. December 1968 - Board of Education issuad its Guidelines to
Decentralization.95

. May 1, 1969 - The New York State Legislature enacted a new
decentralization law defining the powers and duties of the
school system.96

+ July 23, 1969 - Luis Fuentes was appointed Unit Administrator
by the Two Bridges Board. However,Justice Joseph A. Brust of
the State Supreme Court voided this decision and ordered that
Two Bridges Board Elections be held on September 18 for the
three Board vacancies.97

+ September 18, 1969 - Elections were held for the Two Bridges
Board. The three successful candidates were backed by PEACE.
The election was questioned, however, and ballots turned over
to the American Arbitration Association, who announced the
results on October 11,98

- January 1970 - Elections will be held for new community boards
'in accordance with the May 1, 1969 decerntralization law. This
will end the special demonstration nature of the three units
in question.. (According to a participant these elections are
now being held in March instead, to allow sufficient time to
prepare for the elections.)

gg See Appendix E for recommendations.

New York State Legislature, Senate Act #5.5693, Assembly Act #A7206; "An
A~t. to Amend the Education Law . . .", May 1, 1969,

7 Buder, "Two Bridges Board Critics Win; Fuentes is Blocked", New York Times,
October 12, 1969, p. 42.
98
ibid.
174
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IV. WHAT AUTHORITY DOES THE TWO BRIDGES BOARD HAVE?-

Formal . -

Like the other two demonstration districts, Two Bridges presently has
little power, as noted in previous sections. The Central Board retains the
powers of: personnel hiring and firing (the Two Bridges Board hires the Pro-
ject Administrator) however); choice of curriculum; and financial budgeting
(the Central Board pays the Project Administrator's salary, for instance).

It is this lack of formal local power which has been the center of conflict in
the other two demonstration units.

-

Informal

Two Bridges has apparently been somewhsi successful in obtaining cer-
tain informal powers over personnel and curriculum. According to an observer,
the Project Administrator is-unwillir_, to deviate from accepted norms; accepts
and respects professionals and business people; and is more acceptable to the
establishment, which has not pressured the district despite their having followed
several policies which are unacceptable to the Central Board (such as Chinese
and Puerto Rican language and Chinese, Puerto Rican and Black culture studies;
as well as the use of para-professionals and retaining 23 teachers hired during
the strike). However, according to the New York Times, Friedman, the Project
Administrator, charged that the City Board was inflexible in the use of funds.99

Decentralization

On April 30, 1969, the New York State Legislature .enacted a new decentral-
ization 1aw.l00 This law sets up a specific set of relationships and powers
among:

The City Board:. A seven-member board consisting of two Mayoral Appointees
and one elected member from each of the five boroughs. (An interim board
will be operative until a City Board can be elected). The board members'
terms are for four years. The City Board will devise a plan to divide New
York City into 30 ~ 33 districts of approximately 20,000 pupils each. It

. will also establish the size of the decentralized boards. The City Board
is the policy-makev. It approves all actions to be taken in the areas of:
finance, new buildings, curriculum and personnel. It submits its budget
to the Mayor and allocates funds to the districts.

The Chancellor of the city districts, whose salary is paid by the City
Board and who serves a two through four vear term. The Chancellor acts
as a middleman between the City Board, which pays his salary, ‘and the
decentralized boards. Theoretically acting with equal powers with the
superintendents, the Chancellor is the one who submits material to the
City Board for approval. The Chancellor. operating city-wide, as opposed
to the Superintendent who operates district-wide, has advisory and juris-
distional pnwers over the schools and the decentralized boards, (with
approval from the City Board) including: curriculum; establishment of
schools; personnel; finance. M-~reover, he has certain authorities which
he was not allowed to delegate:

99

100 "Strife", op. cit., p. 70.
See footnote 99. As mentioned above, however, elections have since been thanged

to March, 1970, which will affect the time~table.
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* theoretically has equal powers and duties with the Chancellor; however is -

The Decentralized (community) Superintendent, whose functions are analogous
to the former centralized superintendent. The Decentralized Superintendent

subject to the decentralized boards, which the Chancellor is not.

The Decentralized (community) Boards, which will be elected on the fourth
Tuesday of January, 1970. The Decentralized Boards appear to_have fewer
powers than current demonstration boards under this new system. They are
still denied absolute powers, and have the further encumbrance of a "Chan~
cellor". They have to apply to the City Board for Federal, State or private
funds, which are.disbursed through the Chancellor. They have limited powers
of transfer and assignment of teachers (subject to City Board approval and
contract constraints). The demonstration districts will continue until
February, 1970, when new boards will have been elected.

The City College of New York, which will operate five of the most disad-
vantaged high schools in New York City under the jurisdiction of the City
Board.

The diagram on the following page represents our judgment of the actual
powers and interactions between all parties.
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Figure 1

Powers & Interactions Under the May 1969
Decentralization Legislation
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1 If the approval of actions and authorized disbursement are actually channeled via
the Chancellor (as the law designates), this channel will operate for ceremonial
purposes only.

2 This link is not known, but an effective Chancellor would not allow it to not exist.

3 :While the law designates the local Superintendent as equal in power to the Chancellor,
O it is very evident from this diagram that he cannot be if the Decentralized Board
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V. WHAT ARE THE GOALS OF THE TWO BRIDGES BOARD?

The long-range, over-viding goal of the Two Bridges Board 1is improved educa-
tion for their children. 101 -

To obtain improved education, they feel very strongly the need to have
control over the education of their children, specifically in the areas of:
personnel; budget; curriculum; building construction, maintenance and repair;
and the hiring of outside consulting persormel.lo2 (These are presently in
direct conflict with what the Central Board is willing to delegate. Thus, local
control often becomes an end in itself and many issues are symbolic points of
confrontation over delegated authority for local control.)

*

A short-term measureable goal of reading score improvement has significance
in providing documented evidence of the effects of local control over the long-
range goal of educational improvement. Presently, this short-term goal has not
been achieved. :

101 gae the Two Bridges Draft Proposal to the Ford Foundation of May 4, 1967.
102 por specific powers and functions, please see B2.
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April 3, 1909
MEMORANDUM 01 UNDLERSTANDING o

Recoguizing the importance of the Anacostia Project, the purposc of
which is to develop and execute innovative educational techniques
designed to overcome the effects of cultural deprivation on the youth
of the Anacostia arca, the Board of Education of the Distriet of
Columbia, and the Washington Teachers' Union, Local 6, Amcrican
Federation of Teachcrs, AFL-CIO hercby agrce to waive, for the period
April 1, 1969 to, and including, July 31, 1969, certain provisions of
the current Washington Teachers' Union Agreement pertaining to teacher
transfer policy. Specifically, Scction B.6. and Section C of Article
IV titled, Teacher Transfer Policy, is hereby waived for the stipulated
period of time.

Further, the parties hereto agrce that this waiver applics only to thosec
teachers within the ten (10) schools designated as belonging to the .
Anacostia Project and that teachers transferrecd under this Memorandun

of Understanding will be transferred to fill existing vacancies. All °
other provisions of Article IV, Teacher Transfer Policy, not specifically
waived in this Meworandum of Understanding will coutinue. in full force
and effect, E

) p p ,
( /{/é( / . b’/«b@é?-caw; f/ R A A AN
/7 Vi S Ry D WILLTIAM H. STMONS
DR. WILLIAM I/ MANNING 7 PRESIDENT ‘
SUPERINTENDENT . THE WASHINGTON TEACHERS' UNION
THE PUBLIC SCHOOLS LOCAL NO. 6
OF THE AMERICAN FEDERATION OF TEACHERS,

DISTIRICT OF COLUMBIA ~» . AFL-Cl0

DISTRIBUTION:

-+ - Chief Examiner
Asst, Chief Examiners
Mr. Wilmer Bennctt
Mr. Benjamin J. Henley
Dr. Dorothy Johnson
‘Mr. George Rhodes
Mr. Harold Clark
Mr. Gilbert A. Diggs
Mr. William S. Rice
Principals - 10 Projecct Schools
Mr. William H. Simons - WIU ’
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APPENDIX D

EVOLUTION OF THE ANACOSTIA CONMUNITY SCHOOL CONCEPT
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BROAD SOCTAL
& PROBLEM-SOLVING
g™ DECENTRALIZED — eop e m____
e T T T T N
COSUNITY COUNTTY SCHOOL Broader involvenent
SCEOL COAHUNTTY PARTICIPATION Comunity than schools par se,
| -~ contro) | e.0., health, emnloyment,

(oxtended day . . . , | leadership training .

and el . ext prograns and v oo o Comunity Ve |

expandad staff) seryices schoo] - Decentralized subsysten

Impications for . Comunizy control

o broader involvement

than schools per se Community schoo!

Source: Anacostia Project,
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T Tauh Foree I !
Prozram Title hovelopad Ty Cost ; Priority
_Community Participation and Project Community :
Qrounization Varticipation $ 867,426 1
Llementary _ :
"Reading Sccondary 1,005, 099 2
Youth .
Adult
~Job Training Adult 420, 960 2
Secondary ‘,
Qrientation and In-Service Training Elementary (86,778 3
Youth: T \‘M“—“Ww"'Srﬁ"‘A T
Sex Education Youth 152, 207
Student Advisory Board- " 18, 256
Vocational Guidance & Exposure "o 34,528
Current Business Policies " 64, 229
Ballou Data Processing Project " 43,020 -
Self-Satisfaction/Basic Education Adult 612, 428 6 =
Anacostia Early Childhood Education Early Education 7
Model Unit
Teacher Aides Secondary 568,500 8
Better School-Community Relations Secondary 1,394, 851 9 [
Parent and Community Involvement Adult 60, 000 9
Anacostia Community Activitiés Elementary 1,780,159 10
Program (ACAP) ] ‘
Curriculum Development and Innovation
1 Reflecting the Needs of Urban Life Secondary 206, 252 11
B “fl‘ehéhtérﬁr School Curriculum Programs Elementary 1,598,723 11
' Elementary
.} Black History, Negro History, and African| Secondary v 599, 988 11
-|: Cultural History Youth
Meeting Individual Needs Daily (MIND) Secondary 607, 058 12
"Updating Equipment Secondary 319, 176 13
: Additional Typing Classes Secondary 133, 337 14
.} Community-Family Guidance Clinic Adult 508, 848 _ 15
Speech: ) Elementary " 16
: a. Speech Therapy Secondary 488,700
B b. .Speech Classes 314, 425
| .Health Clinic Adult 2, 505, 000 17
TOTAL 315,090,768

——————————————

Gl’\‘l ‘ .
EMC | >‘Source: Nickens, et.al., op. cit., p. 25.

IToxt Provided by ERI
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APPENDIX F

SUMMARY OF OBJECTIVES

INFORMATION CONFERENCE ~ JUNE 15, 1968
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SUMMARY OF OBJECTIVES

INFORMATION CONFERENCE - June 15, 1968

Program Development

20,

Need for Speci?.l Programs for Problem Ch;idren
Pre,‘school for All Children
J ob~briented Skills

More Recreation and Extracurricular Activities

- o

School Bouks Should be Same in Each School

More Field Trips Further Away

Scheduling Teachers for out-of-school Community Activities

Pay for Students as Incentive

More Cuiturally Relevant Curriculum (Black)
More Consumer-oriented Curriculum

New Books and Supplies

New Ability Grouping

Negro History Courses

Update Curriculum

Vocational Trainifig in Junior High Schools .
e owwe sty

~elita

Music .Programs {(money for instrumeﬁts)
More i’a&-—Care

Extend (é‘éhvodl“ﬁé&' ah& Yegr e

Stay Program for Anacéstia

Set’up Bureau of Agbrenticeship chr Trades

Guarantee Students a Job (Placement)

Source: Nickena, et.al., op. cit., pp. 142~146.

1568



Tinans

ERIC

Aruntoxt provided by Eic

By

Y. ]

> Al Moy Ye W\ S ey .
Ratoent SKihis & Bevviees

[

P T

™

Sy,

More Counseling services
Morv,Psycholo;.;‘ic:xl Testing
Job-Oriented Skills - o .
More School Lunch Programs

Now Ability Grouping
Need Tutqfrs
New (or Different) Student Rules 'Erom vtudents
Need Student Advisory Coz%unittce
Adult Education (;E‘venin‘gs)

: ’:
Vocational Training in Junior High Schocls
Music Programs
More Pupil I?A;‘e_z*ﬁuon'r‘xel Services
Psychologist for Every School
African Languages Taught

Jazz Taugh.

Guarantee Students a Job (Placeirent)

Ny,

¥y,
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Staff Development
1. Special Teacher Training for '"Problem' Children
2. Teacher's Aid Service

3. Teachers Should Live in the Area in Which They Teach

4, Improve Teacher Attitudes ' .
5. More Male Teachqr;s & Aides

6. More In-Service Training

7. More Classroﬁm Freedom for Teachers

8. More and Better Staff~-Community Communication

9. Teacher Training for Discipline
10.  Teachers Involved in Community Activities
11, Reduce Teacher Aide Requirements
12, Intensive Teacher Aide Training
13. Special Bonus fer Anacostia Teachers

14, - Older Teachers Reoriented

15,  Psychologist for Every School

PPRRUAPCTIVR VAN
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o

iy Partcipaian

1.

“
O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic

More TA Meoctings

Al

Meeting Hours Parenis Can Make

More Chureh Involvement

Father-Son Programs
varent-Classroom Aldes

Need Community School Board

Parent Education (Evenings)

Neced Parent Advisory Commitice
Parents to be Hired as Counselor Aides

Lay Co-~Director with Mr, Nickens

Meetings to Help Humanize Police Imag.:

oL
o



Jmnd? Vanr t oy mbaem &S
Ovemarizntion & Admini=irntion

——

ERIC

JAruitoxt provided by enic I8

. - h ) b . -
Tatond Schoel Day & Yoar
afore Flexibility in Ordering Materials

Acministration of Corneral Punishment (When

H

Better Tollow-up on Testing

Helo from Congress

Miore Monoy
ore A-V Alds
suarantee Students a2 Job (Placement)

Mare School Lunch Prozram

162

Necessary)
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E. THE TWO BRIDGES DEMONSTRATION DISTRICT IN NEW YORK CITY
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I. INTRODUCTION

Two Bridges, one o the three New York demonstration units (Ocean Hill
Brownsville, IS 201, and Two Bridges), is located in the Lower East Side of
Manhattan and is, among the three units, demographically unique. Once a
middle-class Jewish, Irish and Italian immigrant neighborhood,l only scattered
pockets of middle-class Jewish residents remain. Close to 80% of the area's
population, in fact, now consists of Chinese and Puerto Ricans; Negroes are a
minority. An observer in a 1968 interview described the neighborhood as 407%
Chinese, 30% Puerto Rican, 19% Negro and 11% Jewish.2 Furthermore, the school
population is changing rapidly. In 1968, 367% of the pupils were Chinese, many
of whom began school speaking little or no English. In 1969, however, 467
of the 5,000 pupils in the district were Chinese; the groups for which_the
pupil proportions declined were Negro and Jewish. According to Spier,3 the
majority of White children attend Catholic or Jewish parochial classes. Moﬁej
over; -the five schools in the demonstration unit have a poor feeder patterm.

Two of the four eleumentary schools send most of their graduates to Junior High
Schools outside the district; and the Junior High School receives students in
from the outside district.* Not only is the area mixed in population, but also
in income. The area consists of low-income groups living in subsidized housing
projects5 as well as contingents of middle and upper income residents' and, there-
fore, represents an upwardly mobile community,6 which seems to be 'middle class
in their social and political views."7

However, their educational facilities leave much to be des_ired.8 Not only
are buildings poorly maintained, but also they have inadequate classroom space.
Reading scores of sixth grade children, like those in Ocean Hill-Brownesville
and IS 201, range from about 6 months to two years below the city norms.

, Yet much is being done to thwart the educational blight in the neighborhood.
A Head Start Program has been begun (as have similar programs in Ocean Hill-
Brownksville and IS 201); elementary schools are eligible for "supplementary
remedial services' (since they have been designated "special service schools");
the pupil-teacher ratio is favorable, ranging in 1968 from 14:1 to 18:1; and, the
expenditure per student was increased, ranging from $700 to $800.9 However,
according to a reputable source involved in the situation, no significant im-
provements in children's reading scores have yet been realized.

1 New York Times, March 30, 1969, p. 70:4, "Strife Besets Two Bridges Demonstra-

tion District.'

2 However, Adele Spier stated 40% Chinese, 35% Puerto Rican, 187 White; 127
Black. Since these figures add to more than 100%, we choose to use the
earlier 1968 figures. See Spier, Adele, "Two Bridges Model School District:
A Profile!' Community Issues, Institute for Community Studies, Vol. I, No. 3,
February, 1969, p. 3.

3 ibid.
4 Tew York Times, op. cit.
5 ‘gpier, op. cit., p. 3.
6 ibid.
g -ibid., p. 4. _
Final Report of the Advisory Committee on Decentralization, submitted to the
9 Board of Education of the City of New York, July 1968 (Niemeyer Report), pp. 1l4-62.

Niemeyer Report, op. cit., pp. 66-67. However, in 1968 average per pupil ‘
expenditure for New York City was $1,000 (Fantini, Mario D., "Participation,
.Dacentraligation, Community Control, and Quality Education'', The Record, Columbia

University Teachers College, September 1969, Vol. 71, No. 1, p. 94.
164 Arthur D Little Inc
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IT. _WHO ARE THE MAJOR 15ROUPS INVOLVED IN THE DISTRICT; HOW DO THEY INTERACT?

‘a. Parents ) ' -

Parents are dissatisfied with the schools and the school system, which

they view as an unresponsive bureaucracy.lo Black power.groups have seized

the idea of .community control as the onli viable means of improving education
.in their schools. Aecording to Gittel1l » local control has meant. the disso-
lution of feelings of both parents and children -that the school system is
"Alien and Oppressive'. According to a survey of 200 parents from each of the
three demonstration districts by the Advisory Committee on Decentralization
(see below), Two Bridges' parents are both less informed and less critical of
decentralization (as compared with Ocean Hill-Brownsville and IS 201). LY
‘Moreover, when asked to rank the five biggest problems .in the neighborhood,
education was not among these top five in the Two Bridges Dist_rict.13 40%: of
‘the parents felt that the schools were about the same as they had been (32%
felt they were-better); but 31% felt they would getbetter (27% felt they would
stay the same and 26% were unsure). 14 According to Spier, the Ford Foundation
funded Two Bridges because it was seen as middle class and would provide the
example for the other two districts to follow in local control.

There are several factions amongst parents within the district, as will be
shown below.

Two Bridges Neighborhood Council

Called "anti-establishment",16 and well organized, the Neighborhood
Council has been involved in the demonstration unit since its beginning, having
been one ovf the organizations which applied to the Ford Foundation for funds
(see below). 'Middle class'" in make-up17 the organization had been in existence -
for 13 years and had been involved in educational activities.18 The Two Bridges
Neighborhood Council reputedly controls its affiliate, the Parent's Development
Program, and has funds from the OEO-funded Lower East Side Neighborhood Association. 19

Parent 's Development Program (PDP)

The Parents Development gaogram, described as an affiliate of the Two
Bridges Neighborhood Council, 13 said to be a "local antipoverty agency, with
$125,000 yearly at its disposal" Ehe group has received funds from the
Office of Economic Opportunity (OEO) and is characterized as a lower class

10 David Rogers, 110 Livingston Street, Politics and Bureaucracy in the New
York City School 8ystem, New York, Random House, 1968, p. 28.

11 Gittell, Marilyn, and Berube, Maurice, eds., Confrontation at Ocean Hill-

Brownsville, K Praeger, New York, 1969, p. 7.

12 Niemeyer Report, op. cit., p. 11.

13 ipid., p. 113.

14 1pid., p. 115.

ig Spier, op. ‘cit., p. 5.

17 New York Times, op. cit., p. 70.

18 Spier, op. cit., p. 4,
ibid.

19 Niemeyer Report, op. cit., p. 90; Kemble Eugenia, New York s Experiments
~3n Decentralization: A Look at Three Projects, a compilation of United

20 Teacher articles, p. 27.

21 New York Times, op. cit., p. 70.

29 Niemeyer Report, op. cit., p. 90.
Spier, op. cit., p. 4.
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interest group involving leaders among the Chinese, ngrto Rican, and Black
communities - helped by a professional social worker. This group has worked
closely with the Two Bridges Neighborhood Council which has caused ill feelings
amongst the Parents Association.2 The group is resented by the teachers for
its "interference'" in school affairs, and in turn resents the Parents Associa-
tion, which it has accused of being unrepresentative of the majority of Two
Bridges parents who can't afford its membership dues, and irrelevant to them
in terms of programs.

According to Spier the PDP has caused sharp divisions among members with-
in each ethnic group as to who supported PDP and who did not.26  Not readily
accepted by the Puerto Ricans, it has caused its deepest division amongst the
Black Community.27 o -

The Parent's Associations (PA's)

Termed ''middle class'" by the New York Times,28 this association has in-
dicated extreme dissatisfaction with the demonstration unit. In. June,. 1968,
the Presidents of the Parents Associations of the four elementary schools in
the area requested that their schools be removed from the district, charging
that: four members of the Two Bridges Board were ineligible (because they had ™
a "conflict of interest" in being associated with the PDP) ;30 the Two Bridges
Board had not the stipulated number of members and had no representation of
teachers and supervisors; elections were not held as scheduled, and the parti-

cipation of .the Parents Development Program was "unfair involvement."31

Parents and Educators Action Committee on Education (PEACE)

[}

Some community members have even banded together with teachers to organ-

ize a group called PEACE. The purpose of this group appears to be to block the

local board in the demonstration unit, contending that education provided under

the demonstration district has deteriorated; the governi%g board and project

staff are unresponsive to the community; and that "confusion and divisiveness
are the main harvest of the last two years".32

b. Teachers

The teachers are threatened by lay participation, as they are unaccustomed
to reform initiated from outside the establishment, particularly from the Black
community.33 However, they originally cooperated with the communities through

23  ibid.
24 {pid.
25 7pid.
26 {pid.
27 Tbid.
28

New York Times, op. cit., p. 70.

gg Niemeyer Report, op. cit., p. 90.
31 Spier, OE. Cit-, p. 50

32 Niemeyer, op. cit., Pp. 90,
33 New York Times, op. cit., p. 70.

Gittell, op. cit., p. 8-9. Kemble, Eugenia, New York's Experiments in School

Decentralization: A Look at Three Projects, a compilation of articles from o

United Teacher, pp. 27, 29 claimed that teachers were not involved in the
initial planning stages, yet she claimed they were paid $1,000 a month to
serve on the Planning Council. ﬁl(iC
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their union, the United Federation of Teachers, (UFT), in their bid for local 5
~control and through their introduction of More Effective Schools (MES), a pro- =

gram designed to raise standards by increased expenditures per pupil and in- CE
- creasing the teaching staff. Gipte%% suggests their motivation was to main-

tain control of the reform process.

UFT

According to Rogers, the UFT, exclusive bargaining agent for 50,000
teachers, had ties with all three parent groups (Negro civil rights groups,
White liberals, and moderates) .32 The Union had played an important bargaining
role for liberalizing the New Yogg City School System. and for greater profession-

. alization of the teacher's role. Generally sympathetic to desegregation and
P ghetto school problemé,37 it nonetheless is attacked by civil’ 'lghgs groups for
' - its stand on problem pupils and on the teacher transfer probleus.~ Also, many

individual teachers do not follow the leadership of the Ugg and are provincial
‘and ethnocentric in their dealings with ghetto children. However, as yet,
the UFT and the Two Bridges Board (or the parents) have had no open confronta-
tion at Two Bridges 40 .

PEACE

As mentioned above, some teachers have alligned themselves with parents
into an organization named PEACE to thwart efforts of the Two Bridges Board,
which they consider ineffective in improving the children's education.

c¢. The Board of Education

According to an interview with an observer of the New York demonstration
units, the Board of Education viewed the demonstration units as stop-gap
measures to appease pressure groups (both from the communities' desires for
local control and from Mayor Lindsay's committee, which was planning decentrali-
zation) and was unwilling to delegate any real .authority to the demonstration
boards. The Neimeyer Report indicated that there are "considerable misunder-
standings' between the Two Bridges Board and the Board of Education, particu-
larly over the ‘autonomy of the Two Bridges Board.*l The Board of Education
‘eriticized the Bundy Report (see below) and set up the Advisory Committee on
Decentralization to study the demonstration units, which it did for approxi-
mately one year, resulting in a-fingl report entitled The Niemeyer Report. The
Board also published its own position in Guidelines To Decentralization (see
below) 42 Nonetheless, the Central Board has shown signs of cooperation with the
Two Bridges Board such as in the areas of ethnic language and culture programs
and in fighting for the abolishment of civil service regulations for principals
(see below).

34 ibid.
gg ?gigrs, ogiggit., pp. 192-193. 50,000 are members but 60,000 or more are affected.
s» P . :
gg é?id., p. 193. However, a confidential source indicates this is a verbal stance only.
ogers, op.cit., pp. 192~-195.
39 ibid., p. 194.
22 New York Times, op. eit., p. 70.
‘Niemeyer Report, op. cit.. pp. 99-100. A partictpant indicated the Board only acted
42 positively when necessitated by Ford or State Commissioners intervention.
Boa;d of EdEcation of the city of New York, Guidelines to Decentralization, New
York, December, 1968.
Gittell, op. &Y., 340.

43
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S
d. The Council of Supervisory Associations (CSA)

The CSA maintains that education is the province of professionals ‘and
that lay intrusion will lower educational standards, and has played a "con-
sistentlx obstructionist role" in attempts_to-deceﬁtraliza or localize
contrcl. Rogers labels it, in fact, ''the most powerful organization of
the professionsl groups",45 and indicates that this group has successfully
blocked or subverted all attempts made so far.

Composed of Principals and Assistant Principals, CSA, with the UFT,
lobbied against the passage of the Bundy Report (see above). The CSA was
the body which brought suit against the creation of the_Special Category of
Demonstration School Principal for Elementary Schools.

e. Mayor's Advisory Panel on Decentralization

The New York State Legisla&gre presented Mayor Lindsay with a mandate
‘for a plan of decentralization.. Accompanying the mandate was the promise
of $54 million in additional state aid for New York City.49

~'On April 30, 1967, Lindsay organized the Mayor's Advisory Panel on De-
centralization\of the New York City. Schools,>0 with ‘McGeorge Bundy as its
Chairman. Their position on decentralization was published in November, 1967
(see below) .21

The UFT and the Council of Supervisory Associations subsequently lobbied"
against passage of the Bundy report, as it came to be known.o% Gittell
suggests that this was partly due to fear of mayoral control in city educatiog.

As previously noted, the Board of Education was also unfavorably dis-
posed toward the Bundy report (which was suggested as a main impetus for the
Board's own Advisory Committee).

. f. The Ford Foundation

The Ford Foundation has been variously involved with all three demonstra-
tion units. As will be seen below, the Foundation was apparently responsible, .
in granting funds to Two Bridges, for the inclusion of Two Bridges in the dem-
onstration districts. The Foundation worked on and supported the Bundy Report
(Bundy being the President of the Ford Foundation) which was mandated by Mayor
Lindsay. The Foundation thus appeared to 'be working "both sides of the street"
for the Mayor and, thus, the State Legislature, as well as funding local efforts:
to obtain community control.

ha . g

Rogers, op. cit., p. 195, L
42 ibid, ,’pT"§Zii“" :
47 1bid ;

Gittell, op. p. 15. Since Two Bridges had no principals, in the
category they were unaffected by the suit. Minter, Thomas, The Role of
Conflict in the Development and Operation of Two New York City Decentralized .
48 School Projects, Qualifylng Paper, August 1968, p. 91. i
Gittell, op. cit., p. 335.

20 ibid,

> Mayor's Advisory Panel on Decentrallzation of the New York City Schools, 5
Reconnection for Learning, A Community School System for New York City, 1967,

p. 1.
21 ibid, K
Gittell, op. it., p. 14. A participant feels that CSA and UFT feared loss oft
53 control. o
Q Gittell, op. Cit-, PP. 4-10. - 1 68
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According to a confidential source the impetus for Bundy's interest in the
Projects came from a meeting with concerned IS 201 people.

g. Yeshiva University

The Two Bridges Neighborhood Council and the Parents Development Program
apparently contacted Yeghiva during the Spring of 1967 for help in securing
Ford Foundation Funds.54 However, we do not know Yeshiva's role in the Two
Bridges Demonstratiopn District, as no other mention, by any source, has been
made of their role.

h. Planning Council

The Planning Council was a short term organization voluntarily established
by the UFT, the PDP and the PA's to coalesce interest groups to plan gge_demon-
stration unit. However, the Council immediately began to factionate. Accord~
ing to its Chairman, Joe Lespro, 'Because the need for enlisting grassroots
support became over-shadowed by a power play between interest groups, the Parent
Seminar never achieved its purpose. Parents never understood decentralization
as involving them". '

Another source of schism arose when the PDP became embroiled over the
Planning Council's proposed conflict 6f ifiterest clause; which-would-exclude -~
any of their members from being elected to the Two Bridges Board on the basis of
their being employed by another agency.

oS

, According to Spier, the first teacher‘'s strike (September, 1967, see sec-
tion III) intensified conflict as PDP didn't support the stgéke, but counter-
picketed, while PA parents joined the teacher picket lines. The UFT then
advised teachers against running for the Two Bridges Board. As a result, two
of the five schools did not put up a teacher candidate.39

54 Niemeyer Report, op. cit., p. 75.

gg Spier, op. cit., p. 5.
ibid.

37 pid. '

58 Tpid.

59 Tpid.
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III. HOW DID THE DEMONSTRATION DISTRICT COME ABOUT? WHAT ARE THE MAJOR
ACTIVITIES SINCE THEN? '

. September, 1966 ~ Parents and community groups organized a boycott
at IS 201. They demanded either integration or community control.
They also demanded a Black principal.b0 Sources generally agree that
this boycott signalled the start of the community control issue which
led to the formation of the three demonstration units.

. October 20, 1966 ~ Board of Education announced it was studying
various plans to decentralize the city school system in order to
increase parental involvement in the schools.6l

. February 17, 1967 - Board of Education again announced it was study-
ing decentralization.62 : .

. March 1967 - Two Bridges neighborhood council applied to the Ford
Foundation for broad support of its activities, including: a little
league, remedial reading projects, a Parent Developmeut Program
narcotics prevention, and improved housing.- The Foundation refused
general aid but offered funds if the organization was interested in
becoming a demonstration unit.

. March 1967 - According to the Niemeyer Report action was initiated
by the Two Bridges Neighborhood Council in conjunction with the
Parents Development Program (both of which were interested in educa-
tional efforts), as tlitse were runaing out of poverty funds.64 They

. contacted Yeshiva to stk for help in obtaining funds from Ford; then
they contacted Ford. Spier corroborates the low funds but -adds that
the original committee which approached Ford was also composed of
"one of the churches.'"65 She also indicated that Ford considered Two
Bridges because of its "middle class'" outlook (see above).66

* March 30, 1967 - After demonstration districts had been organized,
the New York State Legislature presented Mayor Lindsay with a b
mandate to decentralize the entire New York Cigy School System,
promising $54 million in additional state aid.

« April 1967 - The Board of Education announced its decentralization
plan and the formation of Ocean Hill-Brownsville, Two Bridges, and

60 Gittell, op. cit., p. 335. Mihter, Qﬁalifying Paper, op. cit., p. 70

gives the earlier date of Spring, 1965 when parents met to discuss low
reading scores, forming the Parent Development Program (PDP) in the
summer, 1965. '

ibid., p. 18.

ibid. .

New York Times, op. cit., March 30, 1969. For a slightly differing view,
see footnote 64,

gg op._cit., p..75.

66 2P cit., p. 5¢
ibid.

67 State of New York, An Act...., in Senate and Assembly, #4622, March 30, 1967.
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68
69

70

71

72
73

74

75
76

77

78

IS 201 as demonstration districts.68. According to Spier, at the
suggestion of Ford the UFT was contacted and the first meeting of
the Temporary Planning Committee of Teachers and Parents was held’
in Two Bridges, in which the PDP reluctantly agreed with the
teachers to include PA's and form the planning council.

» July 1967 - A $40,000 Ford Plénning Grant was awarded Two Bridges.70
The Board of Educations' "Advisory Committee on decentralization be-
gan studying the three demonstration districts.

+ Summer 1967 - The Two Bridges proposal, to the Board of Education
on Community Control "Quest for a Child-Centered School System'
(Quest), was written.’l Teachers played a dominant role, although
parents and community groups were involved.72

* August 21, 1967 - James Allen, State Commissioner of Education,
announced that the Board of Education could create the position of
Demonstration School Principal for elementary schools.’3 This led
to antagonisms between the school officials and professionals on the
one hand, and community groups on the other. (see below)

- September 1967 - John Bremer, Professor of Education at Long Islaud
University, was appointed Project Administrator by the Board of
Education upon unanimous nomination by the Planning Council.74

. September 9, 1967 - On the opening day of school, the UFT struck the
NYC schools. Its demands were for enlargement of MES and the power
to evict disruptive students; 1t won a clause empowering it to spend

$10 million of Board of Education Funds on an education program. Some

parents considered this anti-Black and anti~Puerto Rican.75 As
mentioned above, this first strike deepened conflict between members
of the Planning Council. PDP counter-picketed. PA parents joined
teacher pickets. It led to the UFT recommending that teachers not
run for the local board.76

« October 1, 1967 - The CSA charged Bremer ineligible because he was
not a U. S. citizen.77

- November 9, 1967 - Reconnection for Learning, known as the Bundy
Report, was published. The Bundy Report proposed decentralization
of the city's schools, resting power in the local board, and
authorizing the Mayor to appoint members of the Central Educational
Agency (their term for the Central Board of Education) and five

members of the 11 member local boar.s.78
Gittell, op.cit., p. 355.

op. cit., p. 5. Apparently, Romig was asked to Chair the Council being the
Chairman of the Neighborhood Council. (Kemble, op. cit., p. 28.)

Niemeyer Report, op. cit., p. 75. Around this time Romig resigned and was
replaced by Lespro (a teacher). (Kemble, op. cit., p. 28.)

Niemeyer Report, oy. cit., p. 76.

ibid.

Gittell, op. cit., p. 336.

Niemeyer Report, op. cit., p. 88. Minter Qualifying Paper, op. cit., p. 92
puts the date as August 27.

Gittell, op. cit., p. 336.

Spier, op. cit., p. 5. Kemble, op. cit., p. 17 puts this recommendation om
November 3, at a UFT Executive Board Meeting with Bundy panel members.
Kihss, Peter, "City School Designee is Challenged on Citizenship", New York
Times, October 2, 1967, p. 38. .

See Reconnection for Learning - see also Appendix A of this memorandum report

for relevant excerpts. 1 7 1 Arthur D Lilttv]e, [n~
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. November 27, 1967 -~ UFT delegate assembly adogted their Policy
Statement against enacting the Bundy Report.

. December, 1967 - Mayor Lindsay submitted his revised Bundy Plan
to the Legislature. Two Bridges elected its community board, the
‘procedures of which exacerbated friction between the Parents
Association and the Two Bridges Ngigh borhood Council (along with
the Parents Development Program). In the election, 25% of the
parents, 60 % of the teachers and 85% of the supervisors voted.
The first board consisted of 3 Puerto Ricans, 3 Blacks2 5 Whites,
and 2 Chinese. 7 members were of lower class origin.

. February 21, 1968 - Harold Howe II, U. S. Commissioner of Educa-
tion, in a speech to the committee on the City of New York of
the New York Senate stated about decentralization and 1oca1 control
were necessary to improve education.83

. March 1968 ~ A permanent Chairman to the Two Bridges board (Guillarmo
(Alonso) was elected. Before this, internal strife among members

of the board prevented a choice of Chairman, and the chairmanship
was rotated.B84

. March 1968 -~ Teacher and supervisor representatives to the Two
Bridges Board resigned. (As of March 1969, they had not been re-
placed.)85 John Bremer, Project Administrator also resigned
through a lack of confidence, due to his ‘alledged ‘aloofness and
hostility aggravated by his eliciting support in the community by
discrediting the Two Bridges Board.8

. March 26, 1968 .~ The demonstration districts issue draft constitu-
tions demapding a clear delegation of. authority from the Board of
Education.87

Gittell, op. cit., p. 219.

New York Times, op. cit., p. 70.

Spier, op. cit., p. 6. The Council was elected December 11. (Minter, Qualifving
Paper, op. cit., p. 83. ' :
ibid.

Harold Howe II, U. S. Commissioner of Education; statement before the Committee
on City of Naw York of the New York Senate, Wednesday, February 21, 1968, p. 5.
See also, pages 5 through 12.

Niemeyer Report, op. cit., p. 80. See footnotes 68 and 70 for discrepant
viewpoints,

ibid., p. 76.

Spier, op. cit., p. 7. Bremer resigned March 16, blaming the Board of Education.
(Bzder, Leonard, "School Aide Quits and Scores Board", New York Times, March 16,
1968, p. 16.

Gittell, op. cit., p. 18. See Ocean Hill-Brownsville's - March 12 and 28, 1968
drafts. Appendices Bl and B2.
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88

89
90
91
92
93
94

. May 22, 1968 - New York State Legislature, having discarded the
Bundy Plan and the plan proposed by the Bo.rd of Regents and
supported by both Mayor Lindsay and Governor Rockefeller, enacted
the Marchi law which in effect postponed acting on decentralization
for a year. Under this law, the Board of Education is allowed to
delegate authority to local boards and the Central Board of Educa-
tion will be enlarged from 9 to 13 members. 88

. June 1968 - The Parents' Association requested that elementary
schools be removed from the Two Bridges demonstration unit, with
which they were dissatisfied.89 Dr. Friedman's term as Project
Administrator began.

« July 1968 - Board of Education and the three demonstration
boards had reached an impasse over delegation of authority.

. July 30, 1968 ~ The Final Report of the Advisory Committee on
Decentralizacion (Niemeyer Report) was issued.”+

. September 9, and 13, 1968 - The UFT struck all city schools »ecause
Ocean Hill - Brownsville had not reinstated the transferred
teachers. Two Bridges remained open and staffed. This strike,
because of the various responses, resulted in unifying the Two
Bridges Board, according to Spier. Parents sent their children
to school across the picket lines so that 30% to 50% of the pupils’
were in attendance; similarly, 20% of the teaching staff crossed
the picket lines.. The local board also hired 23 teachers to fill
vacancies. Schools were also established outside the picket lines

" by UFT volunteer teachers who conducted classes in apartments.

. September 1968 ~ Superintendent Donovan announced he would limit
his supervisory and approval functions to the "absolute minimum"
in the "spirit of decentralization' and leave to the local super-—
intendent recommendations on: personnel, textbooks and other
materials.

. October 14, 1968 - The UFT went out on strike for a third time,
Two Bridges still remained opened and staffed.

Gittell, op. cit., pp. 74, 337. See Appendix C for a comparison of
rejected plans. The enacted law is discussed below.

New York Times, op. cit., p. 70.

Gittell, op. cit., p. 15.

See Appendix D for Findings and Recommendations.

op. cit., p. 8.

ibid.

Guidelines, op. cit., p. 6.
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. December 1968 - Board of Education issuad its Guidelines to
Decentralization.95

. May 1, 1969 - The New York State Legislature enacted a new
decentralization law defining the powers and duties of the
school system.96

+ July 23, 1969 - Luis Fuentes was appointed Unit Administrator
by the Two Bridges Board. However,Justice Joseph A. Brust of
the State Supreme Court voided this decision and ordered that
Two Bridges Board Elections be held on September 18 for the
three Board vacancies.97

+ September 18, 1969 - Elections were held for the Two Bridges
Board. The three successful candidates were backed by PEACE.
The election was questioned, however, and ballots turned over
to the American Arbitration Association, who announced the
results on October 11,98

- January 1970 - Elections will be held for new community boards
'in accordance with the May 1, 1969 decentralization law. This
will end the special demonstration nature of the three units
in question.. (According to a participant these elections are
now being held in March instead, to allow sufficient time to
prepare for the elections.)

See Appendix E for recommendations.

New York State Legislature, Senate Act #5.5693, Assembly Act #A7206; "An
A~t. to Amend the Education Law . . .", May 1, 1969,

Buder, "Two Bridges Board Critics Win; Fuentes is Blocked", New York Times,
October 12, 1969, p. 42.

ibid.
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IV. WHAT AUTHORITY DOES THE TWO BRIDGES BOARD HAVE?-

Formal . -

Like the other two demonstration districts, Two Bridges presently has
little power, as noted in previous sections. The Central Board retains the
powers of: personnel hiring and firing (the Two Bridges Board hires the Pro-
ject Administrator, however); choice of curriculum; and financial budgeting
(the Central Board pays the Project Administrator's salary, for instance).

It is this lack of formal local power which has been the center of conflict in
the other two demonstration units.

-

Informal

Two Bridges has apparently been somewl:uu successful in obtaining cer-
tain informal powers over personnel and curriculum. According to an observer,
the Project Administrator is-unwillir_, to deviate from accepted norms; accepts
and respects professionals and business people; and is more acceptable to the
establishment, which has not pressured the district despite their having followed
several policies which are unacceptable to the Central Board (such as Chinese
and Puerto Rican language and Chinese, Puerto Rican and Black culture studies;
as well as the use of para-professionals and retaining 23 teachers hired during
the strike). However, according to the New York Times, Friedman, the Project
Administrator, charged that the City Board was inflexible in the use of funds.99

Decentralization

On April 30, 1969, the New York State Legislature .enacted a new decentral-
ization 1aw.l00 This law sets up a specific set of relationships and powers
among:

The City Board:. A seven-member board consisting of two Mayoral Appointees
and one elected member from each of the five boroughs. (An interim board
will be operative until a City Board can be elected). The board members'
terms are for four years. The City Board will devise a plan to divide New
York City into 30 ~ 33 districts of approximately 20,000 pupils each. It

. will also establish the size of the decentralized boards. The City Board
is the policy-makewv. It approves all actions to be taken in the areas of:
finance, new buildings, curriculum and personnel. It submits its budget
to the Mayor and allocates funds to the districts.

/ The Chancellor of the city districts, whose salary is paid by the City
Board and who serves a two through four vear term. The Chancellor acts
as a middleman between the City Board, which pays his salary, ‘and the
decentralized boards. Theoretically acting with equal powers with the
superintendents, the Chancellor is the one who submits material to the
City Board for approval. The Chancellor. operating city-wide, as opposed
to the Superintendent who operates district-wide, has advisory and juris-
distional ponwers over the schools and the decentralized boards, (with
approval from the City Board) including: curriculum; establishment of
schools; personnel; finance. M-vreover, he has certain authorities which
he was not allowed to delegate:

99

100 "Strife", op. cit., p. 70.
See footnote 99. As mentioned above, however, elections have since been thanged

to March, 1970, which will affect the time~table.

. .
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" theoretically has equal powers and duties with the Chancellor; however is -

The Decentralized (community) Superintendent, whose functions are analogous
to the former centralized superintendent. The Decentralized Superintendent

subject to the decentralized boards, which the Chancellor is not.

The Decentralized (community) Boards, which will be elected on the fourth
Tuesday of January, 1970. The Decentralized Boards appear to_have fewer
powers than current demonstration boards under this new system. They are
still denied absolute powers, and have the further encumbrance of a "Chan-
cellor". They have to apply to the City Board for Federal, State or private
funds, which are.disbursed through the Chancellor. They have limited powers
of transfer and assignment of teachers (subject to City Board approval and
contract constraints). The demonstration districts will continue until
February, 1970, when new boards will have been elected.

The City College of New York, which will operate five of the most disad-
vantaged high schools in New York City under the jurisdiction of the City
Board.

The diagram on the following page represents our judgment of the actual
powers and interactions between all parties.

Arthur D Little, l‘nc_z‘ji
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Figure 1

Powers & Interactions Under the May 1969
Decentralization Legislation
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.1 If the approval of actions and authorized disbursement are actually channeled via
the Chancellor (as the law designates), this channel will operate for ceremonial
purposes only.

2 This link is not known, but an effective Chancellor would not allow it to not exist.

3 :While the law designates the local Superintendent as equal in power to the Chancellor,
O it 1is very evident from this diagram that he cannot be if the Decentralized Board

E!Eg&;undertgkes an active role within its noted limitations in note 1 above. ‘117'7{'f
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V. WHAT ARE THE GOALS OF THE TWO BRIDGES BOARD?

The long-range, over-viding goal of the Two Bridges Board is improved educa-
tion for their children. 101 :

To obtain improved education, they feel very strongly the need to have
control over the education of their children, specifically in the areas of:
personnel; budget; curriculum; building construction, maintenance and repair;
and the hiring of outside consulting persormel.lo2 (These are presently in
direct conflict with what the Central Board is willing to delegate. Thus, local
control often becomes an end in itself and many issues are symbolic points of
confrontation over delegated authority for local control.)

*

A short-term measureable goal of reading score improvement has significance
in providing documented evidence of the effects of local control over the long-
range goal of educational improvement. Presently, this short-term goal has not
been achieved.

101 gae the Two Bridges Draft Proposal to the Ford Foundation of May 4, 1967.
102 por specific powers and functions, please see B2.
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Spler, op. cit., p. 5.
New York Times, op. cit., p. 70.

Spier, op. eit., p. 4.

ibid. ' ‘ ' _

Niemeyer Report, op. cit., p. 90; Kemble, Eugenia, New York's Experiments
in Decentralization: A Look at Three Projects, a compilation of United
Teacher articles, p. 27.

New York Times, op. cit., p. 70.

Niemeyer Report, op. cit., p. 90.

Spier, op. cit., p. 4.
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“v ibid.
27 ipid.
28 New York Times, op. cit., p. 70.
Niemeyer Report, op. cit., p. 90.

Spier, op. cit., p. 5.
32 Niemeyer, op. cit., p. 90,
New York Times, op. cit., p. 70.

Gittell, op. cit., p. 8~9. Kemwble, Eugenia, New York's Experiments in School
Decentralization: A Look at Three Projects, a compilation of articles from
United Teacher, pp. 27, 29 claimed that teachers were not involved in the
initial planning stages, yet she claimed they were paid $1,000 a month to

serve on the Planning Council. »
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Rogers, op. cit., pp., 192-193, 50,000 are members but 60,000 or more are affected.

ibid., p. 192.
ibid., p. 193. However, a confidential source indicates this is a verbal stance only

Rogers, op.cit., pp. 192~195.
ibid., p. 194,

New York Times, op. cit., p. 70. .
Niemeyer Report, op. cit.. pp. 99-100. A partictpant indicated the Board only acted
positively when necessitated by Ford or State Commissioners intervention.

Board of Education of the city of New York, Guidelines to Decentralization, New
York, December, 1968.
Gittell, op. ctr., p. 340,
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iittell, op. ClT., pP. LD, US1lNCe 1WO BYLARES Nnaa NO PLLUCIPELS, LU cue
category they were unaffected by the suit. Minter, Thomas, The Role of
Conflict in the Development and Operation of Two New York City Decentralized
School Projects, Qualifying Paper, August 1968, p. 91.

Gittell, op. cit., p. 335.

ibid, o »

Mayor's Advisory Panel on Decentralization of the New York City Schools,
Reconnection for Learning, A Community School System for New York City, 1967,
p. 1.

ibid.

Gittell, op. cit., p. l4. A participant feels that CSA and UFT feared loss of
control . '

Gittell, op. cit., pp. 4-10. - 168
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Niemeyer Report, op. cit., p. 75.
Spler, op. cit., p. 5.
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glves tne eariler date or >Spring, 1700 wnen parenis uet Lu UipLuss auw
reading scores, forming the Parent Development Program (PDP) in the
summer, 1965.

g; ibid., p. 18.
°2 ibid.

New York Times, op. cit., March 30, 1969. For a slightly differing view,
64 Bee footnote 64.

65 OB cit., p. 75,

66 2B cit., p. 5-

67 ibid.

State of New York, An Act...., in Senate and Assembly, #4622, March 30, 1967.
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wilcaLiillals wL Gl uo.x.&uuul.uuuu WUV UL A \L\Glllu.l-c-, UE . e d-L o 3 l.)- ~ e )
Niemeyer Report, op. cit., p. 75. Around this time Romig resigned and was
replaced by Lespro {n teacher). (Kemble, op. cit., p. 28.)

Niemeyer Report, op. cit., p. 76.
ibid.

Gittell, op. cit., p. 336.

Niemeyer Report, op. cit., p. 88. Minter Qualifying Paper, 0p. cit., p. 92
puts the date as August 27.

Gittell, op. cdit., p. 336.

Spier, op. cit., p. 5. Kemble, op. cit., p. 17 puts this recommendation on
November 3, at a UFT Executive Board Meeting with Bundy panel members

Kihss, Peter, "City School Designee is Challenged on uitizenship", New York
Times, October 2, 1967, p. 38.

See Reconnection for Learning - see also Appendix A of this memorandum report

for relevant excerpts. 171 ArthurDLnttle,lnc_
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86 Spier, op. cit., p. 7. Bremer resigned March 16, blaming the Board of Education.

. (Buder, Leonard, "School Aide Quits and Scores Board", New York Times, March 16,

87 1968, p. 16.
Gittell, op. cit., p. 18. See Ocean Hill-Brownsville's - March 12 and 28, 1968
drafts. Appendices Bl and B2.
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94

Gittell, op. cit., pp. 74, 337. See Appendix C for a comparison of

rejected plans. The enacted law is discussed below.
New York Times, op. cit., p. 70.

Gittell, op. cit., p. 15.

See Appendix D for Findings and Recommendations.

op. cit., p. 8.
ibid.

Guidelines, op. cit., p. 6.
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97 A.: to Amend the Education Law . . .', May 1, 1969.

Buder, "Two Bridges Board Critics Win; Fuentes is Blocked'", New York Times,
98 October 12, 1969, p. 42.

ibid.
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decentralized boards. Theoretically acting with equal powers with the
superintendents, the Chancellor is the one who submits mate.lal to the
City Board for approval. The Chancellor. operating city-wide, as opposed
to the Superintendent who operates district-wide, has advisory and juris-
distional powers over the schools and the decentralized boards, (with
approval from the City Board) including: curriculum; establishment of

schools; personnel; finance. » reover, he has certain authorities which
he was not allowed to delegate:
183 "Strife", op. cit., p. 70,
See footnote 99. As mentioned above, however, elections have since been changed
to March, 1970, which will affect the time-table.
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Notes:

If the approval of actions and authorized disbursement are actually channeled via
the Chancellor (as the law designates), this channel will operate for ceremonial
purposes only.

This link is not knowq, but an effective Chancellor would not allow it to not exis:.

While the law designates the local Superintendent as equal in power to the Chancellor,
it is very evident from this diagram that he cannot be if the Decentralized Board

undertakes an active role within ite noted limitations in note 1 above. 1'7r7




181 Seée the Two Bridges Draft Proposal to the Ford Foundation of ¥ay 4, 1967.
102 For specific powers and functions, please see B2.
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VI. IS THE LOCAL BOARD REPRESENTATIVE?

The ten-member board consists entirely of parents of children attending
school in the district,183 theoretically proportionate to the population. However,
the board consists of three Negroes, three Chinese, two Puerto Ricans and_ two
Whites (or four middle-class members and six upwardly mobile lower class)104
and the changing population consists of 19% Negroes and 117% Whites, 30% Puerto
Ricans and 40% Chinese which does not even accurately reflect the school popula-
tion (see above); therefore, technically the board is not representative.

Parents differ widely on means used to implement goals, moreover, and this has
led to internal conflicts which, as mentioned above, prevented a permanent
Board fhairman from being designated. Various parents and community groups
reportedly feel no "loyalty" to the Board, witnessed by the Parents Associations'
request, in June, 1968, that elementary schools be removed from the demonstration
unit, as they were dissatisfied with results to datelO3 and the March 1969 meeting

of the governing board where 50 parents (and teachers) "accused the board of bad
faith, incompetence and deception",106 whereupon the meeting degenerated into
accusations and recriminations. Parents are split over the issue of whether they
should follow the Project Administrator or direct him, for example.1l07 According
to an interview with a participant in the demonstration unit, various components
are pressuring for confrountation. In fact, according to an interview with an
observer, internal friction is the strongest of the three districts, centering
primarily among the Chinese, Puerto Rican and Negro factions. Black .board members,

-—for~example3~wished~tovunitenwithﬂthe$twowoxher_district boards to fight.for

- explicit powers; however, other elements, although feeling it desirable, felt too
separate from them to o s0.108 As mentioned above, community groups are in con-
Yict, such as the recent opposition which has organized into a group called PEACE
(composed of teachers and community residents), which contends that "confusion
and devisiveness" are the harvest of the governing council.

The original Project Administrator~did much to involve the community in the
planning of the board,109 and an extensive election campaign was developed to
provide community involvement. 110 The elected representatives do participate
actively; the Two Bridges Board works very hard for the community. According to
an observer in an interview in October, 1968, they spend close to 40 hours a
week visiting schools, talking to parents and students, trying to reform curricula,
etc.. (reason for their fight for funds.to reimburse board members). The Project
"Administrator himself apparently meets with members of various community groups
every two weeks to communicate aims and goals; to learn of resources and services
which they can offer; and to understand what support they would like from the
Two Bridges Board. '

v So if not technically representative, the board does appear to attempt to
‘ "understand and supply community needs.
©103 0 , : .
,‘ The early Planning Council, which purported having teacher and principal representa-"
‘ tion, had difficulty keeping two segments on Board. Minter Qualifying Paper, p. 90.
104 - >
105 Spier, op. cit., p. 7, This may have changed with the September elections.
 ‘106‘ Niemeyer Report, op. cit., p. 90.
1107 New York Times, op. cit., p. 70.

P Spier, op. cit., p.- 7 -
- 108 —,
: ibid. :
#0109 - X :
i Niemeyer Keport, op. cit., p. 76.
0 yh44., p. 78, - , 179
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VII. WHAT HAS THE BOARD ACCOMPLISHED?

It has implemented new social studies programs on a trial basis.lll

It has obtained Federal funds for multi-lingual instructiOn.112

It has implemented programmed math courses.113

It has made plans for the use of-para—professionals.114

It has organized a community education committee, to act as its advisor.115

" It has revampled the local headquarters staff.116

Yet, according to an interview with a participant in 1968, it had failed at
that time to improve the children's education by any demonstratable measure.

According to Spierll7, the major change which the board has instituted 1s
the .community and parent interest and involvement in education. The average
board meeting is attended by 200 people; parent aildes from all major ethnic
groups work in the schools with non-English speaking children; even the churches
are playing a more active role.118 Operation Qutreach, funded by the Institute
for Communitg Studies, has been introduced to help reach more parents in the
community.ll

11; New York Times, op. cit., p. 70,
113 ibid.
ibid.
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VIII. IS THE LOCAL hOARDS' POLICY-MAKING PRIVATE OR PUBLIC?

We have no information on this point other than the knowledge that public
disagreements on issues have occurred between community groups and between
local boards and professionals (teachers and principals).

181
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A COMMUNITY SCHOOL SYSTEM FOR NEW YORK CITY

SUMNMARY OF

RECONVINMENDATIONS

Inorderto...

* increase community awareness and participation
in the development of educational policy closely
related to the diverse needs and aspirations of
the city's population, _

* open new channels and incentives to educational

" innovation and excellence,

s achieve greater flexibility in the administralion
of the schools,
afford the children, parents, teachers, other edu-
cators, and the city at large a single school sys-
tem that combines the advantages of big-city
cducation with the opportunities of the finest
small-city and suburban educational systems,
and

strengthen the individual school as an urban in-

stitution that enhances a sense of community

and encourages close coordination and cooper-
ation with other governinental and private ef-
forts to advance the vrell-being of children and

i
L

Q

ERIC"

PArunext provided oy eric [

all others, i
* all with the cenitral _purpose of advancing the.

educational achievement and opportunities of *

the children in the public schools of New York
City,
the Mayor's Advisory Panel on Decentralization of

»lhc New York City schools recommencs:*
1."The New York City public schools should be

reorganized into a Community School System,

¢ f‘_JUmbcrs in parentheses refer t0 sections of the draft legisla-
tion, Part VI, that begins on page 77. Detailed discussion of
tach recommendation is found in Part i1, beginning on page 15.

,Source: Reconnection for Learning, o

' 5.7 Thie State Comifiiissic.. orof Education and-the
¢ity's central educational agency shall retain their ~

consisting of a federation of largely autonomous
school districts and a central education agency.
(Section 2)

2. From thirty to no more than sixty Community
School Districts should be created, ranging in size
from about 12,000 to 40,000 pupils — large enough
to offer a full range of educational services and ye*
small enough to promote administrative flexibility
and proximity to community needs and diversity.
(Section 3) .

3. The Community School Districts should have
authority for all regular elementary and secondary
education within their boundaries and responsi-
bility for adhering to State education standards.
(Section 6)

4. A central education agency, together with a
Superintendent of Schools and his staff, should
have operating responsibility for special educa-
tionasi functions and citywide educational policies.
It should also provide certain centralized services
to the Community School Districts and others on

_.the districts’ request. (Section 8)
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responsibilities for the maintenance of educational
standards in all public schools in the city. (Sec-
tions 8 and 19)’ -

""" The "Community” St‘:ho‘ol"'Districts“us_hould_,.-fbe
governed by boar:: of education s lected ini ‘part

1&3

o e

s.cit., p. LII, p. IV,
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by parents and in part by the Mayor from lists of
candidates maintained by the central education
agency, and membership on the beards should be
open to parents and nonparent residents of a
District. (Section 5)

7. The central education agency should consist
of one or the' other of the followmg governing
bodies:

— A commission of three full-time members ap-
pointed by the Mayor, or

— A Board of Education that includes a majority
of :nembers nominated by the Community School
Districts. The Mayor should select these members
from a list submitted by an assembly of chairmen
of Community School Boards. The others should be
chosen by the Mayor from nominations by a
screening panel somewhat broader than the cur-
rent panel. (Section 7)

8. Community School Districts should receive a
total annual allocation of operating funds, deter-.
mined by an objective and equitable formula,

- which they should be permitted to use with the
widest possible discretion within educational
standards and goals and union contract obliga-
tions. (Section 15)

9. Community School Districts should have
broad personnel powers, including the hiring of a
community superintendent on a contract basis.
(Sections 6a and 9)

10. All existing tenure rights of teachers and
supervisory personnel should be preserved as the
reorganized system goes into effect. Thereafter ten-
ure of new personnel cmployed in a particular Dis-
trict should be awaraed by the District. (Section
11) T

11. The process of qualification for appointment
and promotion in the system should be so revised
~er = ..that-Commusity ‘School Districts will be free to

.\)
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hire teachers and other professional staff from t
widest possible sources so long as hiring {8 comp
titive and appllcants meet state quahﬁcatlon
(Section 11)

12, Community School Boards should estabhs
procedures and channels for the closest possib
consultation with parents, community resident
teachers, and supervisory personnel at the individ
ual-school level and with associations of parent
teachers, and supervisors. : T

13. The central education agency should hav
authority and responsibility for advancing racia
integration by all practicable means. (Section 8vi
The State Commissioner of Education should hav
authority, himself or through delegation to the cen
tral education. agency under guidelines, to over
rule measures that support segregation or othe
practices inimical to an open society. (Section 19

14. The Community School System should gd
into effect for the school year beginning Septem
ber, 1969, assuming passage of legislation in thd
1968 Legislature. (Section 5) . -

. 15. The main responsibility for supervising and
momtormg the transition from the existing system
to the Community School System should rest wit
the State Commissioner of Education. The princi
pal planning and operational functions should be
assigned to a Temporary Commission on Transi-
tion that should work closely with the current
Board of Education, the Superintendent of Schools
and his staff. (Section 20) .

16. The transition period should include exten-
sive programs of discussion and orientation on
operations and responsibilities under the Co'nmu-
nity School System and on educational goals gen-
erally. School Board members should be afforded
opportunities for training and provided with tech-
nical assistance on budgeting, cumculum. and
other school funcnons s
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* March 12, 1968

A Draft Constitutlon for the

Demonstratien Decentralization Project

ARTICLE I, DEMONSTRATION DECENTRALIZATION PROJECT,

Section 1, ~Estnblishrﬁent.

a, There i heje

Project for

by created a Denons"ration Decentralxzation

_hereinafter designated as the
Demonstration Projcct,

Section 2, Arca of' Operation,

a, The following schools identify the area of the
Demonstration Pro_]cct:-'{)s 'B’ Y’L 137- \(M L’l{’ Q,l —-\gS

Section 3, Administraflon of the Demonstratzon Project,

a, The pemonstration ProjeCt‘shall‘Ec administered by )

1

a Governing Board as established under Article II of this Constitution.

ARTICIE II, THE GOVERNING BOARD,

Section !, Selection and Coqgos;txon.

a, The parents, resldents, and, i” deemed desirable by the

community, the professional staff,of the Demonstration Project

R '
community shall select the members of the Governing Board, Elections

of mombers of the 60vern1n" Board shall be conducted under the super

e

wvision ‘of "an” ob;ective neutrar‘pakﬁy'ﬁith ar publi hed“sot*of“etcction* e ol

rules and procedur&s established by by-laws to ensurc a fair and

hohggéﬁéfééﬁfon:”“ﬂleccion procedures shall meet the prior approval
of the Board of Education, |

‘b, The bodrd.of Education recognizes the exlisting Govemning.
Béard of the Demonstration Project as ha?!ng been elected in accordance

with subsection a of this section, 186
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¢, There shall be not less than five nof more than
twenty-five‘membcrs of the Governing Board,

d. G;verning Board members shall serve fof a ternm to
be fixea in the by-laws of the Governing Board, Terms of members

shall be staggered,

Section 2, Functions of the Governing Board, In General,

a, The Board of Education hereby recognizes the Governing
Board as the agency responsible for the conduct within the Demonstra-
tion Project of the education of the children of the community in the
public school under the jurisdiction of the Governing Board, In
the exercise of that function, the Governihg Boara'shall be re-
sponsible to the Board of Education, ) . !
b, The'Governﬁng Bozrd shall édOpt such by-laws for

the performance of its functions as it deems appropriate,

Section 3, Instructional Functions.,

a, The Governing Board shall establish the curriculum ana

program to be taught in each school within its jurisdiction subject

to the requirements imposed by State law or by the Board of Regents

or the State Commissioner of Educatior, . @
b, The Governing Board shall select and purchase the

textbooks to be,used in thc.schools within its jurisdiction prqvide& \“

that they shall not violate the prohibitlion of Section 704 of the .

Education law, ‘ ik

G . X

¢, The Governing Board shall determine the méfhods of 2

instruction and shall exercise control over other educational b

policies In the schools within its jurisdiction,

d, In the exerci<e of functions vested in the Governing.

187



Board under this Article, the Governing Board shall act only afrer
recciving the advice of the Unlt Administrator created by Article IIl
of this Constitutio.,

Scction 4, Personnel,

a, Within budgetary allotménts and subdect to applicable
State law, the Govcrning Board may create and fill any position
within chcipedagagicnl or administrative staff of the schoolf within
the Demonstratlion Project and of the feadguarters of the Demonséra-
tion Projeoct,

b, The Coverning Board shall appoint, subjcct to con-
firmation by the Board of Educatlion, a Unit Adminlstrator who shall
be the chief professional sUperv;sory officer of the Demonstration
Project, iiis qualificatién; and duties shail be as provided by
Article III of this Coustltution;

¢, The Governing Board shall recommend to the Board of
.Education, upon prior nominaﬁion by the Unit Adﬁinistrator, cancicates
for the appo{ntment to vacancles for the posiﬁion of (Acting) Principal
in schools in the Demonstration Project, pending the promulgation of
ynew legally established lists of eligibles for Principal, Demonstration
Elercntary Schqols} TAftcr the creation of such 1istﬁ,'the Covern?ng
Board, subject to conf;rmation by the Board of Education, shaii sclect
principals from the lists,

e, .All other instructional personnel éh;l;mbe”appgjncedm

by the Governing Board, subject to the rcqulreménts of State law and
subjcect to ccnfirmation, where necessary, of the Board of Education,

e, The Coverning Board shall cppoint up to two censultants

138

259
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to assist tliem in the performance of thelr functlons,‘which positions
shall be free of the requirements imposed upon regular civil service )
or pedagogical personnel,

f. The Governing Board shall recommend ﬁo the Board of
Education, uﬁon the advice of the Unit Administrator, £ removal
or denial of probation of any teacher or supervisor who fails to
meet the standards of performance established by the Governing Qpard
or che'Board of Educatlion. l

g. The Governing Board shall have the power to transfer
teachers and supervisory personncl among the schools within the
Demonstration Ptgéqpt, stbject go requiromenCS of State lew and of

. the collective bargalni£g>agreeﬁent between the Board of Educatlion
.and the United F?der;tlon of Teachcrs.‘

h, The Bourd of Education shall establish one school within
the Domonstration Projcct as a training school for teaclhiers; the
Coverning Board shall have the same power over the operation and
staffing of that school ¢ 113 the Board of Education.

i, Prior to the nagotiation of any agreemant between the
'Pvardiof Education and the United Federatlon of Teachers, the Board ~

oE\Education shall consult with the Governing Board concerning
modifications, additiéns, or omissions to the agreement as 1? affects

the functioning of the Governing Board.

Section 5, Budgetary Powers,

\

a, The Board of £ducation shall, for each fiscal year,
after cousultin; with the Coverning Board, allocate a sum of monecy

to the Governing Board for the performance of its functions, That

189
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... law to the Board of Educatlon,
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allocation shali {n-lude all operating funds except salaries of
{nstructlional parsonnel, The allocation shall be in accordance with
én appropriate Qnd cquitable formula,

b. Subjzct only to the requirecments. of State and City
law, funds allocated tc the Governing Board shall be obligated and
expended by the Governing Board as it de”ormines appropriate for the
acéomplishmcnt of its.educational responsuibilities,

c:“ The Governing Board may, within the provislons of
applicadble Fedol. and State law, apply for governmental or privétc
funds to supplement the allocation by thé Board of Education of
budgetary funds,

d., If tue Board of Education undcrcakcé to construct a
schoonl to serve the Demon%cgation Project community, the funds for
construction of the school shall be allocated to the Coveraning Board.,.
In cafrying out the construction, decisions about location, deslgn and
all othor matters shall be subject to the approval of the Béard of
Education,

Section 6, Contractual Powers,

a, The Governing Board shall have the same power to contract
for goods and services, including textbooks, supplies, maintenance e
a nd construction as has been delegated by State law to the Beoard of -

Education, subject to the same rossrictions made applicable by chtdﬁ

s

ARTICLE III, THE UNIT ADMINISTRATCR,

Scetion 1, Qualifications,

a, The Unit Administrator whose manner-of appolntment is

el ,memgllgomm _,“mmm.w_fmmmMMM;mwmww
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described in Section 4b of Article II of this Constitution, must
possess or be cﬁ:itled to a New York City license as.an elementary or-
secondary school principal or a New York State certification for the:
same position,

Section 2, Duties,

a, The Unit Administrator shail attend all ﬁeetlngs of
the Qovcrnlng Board,

b, The Unit Administrato:x shall have such powers as are
delegated to him bx the Governing Board,

¢, The Unit administrator shall report to the Governing

Board as appropiiate, and shall prepare an annual rcport for sube

" mission to and approval of the Governing Board,

'd. The Unit Adminlstrator shall develop effectlive working
relationships with the Supsrintendent of Schools but he shall re-

»ain responsible to the policy directives of the Governing Board,

. ARTICLE IV, LEGISIATIVE CHAKGE, . -

S~
Section 1. Additional Powars,

a.'"Such additional powers as may be granted to the Board

of Education by ncwnlegislation for the benefit of the Demonstration

Project shall be vested in the Demonstration Project by the Board of

N [

Education, The Board of Education shall join with the Governiﬁg
Board in sccking such change in the arca of selection of supervisory
personnel, . o h ) —

Scétion 2., Decentralization of the New York City School System,

H
o o

a; The Board of Education will join with the Governing
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Board In sceking to ensure that any legislation designed to deccntralize
the New York City School Syste:n contaln provisions which will guarantce
the continuaEion of the Governing Board and Demonstration Project as
created by this Constitution, If the legislaﬁion contains discgétionary
povers to retain the Demonstration Projecﬁs, the Board of Educarion
shall exercise such discretion in favor of retention of the Project

within the terms of Article VI, section 2, of this Constitution,

ARTICLE Vv, EVALUATION, ' ~

Scction 1, 1969 Evaluation,

a, Durine the months of February and March of 1969
the Governing Board, throughvsuch meang as it deems appropriate,
" supported by funds allocatcd for thik purpose by the Board of Educatien,
shall cdnduct a thovough sclffqvaluatian, The results of such evaqu
ation shall be reflected in the annual report for 1968-1969,

Section 2. 1970 ¥valuation,

a, During the months of January and February of 1970,
the Board of FRducation shall employ an independent agency to evaluate

the Demonstration Project,

ARTICLE VI, DURATION,

1

Section 1, Effcctive Date,

.a. Thié Constitution shall become effective when signed
by the President of the Board of Education and by the Chairman of
the Govéghing Board, Such sfgnnture shall constitute offi;ial
récog;itidn ofthe Governing Board and of the Demonstration Project
by.the Board of Education,

S

Scction 2. Termination.

a, Unless earlier terminated b& the Board of Education

ERIC S 192
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VI. IS THE LOCAL BOARD REPRESENTATIVE?

The ten-member board consists entirely of parents of children attending
school in the district,183 theoretically proportionate to the population. However,
the board consists of three Negroes, three Chinese, two Puerto Ricans and two
Whites (or four middle-class members and six upwardly mobile lower class)lo4
and the changing population consists of 197% Negroes and 11% Whites, 30% Puerto
Ricans and 40% Chinese which does not even accurately reflect the school popula-
tion (see above); therefore, technically the board is not representative.

Parents differ widely on means used to imp.lement goals, moreover, and this has
led to internal conflicts which, as mentioned above, prevented a permanent
Board fhairman from being designated. Various parents and community groups
reportedly feel no "loyalty" to the Board, witnessed by the Parents Associations'
request, in June, 1968, that elementary schools be removed from the demonstration
unit, as they were dissatisfied with results to datelO3 and the March 1969 meeting

of the governing board where 50 parents (and teachers) "accused the board of bad
faith, incompetence and deception",106 whereupon the meeting degenerated into
accusations and recriminations. Parents are split over the issue of whether they
should follow the Project Administrator or direct him, for example.1l07 According
to an interview with a participant in the demonstration unit, various components
are pressuring for confrontation. In fact, according to an interview with an
observer, internal friction is the strongest of the three districts, centering
primarily among the Chinese, Puerto Rican and Negro factions. Black .board members,

-~—for~example3~wished~tovunitenwithﬂtheétwowoxher_district boards to fight.for

- explicit powers; however, other elements, although feeling it desirable, felt EOU
separate from them to o s0.108 As mentioned above, community groups are in con-

lict, such as the recent opposition which has organized into a group called PEACE

(composed of teachers and community residents), which contends that '"confusion
and devisiveness" are the harvest of the governing council.

The original Project Administrator~did much to involve the community in the
planning of the board,109 and an extensive election campaign was developed to
provide community involvement. 110 The elected representatives do participate
actively; the Two Bridges Board works very hard for the community. According to
an observer in an interview in October, 1968, they spend close to 40 hours a
week visiting schools, talking to parents and students, trying to reform curricula,
etc. (reason for their fight for funds.to reimburse board members). The Project
‘Administrator himself apparently meets with members of various community groups
every two weeks to communicate aims and goals; to learn of resources and services

which they can offer; and to understand what support they would like from the
Two Bridges Board. '

v So if not technically representative, the board does appear to attempt to

- understand and supply community needs.

103 - , . i
T The early Planning Council, which purported having teacher and principal representa- "\;

104 tion, had difficulty keeping two segments on Board. Minter Qualifying Paper, p. 90. @

Y 105 Spier, op. cit., p. 7,. This may have changed with the September elections. :

E$’f106‘ Niemeyer Report, op. cit., p. 90.

New York Times, op. cit., p. 70.

- 107 Spier, op. cit., p. 7 -
-~ 108 _—
109 ibid. :
Niemeyer Keport, op. cit., p. 764
» 110 =
. ibid., p. 78. . 179
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VII. WHAT HAS THE BOARD ACCOMPLISHED?

It has implemented new social studies programs on a trial basis.lll

It has obtained Federal funds for multi-lingual instruction.112

It has implemented programmed math courses.113

114

It has made plans for the use of para-professionals.

It has organized a community education committee, to act as its advisor.ll5

" It has revampled the local headquarters staff.116

Yet, according to an interview with a participant in 1968, it had failed at
that time to improve the children's education by any demonstratable measure.

According to Spierll7, the major change which the board has instituted 1is
the community and parent interest and involvement in education. The average
board meeting is attended by 200 people; parent aides from all major ethnic
groups work in the schools with non-English speaking children; even the churches
are playing a more active role.118 Operation Outreach, funded by the Institute
for Communitg Studies, has been introduced to help reach more parents in the
community.ll

11; New York Times, op. cit., D. 70,
ibid.
- 113
, . ibid.
114
115 ibid.
T3> ibid. s
116 et
R ibid.
2 0117
118 op. cit., P. 8.

ﬁlp ﬁﬁf , ‘180
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VIII. IS THE LOCAL hOARDS' POLICY-MAKING PRIVATE OR PUBLIC?

We have no information on this point other than the knowledge that public
disagreements on issues have occurred between community groups and between
local boards and professionals (teachers and principals).

181
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A COMMUNITY SCHOOL SYSTEM FOR NEW YORK CITY

SUMNMARY OF

RECONVINMENDATIONS

Inorderto...

* increase community awareness and participation
in the development of educational policy closely
related to the diverse needs and aspirations of
the city's population, _

* open new channels and incentives to educational

" innovation and excellence,

s achieve greater flexibility in the administralion
of the schools,

¢ afford the children, parents, teachers, other edu-
cators, and the city at large a single school sys-
tem that combines the advantages of big-city
cducation with the opportunities of the finest
small-city and suburban educational systems,
and

strengthen the individual school as an urban in-

stitution that enhances a sense of community

and encourages close coordination and cooper-
ation with other governinental and private ef-
forts to advance the vrell-being of children and

i
R

O
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all others, i
¢ all with the cenitral _purpose of advancing the.

educational achievement and opportunities of "

the children in the public schools of New York
City,
the Mayor's Advisory Panel on Decentralization of

»lhc New York City schools recommencs:*
1.°The New York City public schools should be

reorganized into a Community School System,

¢ f‘_iumbcrs in parentheses refer t0 sections of the draft legisla-
tion, Part VI, that begins on page 77. Detailed discussion of
each recommendation is found in Part il, beginning on page 15,

"So,urce: Reconnection for Learning, o

consisting of a federation of largely autonomous
school districts and a central education agency.
(Section 2)

2. From thirty to no more than sixty Community
School Districts should be created, ranging in size
from about 12,000 to 40,000 pupils — large enough
to offer a full range of educational services and ye*
small enough to promote administrative flexibility
and proximity to community needs and diversity.
(Section 3) .

3. The Community School Districts should have
authority for all regular elementary and secondary
education within their boundaries and responsi-
bility for adhering to State education standards.
(Section 6)

4. A central education agency, together with a
Superintendent of Schools and his staff, should
have operating responsibility for special educa-
tionasi functions and citywide educational policies.
It should also provide certain centralized services
to the Community School Districts and others on

_.the districts’ request. (Section 8)

253

Lity's central educational agency shall retain their :

responsibilities for the maintenance of educational
standards in all public schools in the city. (Sec-
tions 8 and 19)’ -

6. The "Community” Sého‘o’l”'DistriCtsu”s_hould_;’be
governed by boar:: of education s lected in ‘part

1¢3

o e

.cit., p. III, p. IV
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by parents and in part by the Mayor from lists of
candidates maintained by the central education
agency, and membership on the beards should be
open to parents and nonparent residents of a
District. (Section 5) _

7. The central education agency should consist
of one or the' other of the followmg governing
bodies:

— A commission of three full-time members ap-
pointed by the Mayor, or

- A Board of Education that includes a majority
of :nembers nominated by the Community School
Districts. The Mayor should select these members
from a list submitted by an assembly of chairmen
of Community School Boards. The others should be
chosen by the Mayor from nominations by a
screening panel somewhat broader than the cur-
rent panel. (Section 7)

8. Community School Districts should receive a

total annual allocation of operating funds, deter-.

mined by an objective and equitable formula,

- which they should be permitted to use with the

widest possible discretion within educational
standards and goals and union contract obliga-
tions. (Section 15)

9. Community School Districts should have
broad personnel powers, including the hiring of a
community superintendent on a contract basis.
(Sections 6a and 9)

10. All existing tenure rights of teachers and
supervisory personnel should be preserved as the
reorganized system goes into effect. Thereafter ten-
ure of new personnel cmployed in a particular Dis-
trict should be awaraed by the District. (Section
11) T

11. The process of qualification for appointment
and promotion in the system should be so revised

...<that~Comm;m‘if§' 'School Districts will be free to

RECONNECTION FOR LEARNI

hire teachers and other professional staff from t
widest possible sources so long as hiring i comp
titive and applicants meet state qualification
(Section 11)

12, Community School Boards should estabhs
procedures and channels for the closest possib
consultation with parents, community resident
teachers, and supervisory personnel at the indivi
ual-school level and with associations of parent
teachers, and supervisors. Coat

13. The central education agency should hav
authority and responsibility for advancing raciz
integration by all practicable means. (Section 8vi
The State Commissioner of Education should havq
authority, himself or through delegation to the cen
tral education. agency under guidelines, to over
rule measures that support segregation or othe
practices inimical to an open society. (Section 19

14. The Community School System should gd
into effect for the school year beginning Septem
ber, 1969, assuming passage of legislation in tha
1968 Legislature. (Section 5) E

_ 15, The main responsibility for supervxsmg and
momtormg the transition from the existing system
to the Community School System should rest wit
the State Commissioner of Education. The princi
pal planning and operational functions should be
assigned to a Temporary Commission on Transi-
tion that should work closely with the current
Board of Education, the Superintendent of Schools
and his staff. (Section 20) .

16. The transition period should include exten-
sive programs of discussion and orientation on
operations and responsibilities under the Co'nmu-
nity School System and on educational goals gen-
erally. School Board members should be afforded
opportunities for training and provided with tech-
nical assistance on budgeting, cumculum. and
other school funcnons s
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* March 12, 1968

A Draft Constitutlon for the

Demonstratien Decentralization Project

ARTICLE I, DEMONSTRATION DECENTRALIZATION PROJECT,

Section 1, ~Estnblishrﬁent.

a, There i heje
Project for A\

Demonstration Projcct,

by created a Denons"ration Decentralxzation

_hereinafter designated as the

Section 2, Arca of' Operation,

a, The following schools identify the area of the
Demonstration Pro_]cct:-'{)s 'B’ Y’L 137- \(M L’l{’ Q,l —-\gS

Section 3, Administraflon of the Demonstratzon Project,

a, The pemonstration ProjeCt‘shall‘Ec administered by )

1

a Governing Board as established under Article II of this Constitution.

ARTICIE II, THE GOVERNING BOARD,

Section !, Selection and Coqgos;txon.

a, The parents, resldents, and, i” deemed desirable by the

community, the professional staff,of the Demonstration Project

R '
community shall select the members of the Governing Board, Elections

of mombers of the 60vern1n" Board shall be conducted under the super

e

“ision ‘of "an” obJective neutrar‘paLEﬁ'ﬁitﬁ~n“publi hed“sof*of“etcction* T IEIET

rules qnd procecures established by by-laws to ensurc a fair and

o

honesé”&léﬁt{ont”“ﬂlecc1on procedures shall meet the prior approval
of the Board of Education, | |

b. The ’;.odrd .of Education recognizes the exlisting Govemning.
Board of the Demonstration Project as ha?!ng been elected in accordance

with subsection a of this section, 186
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¢, There shall be not less than five nof more than
twenty-five‘membcrs of the Governing Board,

d. G;verning Board members shall serve for a term to
be fixea in the by-laws of the Governing Board, Terms of members

shall be staggered,

Section 2, Functions of the Governing Board, In General,

a, The Board of Education hereby recognizes the Governing
Board as the agency responsible for the conduct within the Demonstra«
tion Project of the education of the children of the community in the
public school under the jurisdiction of the Governing Board, In
the exercise of that function, the Governihg Boara'shall be re-
sponsible to the Board of Education, i . '
b, The.Governﬁng Bozrd shall édOpt such by-laws for

the performance of its functlons as it deems appropriate,

Section 3, Instructional Functions.,

a, The Governing Board shall establish the curriculum ana

program to be taught in each school within its jurisdiction subject

to the requirements imposed by State law or by the Board of Regents

or the State Commissioner of Educatior, o i
b, The Governing Board shall select and purchase the
textbooks to be,used in the schools within its jurisdiction provide& !"

that they shall not violate the prohibitlion of Secction 704 of the .

Education law, ’ it

R - /'

c. The Governing Board shall determine the mefhods of 1

instruction and shall exercise control over other educational \

policies In the schools within its jurisdiction,

d, In the exerci<e of functions vested in the Governing.

187
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Board under this Article, the Governing Board shall act only afrer
recciving the advice of the Unlt Administrator created by Article IIl
of this Constitutio.,

Scction 4, Personnel,

a, Within budgetary allotménts and subdect to applicable
State law, the Govcrning Board may create and fill any position
within chcipedagagicnl or administrative staff of the schoolf within
the Demonstratlion Project and of the feadguarters of the Demonséra-
tion Projeoct,

b, The Coverning Board shall appoint, subjcct to con-
firmation by the Board of Educatlion, a Unit Adminlstrator who shall
be the chief professional sUperv;sory officer of the Demonstration
Project, iiis qualificatién; and duties shail be as provided by
Article III of this Coustltution;

¢, The Governing Board shall recommend to the Board of
.Education, upon prior nominaﬁion by the Unit Adﬁinistrator, cancicates
for the appo{ntment to vacancles for the posiﬁion of (Acting) Principal
in schools in the Demonstration Project, pending the promulgation of
ynew legally established lists of eligibles for Principal, Demonstration
Elercntary Schqols} TAftcr the creation of such 1istﬁ,'the Covern?ng
Board, subject to conf;rmation by the Board of Education, shaii sclect
principals from the lists,

e, .All other instructional personnel éh;l;mbe”appgjncedm

by the Governing Board, subject to the rcqulreménts of State law and
subjcect to ccnfirmation, where necessary, of the Board of Education,

e, The Coverning Board shall cppoint up to two censultants
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to assist tliem in the performance of thelr functlons,'which positions
shall be free of the requirements imposed upon regular civil service )
or pedagogical personnel,

f. The Governing Board shall recommend ﬁo the Board of
Education, uﬁon the advice of the Unit Administrator, £ removal
or denial of probation of any teacher or supervisor who fails to
meet the standards of performance established by the Governing Qpard
or che'Board of Educatlion. l

g. The Governing Board shall have the power to transfer
teachers and supervisory personncl among the schools within the
Demonstration Ptgéqpt, stbject go requiromenCS of State lew and of

. the collective bargalni£g>agreeﬁent between the Board of Educatlion
.and the United F?der;tlon of Teachcrs.‘

h, The Bourd of Education shall establish one school within
the Domonstration Projcct as a training school for teaclhiers; the
Coverning Board shall have the same power over the operation and
staffing of that school ¢ 113 the Board of Education.

i, Prior to the nagotiation of any agreemant between the

'”Pvardiof Education and the United Federatlon of Teachers, the Board ~
oE\Education shall consult with the Governing Board concerning
modifications, additiéns, or omissions to the agreement as 1? affects
the functioning of the Governing Board, |

Section 5, Budgetary Powers,

\

a, The Board of £ducation shall, for each fiscal year,
after cousultin; with the Coverning Board, allocate a sum of monecy

to the Governing Board for the performance of its functions, That
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allocation shalf {n-lude all operating funds except salaries of
{nstructional parsonncl, The allocation shall be in accordance with
an appropriate and cquitable formula,

b, Subject only to the requircments.of State and City
law, funds allocated tc the Governing Board shall be obligated and
expended by the Governing Board as it de”ormines appropriate for the

accomplishment of its educational responsuibilities,

¢, The Governing Board may, within the provislons of
applicadble Fedol. and State law, apply for governmental or privétc
funds to supplement the allocation by thé Board of Education of
budgetary funds,

d., If tue Board of Education undcrcakcé to construct a
schoonl to serve the Demon%cgation Project community, the funds for
construction of the school shall be allocated to the Coveraning Board.,.
In cafrying out the construction, decisions about location, deslgn and
all other matters shall be subject to the approval of the Board of
Education,

Section 6, Contractual Powers,

a, The Governing Board shall have the same power to contract

e for goods and services, including tcxgbooks, supplies, maintenance
a nd conscrucc?on as has bezen delegated by Stafc law to the Board of -
Education, subject to the same restrictions made applicable by Sggtdf

... law to the Board of Educatlon,

ARTICLE III, THE UNIT ADMINISTRATCR,

Scetion 1, Qualifications,

a, The Unit Administrator whose manner-of appolntment is

ERIC
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described in Scction 4b of Article II of this Constltution, must
possess or be cﬁ:itled to a New York City license as.an elementary or-
secondary school principal or a New York State certification for the:‘
same position,

Section 2, Duties,

a, The Unit Administrator shail attend all ﬁeetlngs of
the Govcrnlng Board,

b, The Unit Administrato:x shall have such powers as are
delegated to him bx the Governing Board,

¢, The Unit administrator shall report to the Governing

Board as appropiiate, and shall prepare an annual rcport for sube

" mission to and approval of the Governing Board,

'd. The Unit Adminlstrator shall develop effectlive working
relationships with the Supsrintendent of Schools but he shall re-

»ain responsible to the policy directives of the Governing Board,

. ARTICLE IV, LEGISIATIVE CHAKGE, . -

S~
Section 1. Additional Powars,

a, ‘Such additional powers as may be granted to the Board

of Education by nc@mlegislation for the benefit of the Demonstration

Project shall be vested ih"thg Demonstration Project by the Board of

Education, The Board of Educagibn chall join Qith the Governi;

Board in seccking such change in the arca of selection of supervisory

pcrsonngl. . T L —
Scétion 2, Decentralization of the New York Ci:XkSchool System,

i
H
o o

a, The Board of Education will join with the Governing

= vip
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Board In sceking to ensure that any legislation designed to deccntralize
the New York City School Syste:n contaln provisions which will guarantce
the continuaEion of the Governing Board and Demonstration Project as
created by this Constitution, If the legislaﬁion contains discgétionary
povers to retain the Demonstration Projecﬁs, the Board of Educarion
shall exercise such discretion in favor of retention of the Project

within the terms of Article VI, section 2, of this Constitution,

ARTICLE Vv, EVALUATION, ' ~

Scction 1, 1969 Evaluation,

a, Durine the months of February and March of 1969

the Governing Board, through such means as it deems appropriate,

" supported by funds allocatcd for thik purpose by the Board of Educatien,

shall cdnduct a thovough self-ecvaluatian, The results of such evalu-
ation shall be reflected in the annual report for 1968-1969,

Section 2. 1970 ¥valuation,

a, During the months of January and February of 1970,
the Board of FRducation shall employ an independent agency to evaluate
the Demonstration Project,

ARTICLE VI, DURATION,

1

Section 1, Effcctive Date,

.a. Thié Constitution shall become effective when signed
by the President of the Board of Education and by the Chairman of
the Govéghing Board, Such sfgnnture shall constitute offi;ial
récog;itidn ofthe Governing Board and of the Demonstration Project
by.the Board of Education,

S

Scction 2. Termination.

a, Unless earlier terminated b& the Board of Education
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Draft Guidelines for a Demonstration Project

Preamble: In order to demonstrate the manner.in which com-
munity, control of the school system can improve the schools as
basic and essential institutions of our society, the Board of Educa-
tion and the governing board of the______‘Demonstration Project

hereby declare these to be the guidelines for the operation of the .

Demonstration Project.

Atticle I: Demonstration Project
Section 1: Creation of Demonstration Project

a. There is hereby created a Demongtration Project for
, hereinafter designated as the Demonstration Project.

Section 2: Area of Operation

a. The following are the geographic boundaries of and the
schools within the Demonstration Project:

Section 3: Administration of the Demonsiration Project

a. The Demonstration Project shall he administered by,a gov-
erning board as established under Article II of these guidelines.

Article II: The Governing Board
Section 1: Selection and Composition

a. The parents, residents, and, if so designated by the bylaws,
the professional staff of the Demonstration Project shall select the
members of the governing board. Elections of members of the gov-
eming board shall be conducted in accordance with a published
set of election rules and procedure: established by bylaws to ensure
a fair and honest election. '

b. The Board of Education recognizes the existing governing
board of tne Demonstration Project as having been elected in
accordance with subsection (a) of this section.

suBMITTED by the Ocean Hill-Brownsville governing .board to the superin-
tendent of schools, March. 26,1968, as part of the negotiations for a clear
grant of power to the local board. X

Source; Gittell, op.cit., PP. 19-24
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c. Governing board members shall serve for a term to be fixed
in the bylaws of the governing board. Terms of office of the mem-
bers shall be staggered.

Section 2: General Functions of the Governing Board

a. The Board of Education hereby recognizes the governing
board as the agency responsible for the conduct within the Demon.
stration Project of the education of the children of the community
in the public schools under the jurisdiction of the governing board.
In the exercise of those functions, including functions described in
sections 3-6 of this Article, the governing board shall be account-
able to the parents and residents of the community.

b. The governing board shall adopt such bylaws for the per-
formarice of its functions as it deems appropriate.

Section 3: Instructional Functions

a. The governing board shall establish the curriculum and
program to be taught in cach school within its jurisdiction.

b. The governing board shall select and purchase directly the
textbooks to be used in the schools within its jurisdiction.

c. The govering board shall determine the methods of in-
struction and shall exercise control over other educational policies
in the schools within its jurisdiction. :

d. In the excrcise of functions vested in the governing board
under this Article, the governing board shall consult with the unit
administrator created by section 4 of this Article.

~

Section 4: Personnel

a, The goveming board shall appoint 2 unit administrator
who shall be the chief professional supervisory officer of the
Demonstration Project. His powers and responsibilities shall be as
provided by Article I1I of these guidelines. , : '

b. All power of appointment of other instructional and super-
visory personnel presently exercised by the Board of Education
and the superintendent of schools is vested in the govemning board
acting upon the advice of the unit administrator.

c. The goveming board may appoint consultants to assist it
in the performance of its functions, which positions shail be ex-
empt from regular civil service and Board of Education regulations
with respect to appointment. .

d. The goveming board, upon the advice of the unit admin-

R}
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istrator, may remove or deny tenure or suspend any teacher or
supervisor who fails to rhicet standards of performance established

" by the governing board. Removal, suspension, or denial o. tenure

of a teacher or supervisor under the jurisdiction of the governing
board may be effectcd only upon a recommendation of suspension,
removal, or denial of tenure by the governing board. '

“e. The governing board shall have the power to transfer
teachers and supervisory personnel among the schools within the
Demonstration Project. :

f. The Board of Education shall establish schools within the

Demonstration Project as training scheols for teachers; the govern-
ing board shall have the same power over the operation and staffing
of those schools as would the Board o? Education.

g. In the process of rollective bargaining with representatives
of teachers and supervisors, representatives of the governing board
shall. participate in all matters pertaining to the governing board;
in addition, the governing board may enter into-supplemental
agreements with representatives of teachers and SUpervisors.

" h. The-governing board shall function as the “district level”
in the processing of grievance proceedings under the existing col-
lective-bargaining agreement between the United Federation of
I'cachers and the Board of Fducation, '

Section. 5: Budgetary Powers

a. The Board of Education shall, for each fiscal year, allocate
a sum of money to the governing board for the performance of its
functions. That allocation shall be based on a per capita grant per
registercd student-in the schools under the jurisdiction of the gov-
crning board and may not be less than the average planned per
capita expenditure, including salaries to instructional and super-
visory personnel, by the Board of Education on all pupils in the
New York City School System.

b. Funds allocated to the governing board shall be obligated
and expended by the governing board as it determines appropriate
for the accomplishment of its educational responsibilities. The by-
laws of the governing board shall specify at least two persons who
must sign an obligation of funds or an order for the expenditure of
funds. ‘ .

c. The governing board may apply directly for government

~ and private funds to supplement the allocation by the Board of

Education of budgetary funds.
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d. The governing board shall undertake construction or major
renovation of schools to serve the Demonstration Project. The
funds for such construction or renovation shall be allocated to the
governing board.

Section 6: Contractudal Powers

a. The governing board shall have the same power to contract
for goods and services, including textbooks, supplies, maintenance,
and construction as has been delegated by state law to the Board
of Education.

Article 11T: The Unit Administrator
Section 1: Powers and Responsibilities

a. ‘The unit administrator shall have such powerg as are dele-
gated to him by the governing board.

b. The unit administrator shall be responsible to the policy
directives of the governing board.

Artitle 1V: Legislative Change
Section 1: Additional Powers ;

a. Such additional powers as may be granted to the Board of
Education by new legislation for the benefit of thé Demonstration
Project shall be vested in the Demonstration Project by the Board
of Education. The Board of Education agrees to join with the

governing board in seeking enactment of the proposed legislation

attached hereto.

Section 2: Decentralization of ti:c New York City School System

a. The Board of Education agrees to join with the governing
board to- bring about necessary changes in any legislation designed
to decentralize the New York City School System to ensure that
the governing board and the Dumonstration Project may be con-
tinued as provided in these guidelines.

Article V: Evaluation

Section 1: In Generdl

a. The governing board shall maintain a continuing evalua-
tion of the Demonstration Project, which evaluation shall be re-
flected in annual reports to the community. '
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Secction 2: Stundards of Evaluation

a. The Board of Education and the governing board shall
formulate immediately critcria of evaluation on the basis of which
all cvaluations will take place. ‘The Board of Education shall then
¢mploy an independent agency mutually agreed upon by the gov-
¢ming board and the Board of Education to make an initial evalu-
ation, according to such criteria, of the present state of schools in
the Demonstration Project. This cvaluation shall serve as the base
vear cvaluation for later comparison.

Section 3: 1971 Evaluation ‘

a. During the months of February and March of 1971, th
governing board, through sach means as it deems appropriate, sup-
ported by funds allocated for this purpose by the Board of Educa-
tion, shall conduct a thorough self-evaluation.

Section 4: 1973 Evaluation

a. During the months of February and March of 1973, the
Board of Education shall employ an independent agency mutually
agreed upon by the governing board and the Board of Education
to evaluate the Demonstration Project.

Article VI: Eﬁective Date and Continuation

Section 1: Effective Date

a. These guidelines shall become effective when signed by the
president of the Board of Education on behalf of the Board of
Education and by the chairman of the governing board on behalf
of the governing board. Such signature shall constitute official rec-
ognition of the governing board and of the Demonstration Project
by the Board of Education.

Section 2: Fifth Year Review
a. The continuation of the Demonstration Project shall be
reviewed in the Spring of 1973.
Atticle VII: Resolution of Disputes
Section 1: Arbitration

a. If the Board of Education and {he governing board cannot
agree on the interpretation of any provisions of these guidelines,
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the matter shall be referred by either party, after prior notice to
the other party, to [the state commissioner of education for resolu-
tion of the dispute] [an arbitration board consisting of one ap-
pointee of each party and a third to be agreed upon by the two
appointees]. .
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COMPARISON OF PROPOSALS FOR THE
ORGANIZATION AND FUNCTION OF LOCAL COMMUNITY BOARDS
A
=

Board of Education

Demonstration Projects

“#7"Board of Regents

Selection and Compositién of Boards

Parents, community, and
teachers, with parents
and community forming
wajority.

Instructional Furictions

PBs deteruine policy for
guidance of.PA in currice
ulum, programming-innova-

tions, experimentatiof™ ...

within larger framework
to be set by central
board.

Personnel

PBS shall recommend to
Bd of Ed candidates for
PA and business mgr;

7 PBs.shall recowmend for
. appt PAs principals.

PBs can create or fill

positions within existing

budgetary and contractual
limitations. Any devia-
tions to be negotiated
with Bd of Ed.

PB - Project Board

PA ~ Project Adminiastrator

LSB = Local School Board

farents, community, and,
if so designated, pr
fessionals. .

Functions of Boards

PB3s establish cirriculum,
select and purchase texts
directly, determine method

.of instruction, and con-

trol educational policy
in schools.

PBs ghall appoint a PA.
PBs shall have power of
appointment of all in-
structional and super-
visory personnel now exe
ercised by present PBs

All eligible voters in
residence; 6 elected,
2 appointed by Mayor.

LSBs have authority over
selection of taxta and other
instructional materials

and all matters relating

to instruction of children.

-

LBs shall appoint local

supt. . Right to appoint,
assign, prome e, discharge,
and determine duties of all
employees within' contract=-,
ual arrangements, State
certification minimum quali-
fication for promotion and
appoliitment of all personnel.

Central Bd shall draw plans '
for control of transfer of
cmployces from one district
to another,

Central Bd shall negotiate
with union, keeping com~
municatl on with local boards
open in advisory capacity.

Source: Niemeyer Report, op.cit., p. 102, p. 103
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A\“‘“~Boa:g of Education Demonstration Projects Board of Regents
’ ~%~\~
T— N
“Finctiona of Boards (continued)
- sm\”\'\-\,\_\_
Budget T R
PB to submit requests Bd of Ed to allocate a sum City Bd ahall allocate
to Supt of Schools. of money based on per capita funds to LSBs equitably,
grant per registered pupils. Plan should be devised
to give LSBs maximm
control and encouragement
to experiment,
PBs may apply directly to PBs way apply directly
govt or private agencies... to govt or private ‘
for funds. agencies for, 8ddll..funds s
PB should have funds for State Ed Dept should pro~
construction and major vide funds for develop-
renovation of schools went and plans.
within the district,
Project Administrator
Powers delegated by PB. Povers delégnted by PB,
Attend all PB meetings. Responsible to PB; carry
Report to and prepare ane out their mandates,
nual report to PB. Should
be & NYC licensed elemen-
tary or secondary school
principal or have NY State
i certification for same po~
sition. Responsible to PB
and the Supt of Schools.
Evaluation ,
- : PBs shall maintain continu=-
. ing evaluation and submit
annual . reports to community,
Bd of Ed shall formulate im- After 8 yrs from creation
mediately criteris of evalua~ of each special districe,
tion, Bd of Ed shall employ an City Bd shall determine
independent, wutually agreed whether district shall
' “upon party to make initial continue.
- evaluation of base, year, '
Second yr of operatiom-- 1971--PB should be allocated »
Bd of Ed shall provide funds for self=-evaluation.
funds for self-evaluation,
Third yr of operation-=-Bd 1973~=Bd of Ed should employ a
of Ed should have qualifisd wmutually agrecd upon independ-
independent agency evslu- ent agency fo! evaluation.
ation, i
o 202
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SIMMARY OF GENEKAL PINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATIONS o '

Policy of Administrative Decentralirzation:
The Board of Education

Findings
) The Adulniatf;tlve Decentralization Plan deapends to a large extent
upon esch Distsict Superintendent working out a proceds of consultation
with his local s;hool bosrd and his principals. In the five discricts
~ which we studied we found many examples of veskness in the develop-
vnon: of effective consultition. However, ve also found encoursging
proof that some superintendents and their local boards are le;rning to
work togothnt on a highly satisfactory level. The th?ee districts vhere
this high level of cooperation has been attained have one feature in
. common: the District Superintendent and the chairman of the local
school board (LSB) have developed a crustful person;; relationship.
Thare follows our assessment of the way decentralization 1s work-

ing in rel-:ioﬁ to the most important areas of aschool operntionlz

Appointment of Principals, Probably the most succesaful vse of

consultation between District Superintendents and local gphool boards
occurred in the appointment of new principals, alchough there still

are instances of 1SBs being bypassed in one way or another. ; -

1, datailed account of the findings of the Advisory Committee 1s
contained in Chapter II.

Source: Niemeyer Report, op.cit., pp. 1-6 e
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Personnol: Assigiuent of Teachers., The acaigument of a pool of

“

substitute teachers on the district District Quperin-

&
r~
e

tendents zomewhat greater flexibi® staffing needs of
their principals. . ]

Personnel: District Office Staff. Of the ten poaitions allocted

to aach district under decentralization, or : "cee ara Qindn:ed:‘ This
arrangement has allowed the District Supu-.....dent flexibility in hia

staffing arrangements, ‘Howevcr. each District Superintendent feels

that staffing is inadequate for the new responsibilities., The Committee

. did not ascertain the validity of this opinion.

The Budget. Involvement of the LSBs in budgetary mattera has been
limited. For the most part, consultation on budget between the District
Suparintenderts and the LSBa has been inadequate. For exnmplé, one LSB
did not participate at all in the budgetary process, while a second merely
approved a fait ncéomgll presented by the District Superintendent. In A
two of the districts studied the joint thinking and dectuton-mﬁking by .~,~;

' LSBs and Diastrict Superintendents were admirable, 4 K

The range of responeibility given to the Business Manager is a basic
reflection of the personal demands that were being made on him by the
District Superintendent. ‘The duties and responsibilities of this newly
created position remain unclear to most LSB membera.

Curriculum and Zoning. Tﬂe Committee did not find evidence of

wmeaningful involvement of the local school boards or universities in

planning for curriculum and zoning.
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Books and Supplies. No Aeccntrulizntion gseems to have occurred in

the procedures whereby the schools select and obtain these {nstructionsl

auppliea.:

Recommendations

I. Punctions and Authority of the local School Boards

The Advisory Committee believea that the preﬁent nature and amount
of consultation by the Dia:rict Superintendent with his locAl ichool
board is not an adequate basis Xor achieving a aea;rablc degrea ol de-
centralization, Furthermore, the recénc legislative mandate empovers
the Boird of Bducation to delegate, with the Regent;' approval, any and

all of its own powers, thus giving the Board of Education an opportunity

‘to take the initiative in maximizing fiexibilicy in the decision-making

and operations of the schools. The Committee therefore recomvends that
the plan of the Board of Educntio§ include, and that in the me?ntime
end prior to the adoption of the plan it carry out, the following:

A. Plan for elections to make the LSBs "leggiﬁmnce" in th? com-

wmunicies ghey feprescnt.'
B. Plan continuing learning programs for LSB members lnqﬁBL&c-

rict Superintendenta, including training in npcci!icjlkilll

where needed. i
e N

C. Delegate the following rights, duties, anaw;;ip5naibilit1ea'

to the LSBa:

.

1. Rire and fire District Superin:endentl.
2. Approve all sppointments of profeasional staff upon

recommnendation of the District Superintendent.
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3. Consult with the District Superintendent oo avery tenure
aproii tment, provided there 18 Appropriqtc appeal me;hnn-
1sm for the proressional staff and that such déciniona by
the LSB.vill not bar appointment elsewhere within the
‘antire ach 1tem,

'6. Respor .:{1ity - visitiaog the achoolﬁ in'che,dintrict.

5. Approval of chiu budget within Gll;Cltionl established
by the Board of Education.

6. Avoroval of the curriculum within minimua standards
established by the Board of Education and the State Edu~

cation DoPn:tmen:.

i1l. Sowe Guideline Thoughts on'DecencrnlizAtion
The Advisory Committee reconmend-* that the Board of Rducation,

in deciding upon the proposed plan for decentralization that it will

submit to the State Legislature, the Regents, and the Mayor of New York

City, consider some Cuideline Thoughts on Decentralization devised by

) the‘Advilory Committee and discuased with the Superintendent, Mr.

Ciardino, and a representative of the Commissioner (see Chapter V for
details). The plan accepts the reality of New York City as an entity
while at the some time admitting that the preae;t aize of the school
system requires division. In summary, we would retain the present
thirty districts. These would be organized, howsver, into approximately

sevan divisions, esch having a Divisional Superintendent. Each division

*This recomendation is concurred in by five of the six members
of the Advisory Committee.
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would ba similar to an autonomous school system of some 150,000 pupils,
smsll enough, for oxample, 80 that the Divisiocal 3uperintendent could
know every principal personally, yat lnr'é'é\’”'"cuoush to be economically
viable and permit flexibility in cifo'anisment of persoonal as well as
{nnovation in secondary und apecial eéducation programs. In addition, u‘
would wake possible greater racial :nd socio-econouic integration.

Under this proposal the overall Board of Educat{on would be kaown
as a C .ifu. oo and Planning Board; {ts chiaf executive offi~
énr would be the Superintendent of Scho’oh or Director of Servicea. A
School-Management Committee would ba the chief means of !;rinéing the
professional educators and tha community together.

Since a true lci\ool-connunity system depends primarily upon {n=-
volving parents at the individual school level, our proposal places
great emphasis upon individual School Councils. BEven in neighborhoods
where parente are assumed to be 'hoattl:e. there is confidence on the part
of tha parents in the teachers (see Chapter IV). Therefsy<. these
councils would consist of parents and teachers. The formal can be adapted
through “«acher Associations and Parent Associations whet®q; = =y-:exist snd
throughziuhirldevelopment where they do not exiat,

Alitmugh the Advisory Committee has not worked out im, < .:il che
authority of these Scﬁoo,l Councils or School~Community Cour..ctees, it
seas them as having an important functional rehtion.nhip to tha program.

.. - of each school. The councnn. should review and make written recommends-
tions concerning budget, community relations, personnel, and cu:rim;lul;

thesa recommendations shculd be furnishad the District Siperintendents.

O
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Probably chere should be some involvement i{n the raview of tenure appoince
wments. Appropriace sppeal mech:uisms would be required,

III. A Transitional Plan

There ta s profound need for a transitional plah of ompeur.ion to
give new emphasis to providing support and leadership for an orderly
and effoctive process of decentralization, We therefore recommend that
the Board fmmediately :ppoint a top exacucive who will report d_i;eq;iy -
to the Superincendent of Schools and will reflect his au:ﬁofity.and pover
and vho will do everything possible to caus‘g’e the deceutralization pr‘ogx.-auv ‘
(including the Demonstration Projects) to succeed. This executive must |
be an outstanding man, preferably one who already ia pait of the bur~
eaucracy and 1g knovliadgesblo asm= the system, who is known for his {n-
dependencs ¢nd actfom. At the mame time he must be in tune with the com~
municy and aiie 2n work harmoniously with administrative and community
!.eadern. Suegh ‘a mppointment would require effectiva: and wideapread pub-
li'cicy. 1c shosld symbolize the de:emim:gon of,-:he:.centrnl ad_minintram

tion to get on Wit decentralization. Xt should “be :maen as sn attempt

to ralate the peier of the chief executive officer directly to the needs

of the loi#l communsity and 1ts represencatives.

This .ficial should hsve an appropx;ia:e title, such as Special
Assiacant §ig Decencralization. However, the position should not be
given tenus . zathar 1ir should be undertaken ommmnad hoc basis.

The zes;»asivilities of the Special Assistant In relation to the
three Demiffiatyation Projects are discussed in the ummond section of this
sumpary chspisz, (n relation to the cicywide dacencralization effort,

the position shoulé have the following aspects:
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“The Superintendent of Schools presents the following reso-
lutiors for adoption: -

IWhereas, Section 2564 (3) of the Education Law em-
vers the Board of Education of the City School District

5{;-1t}1c University of the State of New York, (1) to delegate
t6 local school boards any or all of the Board of Education’s
functions, powers, oblizations and duties in conncction with
the operation of the schools and programs under the Board
of. Fducation’s jurisdiction, and (2) to modify or rescind
any function. power, obligation and duty so delegated with
respect to some or all of the local school hoard distriets: be it
Resolved. That. subject to the approval of the Regents, the
Board ‘of Education delegates until June 30, 1969, to the
laéal school boards of the local school board djstricts estah-
lished by a resolution of:the Board of Education, dated Sep-
tember 4. 1968. the functions, powers. oblizations and duties
St forth-in the attached “Delegation of Funétions:to T.oral
hool Boards”: and be itfurther .
%' Resolved, That the Secretary of the Board is anthorized
and’directed to submit the attached “Delegationréf Fune-
;inn%" to the Regents far their approval.

DELEGATION OF FUNCTIONS

L7 virtue of he power vested in the Board of Education
6 the City School District of the City of New York by Sec-
tion 2561(3) of the Fducation Law, and as Board of Edu-
cation, it3s hercby ordered as follows:

ec. 101. Delegation of Functions: There are hereby dele-
wated to.each of the local school boards of the loeal school
Board districts established by a resolution of the iBoard of

Eduecation. dated September 4. 1968, the following-functions,

owers. obligations and duties:

" (a)Relationship of Local Superintendent of Schools to
‘Local School Board. Adopting by-laws to which. the func-
tions of the local superintendent of schools shall be subject
in the same manner that the functions of the Superin-
‘tendent of Schools are subject to the by-laws of the Board
‘of Education (Education Law §2566).

(b) . Rules and Regulations. Prescribing such by-laws,
‘rules and. regulations as Taay be necessary (1) to make
fTectual:the functions delegated to it, (2) for the conduct
of the proceedings of the local school board and the trans-
“action of its business affairs, and (3) to authorize the local
superintendent of schools to exercise with approval of the
‘Superintendent of Schools such of the local school board’s
administrative and ministerial functions as the local school
‘board may decm necessary to make cffectual the functions
“delezated to it herchy (Education Law<§2554(13)).

" (c) Meetings. Fixing the day and hur for holding reg-
* ylar local schoo! board meetings whidkshall be public and
i held:at least as often as once cach mwah and prescribing
“a method for calling speeial meetingsvof the local srhool
board (Education Law. §2563). The-Husiness and aflairs
~of the local school board shall be rmmsaeted at publie
meetings.

. .{d) School Property. Adopting reasonable regulations
i far use. subject to fee schedules approved by the Board of
. ‘Fdueation, of schoolhouses, grounds:or other property
‘nnder its jurisdiction, when not in useifor school purposes,
¢ for such other public,purposes as are:specified by Chapter

Q ‘ , .
i}n—m-.r» Guidelines. op.edi . nu. 17-20
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“the City of New York, with the approval of the Regents. .| .
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414 of the Education Law. Providing for the safekeeping
of schoolhouscs ,grounds or other property under its juris-
diction and not specifically placed by law under the control
of some other body or officer (Education Law §2554(4)).

(e) Teaching and Supervisory Personnel.

(i) Licenses and Positions. Recommending for action
by the Board of Education in accordance with applicable
law and regulations the creation of such new types of
licenses and positions in schools and programs under
the local school board’s jurisdiction as, in its judgment,
may be necessary for the proper and efficient adminis-
tration of its functions (Education Law §§2566(8) and
2554(2)). S L

(ii) Recruitment. Recruiting persons for (A) exam-
ination pursuant to Sections 2569 and 2573(10) of the
Fducation Law, (B) recommendation for appointment
bv the local superintendent of schools with the approval
of the Superindent of Schools, (C) appointment by
the Board of Education as directors, supervisors, :prin--
cipals, teachers and all other members of the teaching
and supervisorv staff, and (D) prompt assignment back
to th local school board. Persons recruited for such
appointments shall be 19 years of age or over and shalb
meet other qualifications imposed by applicable law,. by-
Jaws. rules and regmlations (Education Law §§3001 and
3004). . A

(iii) Assignment to Local School Boards. Approving
in advance the assignment to the loeal school hoard
under the direction of the Superintendent of Schools, of
members of the teaching and supérvisory staff not re-

"

cruited by the local school board (Education Law
§2566(6) ). , .

(iv) Tenure. Issuing or denying permanent certifi-
cates ‘of appointment as directors, supervisors, princi-
pals, teachers'and all other members of the teachinzand .
supervisory staff in the City School District:of the City
of New York to persons in schools and programs under
the jurisdiction:of the local school boardirecommended
in writing for permanent appointment: by the Jocal
superintendent of schools with the approval of “the
Superintendent-of Schools at the expiration of ;their
probationary ‘term. Persons. issued permanent certifi-
eates of appointment shall hold their respective positions
during good behavior and satisfactory service,.and shall
not be removable except for cause (Education Law
§2573(6) ) . Each person who is not.to ke recommended
for appointmemt on tenure shall be ‘sw motified by the
local superintendent of schools with the-approval of the
Superintendent of Schools, in writing zot later than 60

* days immediately preceding the expiration of his pro-
hationary period (Education Law §2573(1)).

(v) Discontinmance of Probationary Appointment. -
Discontinuing at any time during .the probationary
period the services of any person appointed for such
period, on the rezommendation of the local superin-
tendent of schodls with the approval of the Superin-
tendent of Schodlk, by a majority vote of the whole
number of the Tocal school board (Education Law
§2573(1) ), provided that the local school board gives a
written notice thereof to a teacher being terminated

211



Q

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

288 -

during the probationary period at least 30 days” prio
to the elfective date of the termination of sucli services
(Education Law §3019-a).

(vi) Proceedings on Charges Against Personnel With
T'enurc. Proceeding on recciving notice of any charges,
brought by a local superintendent of school with the
approval of the Superintendent of Schools, of incompe-
tence or miscohduet, including negleet of duty, inca-
pacity to teach or immoral conducl, against a dircctor,
supervisor, principal, teachier or any other member of
the teaching and supervisory staff with tenure, to try
and determine the case in accordance with Section
2573(7) of the Education Law by a trial examiner

. assizned to the local school board aficr appointment by
the Board of Education. The appointment of such trial

ewxminer shall be made by the, Board of Education,
npaez selection by the-local school bonrd within five days
of Feceipt of the charges, from a -panel established by
the Board of Education or from a panel of lawyers
established by a bar association organized and existing
under the Membership:Corporations Law of the State of

New York whose principal officeis located within the.

City of New York. Only lawyers-in good standing ad-
mitted to the Bar of the'State of New York with a mini-
mnum of len yeqrs experience:in the practice of law shall
be eligible for a panel establishied by a bar association.
The-report of the trial examiner holding such trial shall
be subject to action by the local school board rejecting,

“confirming -or modifying, at the first public mceting

following or not less than terrcalendar days:after receipt
of the report, whichever-is sooner, the conclusions of
the- trial examiner. Each member of the local school
board shall, before voting, review the testimony and
acquaint himself with the-evidence in the case. The local
school board shall fix the'penalty or punishment, if any,

to be:imposed for the offense-by a vote of the majority

of the whole number :of the local board. The person
charged may file, with the local school board within ten

‘calendar days after receipt of the final action and deter-
‘mination of the local school board, a notice of arbi-

tration. An arbitration shall be conducted by three per-

sons, one of whoin shall be selected by the local school

board, one by the person charged and one other-person

' by mutual agreement of the other-two who shall be the

chairman of the panel. If all thesmembers of the panel
are not selected within ten daysmfter the filing of the
notice of arbitration, the Board:oF Education will select
the remaining member-or members from a list of nine
persons previously approved by the Board of Educa-
tion, the employees’ collective bargaining representative
and the Confederation:of Local Schoal Boards, which
at least in acting-under:this sentence shall include repre-
sentatives of those-local school'boards:which were gov-
erninzhoards of school decentralization: demonstration
projectsin existence on April 1, 1968.:In-the event there

.is failare to agree on=such list and theneed for an arbi-

tratiom shall have .occurred, the remaining member or
memleers of the arbitration panel shaltthe named by the
New Tork State Mediation Board. Tire: Board of Edu-
cationwyill employ the-persons selectefzand assign them
as athitrators. The arhitration panel dhall issue a deci-

sion within 20 calendar days from the:date of the clos-

ing of-the hearings or. if hearings kmve been waived,
then from the date of transmitting the final statements
and proofs. Such decisions shall be in writing and shall
set forth the arbitration panel’s opinion andtconclusiena
including :an: approprias=-temedy. TFthe decision of-the

“shall accept such decision as final and abide by it, ¢

. Superintendent of Schools. recommending, respecti

(Education Law §2566(6) ). '
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arprration panct 15 made 1 accordance with this 1eld
gation, the local school board and the person charge

cept as an aggricved person may seck review under th
provisions of the Education Law, ' ‘

- (vii) Transfers. Considering and.acting on the repor
of .the local superintendent of schools, as approv
the Superintendent of Schools, of transfers of teac
from one school to another within or into a local sc
hoard district. Two local school boards may agre
advance to consider and act on the reports of:
local superintendents of schools, as approved hy

the transfer »f a teacher iruiina /0 ot under the j
diction of one of the local school boards into-a sc
undcr. the jurisdiction of the other local school boa

(viii) Leaves and Absences. Adopting rulés and regy
lations governirg excusing of absences and for.th
granting of leaves of absence either with or withoutipa
(Education Law §2573(12) ). Permitting any' teacher
having had at least five years service in the City Schao
District of the City of New York, to apply for an

ceive a leave ‘of absence for teaching eclsewhere in“thi

K

State of New York, in other states-and territories ofit
Uniled States, and in forcign countries and .for ol
teaching purposes (Education Law §§3005 (hath) ‘a
3005-a). ) Sy e
(ix) In-service Training and Conferences. Provi
within approved budgets, in its discretion, in-servic:
training for its teachers (Education Law §1709(32)))
Authorizing, withinapproved budgets, by. resolutiol
adopted -prior to attendance, any director, supervis
principal, teacher and any other:member of the teachin:
and supervisory staff in a school:in ‘the local schbo
board district to attend an official:or unofficial con
tion or conference, or to attend any school conduc
for the betterment of municipal government if ‘believet
to be of benefit to the local school board: district, excep
that the local school board may by resolution or by-lay
delegate the power to authorize attendance at such con
ventions, conferences and schools to the local supi
tendent of.schools . (General Municipal Law §77-b):
{f) Budget. . ’ A
(i) Estimates Preparation. Preparing in:the manne)
required by the Mayor of the City of New York anc
the Board of Education itemized estimates for city fis
years 1969-70 and 1970-71, respectively, of such sum:
of money as the local school board may deem necessary
for the operation of the schools and programs unde
jurisdiction. After public hearing onsuch estimates:tc

. be held by the local school board and after any modifi

cation of the estimates, they shall be filed with :the
Board of Education, with a copy to the Director of thi
Budget of the City of New York, not later than Octobe;
1, 1968, and, if this Delegation is still in effect, Octo
ber 1, 1969, The Board of Education, in accordance
with applicable law and regulations and after public
hearings to be held by it and consultation with the loca
school board with respect to any proposed modification
shall then submit its estimates to the Mavor of the C
of New York (Education:Law 82576(5)).

(ii) Budget Modification. Subject to applicable lay
and regulations, changing schedules, within -units".of
appropriation, activities' or institutions, prior to the
commencement of or during the fiscal year,




i September 7, 1969, covering laboratory assistants
tiaboratory specialists) and laboratory technicians.

{vii}) Agreemeat between the Board of Education
and the Child Guidance Chapter, United Federation of
“Teachers, AFL-ClO, effective from July 1, 1967, until
September 7, 1969, covering psychologists and social
- .workers.

{viii) Agrcement between the Board of Education
anc Local 372, District Council 37, American Federa-
“tion of State, County and Municipal . Employces, AFL-
CIO: effective until susperseded by a subsequent agree-

ni bul no sooner than January 1, 1969, covering
«chool ailes. :

(ix) Agrecment between the Board of Education and
School Lunch Local 372, District Council 37, American
Federation of State, County and Municipal Employees,
AFL-CIO, cffective until superseded by a subsequent
agreement but mo soomer than January 1, 1969, for
those compensated on an hourly basis, covering school
“hinch employees.

(x) Agreemeat between the Board of Education and
~Inlernational Wrion of Operating Engineers, AFL-CIO
~ (Local 891), effeciive from January 1, 1966, until

-December 31,1968, -

(xi) Agreement between the Board of Education and

District Council 37, American Federation of State,
County and Mumicipal Employees, AFL-CIO, approved
- in summary fasm by the Board of Education on May
1, 1968, to be ideemed effective from January 1, 1968,
until Decembet 31, 1970,
‘ (xii) Memarandum of Understanding between the
-~ Board of Eduestion and the Association of District and
i . Borough Supervisors of School Custodians, dated June
6, 1967.

(xiii) Memorandum of Agreement between the
- Board of Education and the Council of ‘Supervisory
Associations of ‘the Public Schools of New York City,
dated May 5, 1965, as amended June 28, 1967.

(¢) - Consultation. With Parents, Members of Teaching

frequent - prior copsultation witli pacents and parents’
-organizations, members -6f the teaching and supervisory
staff-and their organizations, and other community organi-
zations., The local school board shall insure that each
school ‘under its jurisdiction shall have a functioning
parent association or parent-teacher association and the
relationship between the school and the parent association
‘parent-teacher association shall accord with the state-
-ment entitled “Parent Associations and the Schools” issued
by ithe Superintendent of Schools in January, 1965,

- (d) Limitagion on Incurring Liabilities or Expenses.
Local school:boards shall incur liabilities or expenses
only in accordance with approved budgets and shall not
incur liabilities or expenses in excess of the amount

and ‘Supervisory Stxff. The functions.delegafed to local °
chool boards shall be carried out in conjunction with _
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appropriated or available theretor or otherwise aulhorized
by law (Education Law §2576(7) ).

" (e) “Local Superintendent of Schools.” As used in Lhis
Delegation, the words ‘“‘local superintendent of schools”
or “local superintendents of schools” shall mean any dis-
trict superintendent of a local school board district, and
any unil administrator of a local school baard district
which was a school decentralization demonstmation project
in existence on Apxil 1, 1968,

(I) “Function” As used in this Delegation, the

words “function” or *functions” include any function,.

power, -obligation and duty of:the Board of Education in
- cepnection with the -operatiom of the schools and pro-
grams under its jurisdiction.

(z) Refercnces. References iin. this Delegation to any
law, by-law, regulatien, rule orrother procedure, contract
or agreement shall be- deemed trinclude references there-
to, respectively, as-amended fran:time to time..-

(h) Saving Provision. Except to the extent inconsistent
‘with this Delegation, all. the determinations, authoriza-
‘tions, by-laws, regulations, wrmles, rulings, resolutions,
certificates, orders, directives, and other actions made,

issued or enlered into with respect to any function affect-

ed by this Delegation and not revoked, superseded,
or otherwise made inapplicable before the date of this
Delegation, shall continue in full force and effect until
‘amended, modified or:terminated by appropriate authority.

(i) Effective Date. The provisions of this Delegation
shall become effective on the.day following the date of
its approval by the Regents. .

(j) Termination. Date. Unless earlier modified or re-
scinded by the Board of Education,.in whole or-in part,
the provisions of this Delegation shall remain in effect.
.only until and including; June 30, 1969.’

(k) Severaoility. If any provision of this Delegation

"or the applicationof any provision to any. circumstance -

or person shall be held invalid, the validity of the re-,
mainder of the provisions of this Delegation and of the

‘applicability of such provisions to-othert:persons.or cxr

cumstances shall not be affected thereby..

(1) Functions Reserved: Functions of -lthe Board of
Education in connection with the operation of ‘the schools
and programs under its jurisdiction:not specifically. dele-
gated remain in the Board of Education. -

(m) Pending Matters. Any business -or- other ‘matter

undertaken or commenced by the Board of Education -

pertaining to or connected with ‘the functions hereby
delegated to a local school board, and pending -at the
effective date hereof, may be conducted and completed
by the Board of Education or, in the discretion of the
Board, by such local school board in the -ame manner
and under the same terms and conditions ard with the
same’ effect as if conducted and completed. by, the . Board
of Education.

13
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(g) Curriculum.

(i) Courses of Study. Authorizing the gencral courses
of study which shall be given in the schools under
jurisdiction of the local school board and appre. g -

. content of such courses before they become opurau

“subject to (1) applicable law and regulations including
(a) Sections 2566(3) and 3204 of the Education Law,
and Regulations of the Commissioner of Education
§100.1 thereunder, and (b) the specific requirements of
Sections 801-810 of the Education Law, and (2) the
Boaid of Education’s inherent responsibility for the
maintenance of educational standards and the adherence
to related law and regulations (Education Law §2554
-(11)"). Making such ‘curriculum adaptations in every
area of the curriculum as the local school board deter-
mines are necessary to meet local reeds and conducting -
such cxperimentation:as may be approved by the Com-
missioner of Education (Regulations of the Commis-
sioner of Education §100.2(D)).

(ii) Textbooks. Authorizing, designating,  determin---

" ing and providing the textbooks and other instructional
materials to be used in the schools under its jurisdiction

(Education Law §§701.& 2554(7) & (12). Prior desig-

_nations can be-superseded within a period of five years
* from the time of such desigriations only by a three-

fourths vote of the whole number of the local school

_ board (Education Law §702).

(h) Federal and Other Sources of Funds. Submitting
projects for federal and state education funds to the Board
of Education for review as to form only and prompt trans-
mittal to the' New York State Education Department and/
or to the U.S. Office of Education, and accepting the pro-
visions of any law of the United States making appropria-
tions for the purpose of defraying the cost of providing
public education. the cost of planning or any other educa-

_tion ‘purpose consistent with this Delegation of TFune.

" tions Are Applicable.

ions (Fducation Law §3713). Toeal school hoards shall
have the authority to submit projccts for other funds
directly to the funding agency.
Sec. 201, General Provisions. _
(a) Schools and Programs to Which Delegated: Func-
The functions delegated to local
school boards hereunder shall apply to the following
schools and programs-under the jurisdiction of the Board
of Education exceptito the extent otherwise specified:
(i) Nursery schools. ‘
(ii) Kindergartens.
(iii) Elementary schools. A
(iv) Intermediate schools and junior high schools.
(v) Senior high schools, except that the Board of
Education reserves its functions - with respect to the
following:
(A) Specialized academic high schools.
(B) Vocational high schools.
(C) Summer high schools. .
(D) Evening academic and trade high schools.
(E) Development of comprehensive high schools.
" (F) Provision of college and scholarship informa.
tion, maintenance of liaison with schools -of higher
education, and administration of state -and nation-
wide examinations. :
(G) Coordination wf experimental projects.
(H) Placement ofistudents returning from cus-

PRSI

todial inslilutions. :
(I) Maintenance ¢/ -tandards for diplomas,

(]) Zoning pattert: ‘or integration and utiliza-
tion, ‘
(K) Consultation in curriculum development.

(L) Maintenance of a central high school infor-
mation service. o
(vi) Community education, except that the:Board of
Education reserves ‘its funclions with respect to the -

following: R
(A) General adult education and fundamental '
adult education programs. - -

(B) Board of Education-Youth Board centers and
Board of Education-New York City middle income
housing centefs. . =

-(C) Evening adult elementary schools. . .

(D) Federally funded basic adult education pro
grams. . [T S S S

(E) In-service training of supervisors: of recrea
tional and community activities, principals: of youth
and adult centers, center directors and::teachers-in
charge. o

(F) . Preparation of manuals.and materials~

(G) Development and coordination of multi-dis- .
trict programs. ‘

(H) Provision of consultant services to local school |
hoards. :

(b) Exercise of Delegated Functions. The functions’
delegated to local school boards hereunder shall be carried .
out in accordance. with applicable law, by-laws, rules and
regulations and :contracts and agreements, currently: in:
force or to be entered into prior to June 20, 1969, of the:
Board of Education and of the City of Ilew Yotk to the:
extent applicable to employees of the Board of Education.
Contracts and agrcements currently in- forco specifically .

. include but are not:limited to: - Lo

(i) Agreement between the Board of Education and’
the United Federation of Teachers, Local 2, American’
Federation of Teachers, AFL-ClO, effective from July 1,:
1967, until September 7, 1969, covering day school
classroom teachers and per session teachers. '

(ii) Agreement between the Board:of Education and
the Attendance Teachers Chapter, United Federation of
Teachers, AFL-CIO, effective from July 1, 1967, until
September 7, 1969, covering attendance:teachers. o

(iii) Agreement between the Board ofEducation and
the Auxiliary Teachers: Chapter, -United "Federation ' of
Teachers, AFL-CIO,:effective-from=January ‘15, 1968,
until September 7,.1969, covering -auxiliary, teachers
(bi-lingual teachers). . .

(iv) Agreement between the Board of Education and
the Guidance Counselors Chapter, United Federation

‘of Teachers, AFLICIO, effective from July 1, 1967,
until September 7, 1969, covering day schoel.counselors
and per.session.counselors: L
. (v) Agreement between the Board of Edncation and
the School ‘Secretaries Chapter, United ‘Federation of
Teachers, AFIECIQ; . effective from July 1, 1967, until
September 7, ¥969, wovering school secretaries.

(vi) Agreement between:the Board of Education and
the Laboratory- Assistants: Chapter, United--Federation -
of Teachers, AFL-CIO, effective from July:1,.1967, until

214
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"I. INTRODUCTION

Ocean Hill - Brownsville (Ocean Hill) one of thé three demonstration dis-
tricts set up in New York City (the others being Two Bridges and IS 201), "is
a border area between the slum districts of Brownsville and Bedford - Stuy-
vesant, some miles out :rom downtown Brooklyn."l

The population is roughly 70% Black;-25% Puerto Rican; 4% White and 1%
Oriental.2 Less than one-fifth of the adults were born in New York City (51%
were born in the South); 29% had an eight grade education or less; over half
the households have incomes under $5,000 a_year.3 Thus, the area is lower class
and overwhelmingly Black, with a strong Puerto Rican minority. It also is
highly transient; 56% of its residents are classed as "short term' by the Nie-
meyer Report.4

Like the other two demonstration districts, moreover, the educational N

- aspects of the area present a dismal picture of deteriorating buildings;
" inadequate space in schools; high teacher turnover; inexperienced teachers

(75% of the districts' teachers had fewer than two years' teaching)5 and low p

student achievement.® PS 73, a school in the district was described- as I : I

follows: '"exits padlocked, windows boarded; window glass missing, scuttle '
" openings padlocked; plaster broken, loose ard missing; metal corroded. and

partly missing; paint peeling, door not filled to frame; tiles missing."

Attempts have been made to correct this situation. Buildings have been
renovated or constructed;-.the schools are designated as special service
.schools and, therefore, eligible for supplementary remedial services; pupil/
teacher ratio is favorable (13:1 to 20:1); per student expenditures were increased
(at $600 to $900, Ocean Hill's are lower than the two other districts, how- :
-ever); and Head Start Programs and new library facilitiés have been introduced.8

o ' .
Hbwever, Rhody McCoy characterizes his view of the community and its educa-
tional problems as follows: ) S

"In Ocean Hill-Brownsville there are people groping in the dark, who
for a long time have felt themselves outside the mainstream of public
concern. The city takes no notice of them. In the midst of a crowd
or wherever groups of people assemble or pass, these people are
obscure, unnoticed, as though they do not exist. They are not

1 Mayer Martin, The Teachers' Strike, New York 1968, New York, Harper & Row,
L 1968, p. 18. , ‘
“"¢  Advisory Committee.on Decentralization, Final Report of the Advisory Com-
mittee on Decentralization submitted to the Board of Education of the City
3 of New York , July 1968 (Niemeyer Report), p. 110.
o, ibid., p. 111-3.°
5 ibid., pp. 42, 112.
Ferretti, "Who's to Blame in the School Strike" as quoted in Gittell, Marilyn,
 and Berube, Maurice eds., Confrontation at Ocean Hill-Brownsville, Praeger,
6 New York, 1969, p. 303. -
7 Niemeyer Report, op. cit., pp. 65-67.
8 ibid., p. 66.

ibid. New York City's average per pupil expenditure in 1968, however was $1,000:
(Fantini, Mario D., "Participation, Decentralization, Community Control and
y
, Quality Education', The Record, Teachers College, September, 1969, Vol. 71,
No. 1, p. 94
\)4 Dp -‘
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censured or reproached; they simply are not seen. They are the
invisible residents of'a demoralized, poverty-ridden, inner city.

To be, ignored or overlooked is a denial of one's rights to dignity,
respect and membership in the human race. These residents have been
frustrated at every turn in their attempt to reverse the. process . . .

With increasingly poor academic performance of the pupils attending
our schools, with all the schools having student reading levels at
least two years below city grade norms, there exists the continuous
production of imageless children who take no special interest or -
pride in schodl achievement. This manifests itself in the increasing
dropout rate even at the Junior High School level. .The physical ‘
plants are for the most part unfit to house the students, let alome ..
to permit teachers to perform in an effective manner. Many have
been condemned only to be subsequew:ly reactivated. The alarming
turnover in staff, coupled with hign pupil mobility and the afore-
mentioned conditions, result in minimal qualitative learning.'?

9 From McCoy, Rhody A., "The Year of the Dragon'. (A paper presented at the

Conference on Educational sub-systems, Harvard University Gradute School of
Education, January 24-26, 1968) p 1, as quoted in Nieweyer Report. op. cit.

p. 59.
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" II. WHO ARE THE MAJOR GROUPS INVOLVED IN THE DISTRICTS: HOW DO THEY INTERACT? -

a. Parents

; Parents are not satisfied with their schools; in a survey of 200 parents
in the district, schools were ranked 3rd when asked the five biggest problems
in the district. Unlike the more middle class Two Bridtes district, however,
they do not appear to organize into groups dealing with educational problems,
but rather to coalesce to solve immediate issues under dynamic leadership of
individuals who are either involved with local or national anti-poverty

groups or have church'affiliations.lO(Only a small number of parentsqﬂpre
involved in day-to-day activities). '

In fact, the only actual mention of parent groups in literature concerning ...
the Ocean Hill district is: a group declaring itself an Independent  School
Board, and a group declaring themselves to be the People's Board of Education.

Independent School Board

We know little about this group except the fact that they were apparently
a group of social workers and pareunts affiliated with Brooklyn CORE and the
Council against Poverty,ll concerned over the lack of representation in district
17 on the local board (see below in section 1I11).12 According to Father John
Powis, a member of the Ocean Hill Board, this Independent School Board was
highly active in 1967, discussing the issue of community control over_ funds,

. personnel, curriculum, building construction, maintenance and repair. Accord-
ing to Gittell, their grievances were: segregated schools, unsatisfactory
principal, and dismal academic results. This group later joined the UFT in
forming the Planning Council (as will be seen below.)l - .

People's Board of Education i _ o

The extent of Ocean Hill involvement in this‘group is unknown. However,
the group consists of parents and "activists" from Ghetto communities through-
out New York City, and is said to represent Negro, Puerto, Rican and White :
leaders. Termed "militant", the group is not free from internal conflict.

Its president, Reverend Galamison, is said to favor a unified city approach
to educational problems, while others in the group prefer a more localized
approach. Set up in 1966 to coordinate various community groups in the area,
the .group has apparently been ineffective, although it did conduct cogent
research into the Board of Education's budget.

ig Niemeyer Report, op. cit., p. 113. Center forum, Vol. -2, No. 8, January 26, 1968, pﬁ

12 Mayer, op. cit., p. 21.
The term "local .board" is used to indicate those boards which have been in
existence throughout New York City .and were revitalized in 1962-1963.

13 Father John Powis, "The Role of the UFT in the History of Ocean Hill-Browns-
ville, News From Ocean Hill-Brownsville, Summer, 1969, p. 8. Although most
people indicate this was the People's Board of Education, Powis made a clear

14 distinction between the two groups.

15 ‘Gittell, op. cit., p. 13. '
Rogers, David, 110 Livingston Street, Politics and Bureacracy in the New

York City School System, New York, Random House, 1968, pp. 30, 101, 121, l
131, 341, 342, 368. : S
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b. Teachers

The teachers are threatened by lay participation, being unaccustomed to
reform from outside the establishment, particularly from the Black community.
However, they originally cooperated with the communities through their union,
the United Federation of Teachers, (UFT), in their bid for local control and
through their introduction «f More Effective Schools (MES), a program designed
to raise standards by increased expenditures per pupil and increasing the
teaching staff. Giigell suggests their motivation was to maintain control of
the reform process. Yet animosity between parents and teachers was strongest
of ‘the three demonstration districts. Parents accused the teachers of sabotage
and obstruction of thejr attempts at local control; the Project Administrator
accused teachers of trying to Erevent community elements from obtaining posi-
tions on the Ocean Hill Board. 7 : '

Strong factions existed even among tesachers, apparently precipitated by
the strikes which made rifts between union and non-union teachers. Non~union
teachers in Ocean Hill were a majority; many crossed picket lines to teach
and were called ''scabs" for doing so. Non-striking teachers felt that the
strikers were neglecting their obligations to the children in the district;
unproven accusations of harassment were rampant on both sides. According
to Karp, a Black/White antagonism also emerged so that in some schools "in
the teacher's cafeteria, the Black teachers sit on one side of the room, the
White teachers sit on the other. The wall of fear and hatred between the two
groups makes for communication that is at best polite, more often curt, and
most of the time non-existent."19 '

United Federation of Teachers (UFT)

According to Rogers, the UFT, exclusive bargaining agent for 50,000
teachers, had ties with all three parent groups (Negro civil rights groups,
White liberals. and moderates). The Union had played an important bargaining
role for liberalizing the New York City School System and for greater pro-
fessionalization of the teacher's role. Generally sympathetic to desegregation
and ghetto school problems, it nonetheless is attacked by civil rights groups
for its stand om problem pupils and on the teacher transfer problems. Also,
many individual teachers are provincial and ethnocentric in their dealings with .
ghetto children, and thus do not follow the leadership of the Union.20

In Ocean Hill, the UFT Joined local forces with a local parents* group to
form the Planning Council to plan a demonstration district. It was the UFT,
moreover, which brought Ocean Hill to the attention of the Ford Foundation as
a pogsible demonstration unit.2l It was also responsible for recommending
rthat Yeshiva University be a part of the planning.22

1? Gittell, op. cit., pp. 8-9.
18 McCoy, as quoted in Gittell, op. cit., p. 56.
Gittell, op. cit., p. 80.

l? Karp, Richard, "School Decentralization in New York," as quoted in Gittell,

20 op. cit., p. 70. L
Rogers' op. cit., pp. 192-194. The union's membership was 50,000; it affected .
60,000 teachers. Moreover a participant indicated the union's stance was only“i
verbal. . ‘ oo . ‘*
Karp as quoted in Gittell, op. cit., p. 66.

McCoy as quoted in Gittell, op. cit., p. 55.

21
22

-9219 Arthur D Little Inc.




297

The Union has been bitterly opposed by the Ocean Hill Board, which
accused the UFT of sabotage to their demonstration unit. They, on the other
hand, accused the Ocean Hill Board of deliberate attempts to exclude teachers
from decision-making. The situation climaxed- when Rhody McCoy, Project
Administrator tried to transfer teachers out of the district. The UFT accused
McCoy of denying them 'due process", while McCoy asserted the UFT made an issue
of an accepted practice to discredit the Ocean Hill Board.

The issue was never, could never be, resolved, but others jumped into the
fray. The Niemeyer Committee indicated that 'under normal circumstances the
Demonstration Project might have been able to accomplish the transfer of "unsat-
isfactory personnel informally, but a larger struggle was being waged in the
New York Legislature over a general proposal to decentralize the entire school
system . . . the project became a looking glass,.and any likelihood of working
out informal arrangements in such a sensitive area as professional performance
and transfer became most difficult."24 Even the New York Civil Liberties Union
(NYCLU) became involved. In a report on the controversy which had a major

impact on public opinion, they accused the UFT of using the due process issue
as a smokescreen.2?

c. The Board of Education

~

According to an interview with an observer of the New York demonstration units,
the Board of Education viewed the demonstration units as stop-gap measures to
appease pressure groups (both from the community's desire for local control and
from Mayor Lindsay's committee, which was planning decentralization) and was
unwilling to delegate any real authority to the demonstration boards. The
Niemeyer Report indicated that there are 'v’nsiderable misunderstandings" between
the local board and the Board of Education, particularly over the autonomy of the
project board. 26 Although the Board of Education, showed signs of cooperation with
the Ocean Hill Board in the areas of ethnic language and culture programs;
fighting for the abolishment of civil service requirements for principals; in
waiving normal! standards for the Project Administrator; and in allowing the Ocean
Hill Board to retain teachers hired during the strikes,27 the Ocean Hill Board,
as well as others, found it obstructionist and unwilling to "relinquish an iota
of its autonomy."28 McCoy accused the Board of Education of obstructing attempts
to gain registration lists for the Ocean Hill elections; of being unwilling to
supply information on the district; of verbally seeking to disuade teachers from
applying there for jobs; of with-holding immediate tenure for out—-of-state
applicants, making it difficult to obtain staff. Also, in the same vein, Karp
cited tensions created when the Board of Education refused to transfer Jack

Bloomfield, an unsuccessful candidate for Project Administrator.29 The Ocean
Hill Board also complained of the Bcard of Education's unwillingness to let

them award their own contracts for building maintenance. and repairs, or to
allocate a lump-sum budget, as well as the UFT/Board of Education's agreement
to allow 20% of the teaching staff to transfer out of the district in one year..
SZ nger, bg. cit., pp. 23—24. ‘
25 Niemeyer Rgpgrt,.o ._cit., P. 95ﬁ " .

New York Civil Liberties Union, "The Burden of the Blame', as quoted in
26 Gittell, op. cit., p. 10. ' : ‘
° Niemeyer Report, op. cit., p. 10. A confidential source states the Board
does not act positively unless influenced by either Ford or the State

27 Commissioner of Education.

28 Gittell, op. cit., p. 340.

Karp, as quoted in Gittell, op. cit., ». 73.

x 2% ibid., pp. 68, 69; Rogers, op. cit., p. 485.

Q 3 . . .
ERIC Mayer, op. eif., PP 33, 40. ' 220 Arthur D Little Inc.
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.The Board of Education criticized the Bundy Report (see below) and set
up the Advisory Commitfee on Decentralization to study the demonstration
units, which it did for approximately one year; the Niemeyer Report was the
result of this study. It indicated, as shown above, that the Board of Educa-
tion's nonclarification of powers was partly responsible for the misunder-
standings between the demonstration boards and the Board of Education. The
Board of Education also published its own position in Guidelines to Decentral~-
ization. ) '

The New York Civil Liberties Union's report on the Ocean Hill controversy
also takes the Board of Education to task: "from the beginning, the Board of
Education attempted to scuttle the experiment in Ocean Hill-Brownsville by
consistently refusing to define the authority of the gOVerning“"board-""3

69% of the 200 QOcean Hill residents surveyed were negative toward the
Board of Education.

d. The Council of Supervisory Associations (CSA)

Composed of Principals and Assistant Principals, the CSA maintains that
education is the province of professionals and that lay intrusion will lower
educational standards, thus, it is viewed as having played a "consistently -
obstructionist role" in attempts to decentralize or localize control. Rogers la-
bels it "the most powerful organization of the professional group", and indicates
that this group has successfuly blocked or subverted all attempts at decentral-
ization or local control made so far.3d ' .

Gittell cites the group as one of the three groups whose major impetus was
against reform (the others being the UFT and the Board of Education),3 and Rhody -
McCoy treats it scathingly, as follows: "it is noteworthy that this body of
educators, representing years of experience and leadership, has not as an assoc-
iation developed a single program to improve educhtion in the city; rather, as
an effective political lobby, it has reacted negatively to most grograms. It”
enjoys a reputation of being against minority group education." 36

The CSA, with the UFT, lobbied against the paésage of the Bundy Report,
and was the body which brought suit against the creation of the special cate-
gory of Demonstration School Principal.37

e. The Mayor's Office ‘ : . -w{

The Mayor's office has been variously involved with the demonstration units, .
and with Ocean Hill in particular. For example, there is evidence that the o
Mayor's office was involved in initial Ocean Hill planning meetings, as well as
in the controversy itself. Mayor Lindsay himself came out in favor of the Board
of Regent's Bill, after speeches pleading for decentralization had not been able
to affect acceptance of his proposed legislation (see below, under section III)-‘ff

31 Board of Education of the City of New York, Guidelines to Decentralization,

32 New York, December, 1968.
New York’Civil Liberties Union as quoted in Gittell, op. cit., p. 115.

3% giemeyer Repoig, op. cit., p. 122,

ogers, op. cit., p.. . )
%2 Gi%teli, éﬁ? GIf:, p. 330. :
37 McCoy: as quoted in Gittell, op. cit., p. 61.

Gittell, op. cit., p. 15. :
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The Mayor's involvement in education has been severely criticized, either on
th+ basis that he is trying t= "rmn the schoels" {by teachers and profsassionals
iz, he system) or that he was umsmiccessful at it (Rogers, Mayer, et. &’.).

The New York State LegisIatulre presented. Mayor Lin#say with a mamiEte for
plan of decentralization. Accomspanying the manﬂﬁﬁe Az the Tromise ¢f {5 .
wdElion in ad@itional state =% L’01:‘New York Ceows ‘

[

1. The *ayor's Advisorv “=-+! on Decentralizatifisy

On April 30, 1967. Lini#» organized the Mayor's Advisory Panel

on Decentralizatiom o7 . New York City Schuols, with McGeorge
Bundy as its Chairmar  {ikeir position on decentralization was

published in Novembe: w7, 39

The UFT and the Coungil af Supervisory Assariations subsequantls
. lobbied against passapgs of the Bundy Reporxz. as it came .to be
known. Gittell suggest==:that this was parciy due to fear of
mayoral control on city: =ducation.

As previously noted, the Board of Education was also unfavor-
ably disposed toward the Bundy Report (which was suggested as
a main impetus for the Board's own Advisory Committee).

2. Special Committee on Racial and Religious Prejudice

Special Committee on Racial and Religious Prejudice was appointed
by Mayor Lindsay in November, 1968, in the wake of serious

charges of racism and antisemitism in the aftermath of the
teachers' strikes. On January 17, 1969, they issued their report,
commonly referred to as the Botein Report, which was vague and
unspecific, although it did indicate that racial and ethnic
hostility had arisen on both sides; subtle and unwritten on the
side of the Whites, open and more obvious on the side of the
Blacks.

f. The Ford Foundation

The Ford Foundation has been involved with all three demonstration units.
At the urging of the UFT it considered Ocean Hill in its demonstration planms,
awarding the district a planning grant of $44,000. An additional $15,000 was
awarded, plus a promise of $250,000, later announcing that it would be with-
held until the Ocean-Hill Board.was, recognized as the official governing
agency. The latter stipulation was seen by the zommunity as a-'betrayal”,
and they felt Ford had bowed to establishment pressures. 2 rFerretti, in "Who's
to Blame in the School Strike', indicated, however, in November 1968, that
Ocean Hill had received '"more than $128,000" for the development of its pro-
grams.

o gg _Nlemeyer Report, op. cit., p. 335.
: Mayor's Advisory Panel on Decentralization of the New York City Schools,

Reconnection for Learning, A Community School System for New York City, 1967.

22 Gittell, op. cit., pp. 4-10, 1l4.

42 Gittell, op. cit., p. 174. ,
Karp,.as quoted in Gittell, op. cit., P- 72. This is the most prevalent
version. Ford apparently contended that Ocean Hill contacted it; Ocean

initiat - :
Hl %b%%%%%&%g%x%%%& % Cg%% %g%paqltla or, wishing to use Ocean Hill as

3
t. . 116-117.
QUOteq in Gittell, cit., PP 2‘22 Al‘thurDthtlanc p
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The Foundation worked o inaf supported the Bundy Report (Bundy being
President of the Ford Feurpds -#iwd}. The Foundatdon thus, by working for the
Mayor, as well as frmding uss:zl efifsr’ s to obtain community t: -c¥ol, appezred
to be working "both sides =f  t!: stywest". Ford has been sharpiy criticized
for ‘these undertakings, in fayyi.slar 2y Mayer who feels 'that otsrzside non-
participative consultants and gy g by not havin§ to be accetintable for
their errors, are not respomsirit¢ li=r-heir actions. 4 -

g. Yeshiva University

At the same time that the 3¢ m0! Vegotiating Committee was working with
Harry Gottesfeld and Sol Gorii: :rr..’ “2zshiva in drawing up a decentralization
plan for their district, Ocest il apparently contacted them _hoping to obtain
similar assistance (apparentl: <t cthe suggestion of the UFT).%>

Yeshiva was apparently respoi:. 2 fmrothe introduction of sevexral reading pro-
grams at Ocean Hill. '

However, there was a falling ‘. besgsen the University which felt that it

had to work closely with the Yniwn *p-make theirmﬁfééfém"éffectiveﬁ46 and
the Ocean Hill Board. McCoy = :uustss Teshiva of being "ivory tower" and

"insensitive to the pride and rew #zrus and responsibility the.community had
developed." —

h. Other Groups Involved

1. Institute for Communit: Stwdies of Queens College

Under a grant from Ford, the Institute provided assistance.to the
three demonstration umits, primarily Ocean Hill and IS 201.48

2. CORE

CORE was not involved ijpsr =&, but its leadership appeared to be

particularly active im =f==Planning Council days. . Characterized

by Rogers as "often milirs=="", especi=lly in the Bronx, Harlem and

Brooklyn, the organizatimr was limitedf in power because it had few

members, limited funds., diwided leadership, poorly organized plans,

and lacked pull with-ifhe City Board or City Officials. Local groups
= _were suspicious of its npational officers whom they accused of pres-

v sure to please White :liberal benefactors. The structure was decen-
tralized which led to conflict between local groups and the national
organization, among local groups, and .even within one local group.
Therefore, there was mo’ consistent program or guidelines and the
organization was apt ©o act unpredictably, although it did tend to
encourage public protiest zmd was fairly strong in the ghetto.49

Zg Mayer, op. cit., pp. 116~117.

Kemble, Eugenia, ''Ocean Bi!l-Browmsville", as quoted in Gittell, op. cit., p. 3

Z? According to an interview with a professor in 1968.
48 McGoy, as~quated-in-Gitteil, wvp. ci.., p. 55. i
Niemeyer Report, op. cit., p. 82; also from a 1968 interview with a professor...

4? Rogers, op. cit., pp. 105, iE—112.
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i. Ocean Hill Planning Council

In early 1967, the Independent School Board and the UFT joined forces .
forming the Planning Council, to plan the demonstration unit. According t = i
Mayer, they had common roots in the civil rights movement and in a dislike
-for the Board of Education, but differing objectives immediately caused
‘dissension. While the UFT wanted MES expanded, the Independent School Boa-=
wanted "community control". The Planning Council began picketing and othet~
demonstrations and forced tk= removal of an unsatisfactory Principal and
"won some special services" for schools within the district. Mayer indicate«s
they were led by Mrs. Sandra Feldman, a young teacher, union field represent--
atives and civil rights workers, who had been among the organizers of the
East River CORE. Throughout the month of July, this group met with: the
Ford Foundation, Brooklyn College, Yeshiva University, the Mayor's Office.
and the Board of Education.

>0 Mayer,’og.'zit., pp. 21-23.
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III. HOW DID THE DEMONSTR:TION WMISTRICT COME ABOL WHAT ARE THE MAJOR
ACTIVITIES SINCE THER?

Sprlng 1965 — The. Board of Education:.. reated a mew school
district (Dist—ict 17), comprised .of Gczan Hiil, Brownsville
and Flatbush (=SHis last, a white middie-class ar¢z). Ocean
Hill had previzumsly heen part of the Ezdford Stuyvesant School
District and, == such, had had :a represantative oz the local
board. The new dist—ict left Ocean Hil: without & representa-
tive. Later om Rhozy McCoy, Project Administm=zor of the Ocean
Hill district, indicaced that this maneuver p*anlpﬂtated the
desire of the commumity for more control.?l e

- September 196% — Parents and community groups orgauized a
boycott at IS 201. They demanded £1thEI integration or
community control. They also demanded =z black primcipal. 52
‘Sources generally agree that this boycott signalled the start
of the community comtrol issue which led to the formation of
the three demonstration units.

+ October 20, 1966 - The Board of Education announced it was
studying various plans to decentralize the city school system
in order to increase parental involvement in the schools. 53

. November, 1966 -~ All groups with whom the Board of Education
normally deals —- including the parents' associations ~- cut
¢ff 21l relations with: the District 17 local btwmard and the,
Board of Education. This move was supported by the UFT. The
grouwp issued a plan, stating 3 aims: an independent Ocean Hill
school district; a governing school board of teachers and parents;
public meetings in the communlty to discuss school problems and
future action.J4

. December 19 - 21, 1966-~ The '"People's Board of Education"
occupied the Board of “Education headquarters.55

+ February 17,.1967 - The:Board of Education :again announced it
was studying decentralization. 56 .

. February 1967 — Partly in respomse to the IS 20 controversy
and partly due to parent attempts: to be represented on the lay
‘board, Ocean:Hill community membeexs began to plam for some means
of participating directly in =mol aZfairs. Key participants
were: poverty workers, parerrs=z, neighihorhood association leaders,
and religious Jl=aders. They wers in contact with the Mayor's
office and the Roard of Educatiom in these meetings, which
continued on. tlmougm July.57

_g; McCoy, quoted in GltteIIl..r op. cit., p. 52-53.

53 Gittell, op. pP. 335,
52 ibid., p. 18.
. 55 Karp, as:quoted.in Gittell, op. cit., p. 65.
56 Rogers, op. cit., p. 30.
57 Gittell, op. cit., p. 18.
Niemeyer Report, op. cit., p. 72.
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58 °

59

60
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620

63
64
65

66
67

68
69

‘Niemeyer Reports, op. cit., . 72.

. ®aarch 3C, 1967 - After the demoasftration districts had been organized, .
it New: Tork State Legislatur= preesented Mayor Lindsay with a mandate
v decemtralize the entire New ¥,.x City school system promising $54
#illion :m additional state aid.F* .

. 4pril 1%%7 — The Board of Eduratiom announced its decentralization
zfian and thesformation of Oce=n Hijd-Brownsville, Two Bridges, and
75.201 .as: dememrstration districts .99

. april 19R7 — THe Ford Foundatiom arranged z meeting betweenm Ocean Hill.
sroups amd Smerintendent Donowes ostensibly to discuss the IS 55 princip
hut actm=Tlwy Teaan Hill brought == its planm for an independent bqa:d.60 i

. July 6, IS '— .Ocean Hill receim==i a $44,000 planning grant from the
Ford Foumsm=—tom. Stipulatioms xFT the grant were that it he adminis~-
tered thrmmsr Father John Powis™., Our Lady of Presentation Church6l
and that = proposal for communitr control be submitted within 26 days:."6‘2"
Rhody McCoy' was selected as Temmuwrary Project Administrator.

. July 1967 — Dmring July, the Plamming Council formulated its proposal,.:
meeting with the Bozrd of Educatiion::and Superintendent Donovan. It was '
felt  that there:was general -agreement as to .specific powers: to be grant
the Ocear Hill Board; moreover, :tite local community- interpreted .the
cppointment of the temporary Proj=ct Administrator as formal recognitio
of the demonstr=tion: unit, although the Board.of Education: mever. explic
granted.full recopmition.63 - . - SN

- July 29, 1967 — Tha Ocean Hill-Bxownsville Planning ‘Council. completed:its|
propesal in widch parents, commuuity leaders, and teacherszwere involved:
(some. paxrents: were paid on a weekly basis to participate) 64 _The proposal
“A Pl for am Expertmental Schael Distriet: Ocean Hill-Brownsville'
droppef its original request for MES (after Superintendent had indicate
thatmes: every :schomll could be a MES school) and changed the method “of
selectSug the proje=t adminimrrator and prinmecipal when vacancies occurred
Teack==s, as propamants.:of MBS, opposed the:former change.66

. Augmmt I, 1967 - The Ocesq #ill-Brownsville Board was elected. This
election became a c==iter &f wsmtroversy and was declared "unorthodox" -
becanse wates were sxtill beimg solicited two days after the election.b7 3
Souesteless, 25Z of zhe paremcs voted, electing 7 parent “representatives;
Wiro === = chose 5 commmmzity-representatives. Two supervisors and &

teatisens we=Te elected zswardmembers in voting by their colleagues.68"’
. ‘Auguse- 2 | 1967 — Jemes ALTen; Sate: Comissioner of ‘Education, announced
that tiex Buard -of Efncarigh conid create the position of Demonstration:. :
Schund T¥—imcipal for =femwatary schools (as Ocean Hill requested) .69 Thi
decisimn =il to awtmeonigis betsemen the CSA and UFT, :and community- groups

s
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State of New ¥orik,. An.Act, In Semate: azd Assembly, #4622, March 30, 1967.
Gittell, op..zcdt.,. p.-335.

Karp, as quotedizin Gittell,. op. cit., p~.67.
Gittell, op. cditt., p. 35. _
Niemeyer: Report;..op. cit., p. 91. -
ibid.
ibiids,, p. o
Gittell, op. .citu, p- 336..
Niemewer-Repesct, op. eit., p. 77.
Citeell, ‘op., ciit., p- 336.
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. Auzust 27, 1967 ~ Rhocy McCoy is elecr=d by the Ocean Hill.Beard
tc.serve as Project Administratox. Tiw: other candidate was. Jack
Bioomfield, who was apparently the Boz==d of Education's choice.
The Board of Educatiorm recognized McCoy and agreed to pay him a
sari_?.ary.-i0

+ August 29, 1967 -~ The Ocean Hill-Brownsville proposal was submitted
to ithe Board of Education, stating spezifir - powers and duties of 'the
Ocean Hill Board and stipulating that izt was to be responsible direct-
1y to the Superintendent of Schools amd Dimtrict Superi{mrtendent.jl

- August 31, 1967 - McCey nominates 5 primcipals to Till school varancies.
One of those iw Herman Ferguson, & man whko was then iwdicted (aumzi later
convicted), for comspiracy to murder Row HWilkins (NAACF) and Whitney
Young (Urban Li2ague). The teachexms, upset particulariy with the
nomination of Ferguson, abstained f£rom sroting.

. September 9, 1967 - On the opening day :df school, the UFT struck the
New York City schools: :and lodged compiaiints against the Ocean Hill
Toard. The UFT demands an enlargement @f MES and the power to evict
disruptive :studemts; it won a clause emmowering it to spend $10 million
of Board of Education funds for am educamtion program./3 Some parents
considered the disruptive child clause:zmti-Black z=wd anti-Poerto
Rican,’%4 and some outsiders considered he.strike = move to "force
Mayor: Lindsay to bargain with .tire unior”. 75 The scrike lastmd 12
days :and created great tensions. At the same time, 17 .assistants.
to the principals res:i:gned.76 “he Ocezm Hill Board made a great
effort to keep the schools open..’/ and :school attendance was :about
60%.78 Around this time, Shankex and Tzldman called a meetimg of
the UFT to urge teachers ‘to retrwm to Ocean Hill and "'give tie
project a chance’.”?

. September 27, 1967 — At a Board «f Education meeting, Rhody 2icCoy

and three new principals were ap;-pimted. The meetimg reporta&dly

- was tension filled, with disruptive inflmences and hoszElity fire—
valent, assertedly due to a seri¥$ @f rumozs circulated bef ares: thee
meeting.80 Teachkers, in a -:taremext.. accmsed the Oceam Hill Hoard
of hostility towsmd tthem. 'They wers extremely hostiie and mmgative,
there was a constant s=—remm aof rewarks 1o teachers which . stated ‘that
teachers were bigoted, imvwmwpererc, diisinterested, obstructiwms; and
were attempting to:.sabotage  the-glan.. . . the atmosphere became:so
hostile that teachers hesitated to evenwask .a question or expmess

;g Karp, as quoted in Gittell, oop. cit., pp.. 68-69.
As quoted from "A Plan for mn Experimental School District” in the Niemmyer
72 Repoxt, 0p. cit., p. 73.
Mayexr, op. cit., pp. 23, :28-29;_Levine, Naomi, "Ocean Hill-Browiisville, Schools in
Crists, New York Popular Libraty, 1969 indicates the Ocean Hill Board appodinted
.. 4 omSeptember 2.
3 Niemeyer Report, op.cit., p. &5
34 Niemeyer Rep » op.cit., p. ¥5.
75 Gittell, op.cit., p. 336.
76 Méyex, op.cit., p- 30: o
77 Nle@eyer‘Report, oE.crtgrgamﬁéJ
-ibid., p. 85. They had vired .August 24 to keeprithe.schools open (Weifk, Carol A,
"The: Ocean Hill~Brownsvillie Schoml Project: AZfBrofile', Issue, Vol. 3No. 2,
February, 1969, p. 7. -
Ferretti, as quoted. in Gittell, op.cit., p. 306.
80 Mayer, op.cit., p. 31. e
Kemble, .as quoted in Gittell, :op.citt.., p.-45. .See under August 27, 1967 for

Q : e s g i ‘
EMC . an éppar.er#:ly éonfllct?.ng ét,atement. 227 | ArthUnD,>lf_itt|‘¢,'lnC‘
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an opinion. Any attempt at teacher comment was met with imsult and
charged with obstruction."81 At the same time, teachers supportive
of the Ocean Hill Board made a statement ‘that: the Ocean Hill Board
had had full participation by parents, teachess, and commumitys
harmonious and unbiased relations; concensms an all issuesy account-
ability to each group; and the goals of education had been paramount
to all at the meetings.82

. Fall 1967 - Ford granted an additional $I5,000 to Ocean Hill.83

. October 1967 ~ The CSA filed suit against the creation of a special |
category of Demonstration School Principals. This category would be. o
under state regulations rather than city regmlations.

. November 1967 — All 18 assistant principals left Ocean Hi1l1.85

. November 9, 1967 - Recomnecztion for Learning, known as “the Bundy

_Report, was published. Tie Bundy Report proposed decentralization
of the city's schools, restimg power in the 1ocal board, and author-~
izing the Mayor to appoin: members of the Central Educatiomal Agency
(their term for the Central Board of Education) and five members of
the 11 member local boards. 8¢

. November 27, 1967 - A policy statement on decentralization. was
adopted by the UFT executiwe board (by the delegate assembhly cm
December 20, 1967).87

~ November 1967 - The Ocean %41l Bemrd =md the met o m=solve
teacher representation problems wm the Bozwd. The UFT Bail mev=r
‘recognized the meams by which teacher Tepresentatives were-chosen.
No resolution was reached.

. December 1967 — Mayor Lindsay submiti=d s revised Bamdy Plan. to
the Legislature..

+ January. 1968 -— The Ocean HiZTI Board was given a copy of the suggested -
guidelines prepared by the Mi=meyer Commitiess, cOncermimg powers and
functions of the Ocean Hill Bozrd. The GreamMill Board discussed the -
guidelines with the Board of Eucation in texms of Ocezm EL1l's:rown ‘
demands, such as better Demopstration Tnim evaluation procedures and
a Project Administrator sanlely responsible to the local board.®

As quoted in the Niemeyer Report, om. cit., PP. 153 e

ibid., p. 73.

84 'Mz}yer, op. cit., p. 25.

8 le'ttell,. op. cit., p. 337. o o A N

86 New York Civil Liberties Union,..;as:qno;ﬁad Im GJItEIl, op. cit., T T2,
See Reconnection for Learning. Ses also Appendix A of ‘the T0 Bridges Memorandum

g7 Report. o

Gittell, op. cit., pp. 219, 337. See also Apperndix A of this Memarandum

88 Report. ' :

89'?Magyer, op._cit., pp. 20-23.

op. cit., p. 8. 928!

Bgthor D Lj;tley,lnc
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. February 1968 -~ The Ocean Hill Board issued strong guidelines for
decentralization. Jack Bloomfield, the unsuccessful candidate for
Project Adwinistrator, left, along with all assistant principals,
30 teacher=, and 5 secretaries.

- February }4, 1968 - Mayor Lindsay made-a.policy speech on education
at a Civic Assembly meeting, condemning the school system and strong-
ly urging support for -decentralization (this was his first speech on

" decentralization).

- February 19, 1968 - Norman Brubaker, Special Assistant to the
Superintendent of Schools, wrote a letter to the Reverend C. Herbert
Oliver (The Ocean Hill Board Chairman) with four recommendations:
that provision be made for fixed terms for Ocean Hill Board Members;
that the Ocean Hill Board recognize the Board of Education's respon-
sibility; that funding requests be submitted according to regulations;
and that the Ocean Hill Board make a statement accepting the Board of
Educaticn Guidelines.92 :

- Februarwy 21, 1968 - Harold Howe II, U. S. Commissioner of Education
in a speech to the committee on the City of New York of the New York
Senate stated that the decentralization and local control were
necessazy tc improve education.93 :

. March 4, 1968 ~ Judge Rinaldi rules against the CSA's suit, indicating
that the Beomrd of Education had the right to create the position of
Demonstratizm School Principal. However, he also ruled that the
category was: not clearly delineated and voided the app01ntments
made under the category.94 e

+ March 1968 - The State Board of Regents announced a far-reaching
plan .for decentralization of New York S schools 95

« March .26, 1968 - The demonstration districts issue draft constitutions
demanding a clear delegation of authority from the Board of Education.96

- Spring 1968 - During this time,. an effective three-way lobby (Board
of Education, UFT, and CSA) is organized against the Bundy Report.

» April 10 & 11, 1968 -~ Ocean Hill parents boycotted the schools to demon-
strate support for meaningful communltg control and to protest the
Ocean Hill Boards' unofficial status.?

. End of April, 1968 - The Board of Regents went to the New York State
Legislature :and asked it to pass through their March proposal into
law. At this time, both Mayor Lindsay and Governor Rockefeller .
announced support of the Regent Plan and urged the legislature to
take swift action.

Karp, as quoted in Gittell, op. cit., p. 70.

Rogers, EHL;.Cft-: p. 204,

As quoted in the Nlemeyer Report, op. cit., p. 92.

~ Howe, Harold, II, U. S.” Gommissioner of Education,Statement before the Committee
" on City of New*York of the New York Senate Wednesday, February 21, 1968, p. 5.
‘See also pp. 5-12.

'G1ttell, op. .cit., Pp. 337.

Karp, as.quoted in Gittell, op. cit., p. 74. ‘

See the Two Brddges Memorandum Report, Appendices Bl and B2.

' Niemeyer Report, op. cit., p. 96.

‘ VKarp as quoted in Gittell, op. cit., p. 75. 229 ‘ ArthufDL‘ittle,lnc o /




308

99
100
101

102

103
104
105
106
107
108
109

.+ May 8, 1968 - The Ocean Hill Board sent termination notices to
19 professionals (13 teachers, 5 assistant principals, and 1
principal) and referred them to the Board of Education for re-
assignment.99 "This move was interpreted by the professional
staff, the community at large, and the press as a dismissal."100
The transfer raised a storm of controversy, as the guestion became
one of authority. Proponents of the Ocean Hill Board indicate
McCoy tried to transfer the teachers within the district first
(which is within his authority) and had tried to_get Superintendent
Donovan to transfer them, but Donovan refuéed,101 Others felt
McCoy* was usurping powers of others and complained of "due process"
for the teachers (see Section II, above).

. May 14, 1968 - The Superintendent of Schools demanded that the
Ocean Hill Board supply written charges and appointed Judge Rivers
examiner.102 0On the same day, the New York Legislature agreed to
work on a strong decentralization bi11,103

+ May 18, 1968 ~ The Board of Regents announced that a strong de-
centralization bill would be passed by the-Legislature. The bill
would create a 3 member commission that would have one year to

- decentralize New York's school system and create nearly autonomous
local school boards, 10 :

< May 20, 1968 ~ The UFT lagbied 500 strong against passage of the
Board of Regent's bi11.l

- May 21, 1968 ~ Governor Rockefeller publicly predicted a strong
bill would be passed by the Legislature,106

. May 22, 1968 - New York State Legislature, discarding both the
Bundy and the Board of Regents Plans, passed the Marchi law, and
in effect, postponed acting on decentralization for a year.
Under this law, the Board of Education is allowed to delegate
authority to local boards and the Central Board of Education
would be enlarged from 9 to 13 members.107

. May, 1968 -~ According to Mayer, the Ford Foundation awarded Ocean
Hill yet another grant at this time. Mayer did not specify the
amount.l

- July, 1968 -~ Board of Education and tha 3 demonstration boards’ '“‘Jm
had reached an impasse over delegaticw of authority. I

See Gittell, op. cit., p. 33 fo: a copy of the notice.

Niemeyer Rcport, op. cit., p. 94, ‘

New York Civil Liberties Union, as quoted in Gittell, op. cit., p. 115.

See also the Niemeyer Report, op. cit., pp. 94, 96. -

Gittell, op. cit., p. 337. According to the Niemeyer Report, op. cit., p. ?4’v~§

the UFT made the demand for written charges, "thus placing the request for
transfers (for which no charges are required) into the realm of dismissal."

Karp, as quoted in Gittell, op. cit., p. 73.
ibid. :

ibid.

ibid.

Gittell, op. cit., p. 337.. See Appendix C of Two Bridges to compare rejected P
op. cit., p. 104. i ) o ’ o
Gittell, op. cit., p. 15. |
- 2390
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. Last week of July, 1968 - Ocean Hill Board Member Wright submitted
a petition to the Board of Education to have a new election in
Ocean Hill,110

- July 30, 1968 - The Final Report on the Advisory Committee on
Decentralization (Niemeyer Report) was issued.lll

Lol

* July 31, 1968 - The Board of Education appointed Galamison, Vasquez
and Lotz (3 of its members) to a committee to look into Wright's
petition. Wright claimed 3,000 signatures on his petition; McCoy
showed a petition with 5,000 signatures supporting the local board.
Wright's petition was in question, moreover, due to irregularities
in signatures. The UFT was also said to have been involved in
gathering the signatures.112

. August 14, 1968 - The Board of Education voted to regect Wright's
petition and not to have new elections until 1969.11

+ August 26, 1968 - Judge Rivers ruled that the Ocean Hill Board had
not proved its case and would have to reinstate the professionals
which it had "reassigned".l1l4

* September 4, 1968 - Superintendent Donovan announced he would limit
his supervisory and approval functions to the "absolute minimum'' in
the "spirit of decentralization" and leave to the local superintendent,
recommendations on: personnel, textbooks, and other materials.

* September 9, 1968 - The UFT struck all city schools over Ocean Hill's
not having reinstated the "reassigned". professionals. The Ocean Hill
Board kept schools open and operating with a "full complement of staff,
nearly all non-union . . . "116 ;

- September 11, 1968 - Ocean Hill residents barred returning teachers
from the schools.

+ September 12, 1968 - The Board of Education asked State Commissioner
of Education Allen to intercede.l18

. September 13, 1968 - The teachers went out on strike again over the
reinstatement issue.ll9 Attendance at Ocean Hill was "light", but all
classrooms were manned. Legal proceedings began against UFT.120

. September 14, 1968 - The Allen compfomise, proposing a suspension
of the Ocean Hill Board and the temporary transfer of the ten teachers
out of the distrist was refused by the UFT. Allen ordered the Board
of Education to suspend the Ocean Hill Board anyway.12
iig Mayer, op. cit., p. 61.
112See Appendix D of Two Bridges for Findings and Recommendations.
113 Mayer, op. cit., p. 61l. : o
: ibid.
1;2 "The Rivers Report", as quoted in Gittell, op. cit., pp. 83-100.
Guidelines, op. cit., p. 6.

iig Mayer, as quoted in Gittell, op. cit., p. 67.

118 Mayer, op. cit., p. 70. UFT/Board of Education agreement came 10/7. (ﬁevine, 1069\.  
119 Gittell, op. cit., p. 338. . : R

120ibid.; Levineg-o . cit., p. 68.

Mayer, op. cit., p. 76. _
121 - :

Gittell, op. cit., pp. 338, 339, Levine gp. cit., p. 68, gives-September 15,

231
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TS

122

123

125
126
127
128

129

130

© 131

132

ibid., p. 339. TFor = more complete listing of day~by-day activities duang

-~walk-out, please see Levine, op. cit., p. 69.

. September 20, 1968 - The suspension of the Ocean Hill Board was
lifted and the Board was granted permission by the Board of
Education to retain tearchers hired during the strike. The dis-
puted teachers were orézred back to the district by the Board
of Educatiom.l22

+ Bctober 1, 1968 ~ The TET threatened a new strike, due to teacher
?.araSSment at Ocean Hill.123

* OJctober 6, 1968 - The Bmard of Education suspended the Ocean Hill
Board for 30 days for Fmproper assignment of duties for the dis-
puted teachers.124

. October 8, 1968 — McCoy, the Project Administrator, and seven of
the 8 principals :were reiieved of their duties and reassigned to
Central Headquaztems. McCoy refused to be reassigned, and remained
at Ocean HiT1.IZ% C

- October 9, 1968 — Disorders forced the closing of JHS 271.126  The
New York Civil Liiberties Union -issued 'The Burden of the Blame: A
Report on the Ocean Hill-Brownsville School Controversy" which
placed the majorfty of the blame on both the UFT and the Board
of Education (see Section.II, dbove). .

.+ October 13, 1968 — The UFT voted to strike and issued a series of
demands to #e met, among them:a demand to have the Ocean Hill
demonstration termed a failure.l128

+ October 14, 1968 —The UFT went out on strike for a third"time.129
This time, however, "fewer than 8,000 teachers" voted for the
s:trike.l36

+ October 16, 1768 - Mayor Lindsay appointed a fact-finding panel
headed by Kheel. McCoy refused Kheel's Mediation Plan which
called for paying back pay to the 10 controversial teachers.
Four days Zlater, the panel quit.l31

October 30, 1968 — The: Ocean Hill Board sent a letter to Allen
stating they wemild take back the teachers in question.

November 15, 1968 - The Apellate Division in a 3:2 decision upheld
-the Rinaldi decision which voided the principals named under the

category of Demonstration School Principal and held that: the appoint-
Tients WEELlllEgal. The Board of Education appealed the decision.132

strike see Levine, op. cit., pp. 68, 69. The schools were reopened September
after mayoral intervention. . o
Gittell, op. cit., p. 339. For all the day's activities, including a teacher

Gittell, op. cit., p. 339
ibid.

ibid.

ibid..

ibid., P 340. The Board of Education had reopened the schools and reinsta
the teachers on the 1Ith. (Levine, op. cit., p. 69.)

Gittell, op. cit., p. 340.

Mayer, op. cit., p. 69. »
Gittell, op. cit.,. p. 340. See also the Niemeyer Report, op. cit., PP- Qﬁ

Gittell, 02’ . ci;t.‘, p.~340. » 9 39 : o ArthurDthtle,lnc'
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+ November 17, 1968 - The UFT and the Bo.urd.of Education reached an
agreement which_ended the strike. The Ocean Hill Board was not a
party to this agreement. The demonstration district, under the
terms of the agreement, was placed under state trusteeship and
both McCoy and the Ocean Hill Board were suspended until State
Commissioner Allen removed the ban. The State Trustee was to
oversee the district, while a three-member panel was set up to
investigate complaints of harassment.133

- November 1968 - The Special Committee on Racial and Religious
Prejudice was appointed by Mayor Lindsay.l34

* November 29, 1968 - I.S. 201 and Ocean Hill schools were closed
in support of a boycott over the cancellation of holidays to
make up for strike time. Judge Travia ruled that the Ocean Hill
Board was "no more than an unofficial body of citizen advisors
without power to transfer or suspend".135

+ December 1968 - The Board of Education issued its Guidelines to
Decentralization.136

+ December 2, 1968 - Disruptions occurred in 12 schools; JHS 271
was closed by Allen. State Trustee Johnson resigned and was re-
placed by Dr. William D. Firman. The UFT threatened yet another
strike.137

- December 13, 1968 - After a series of disruptions, the suspending
of Rhody McCoy (on the eleventh), etc., Firman took over McCoy's
offices while McCoy's followers boycotted JHS 271 and two other
schools were closed.138

+ December 16, 1968 - Dr. Wilbur R. Nordos replaced Firman as State
Trustee.139

. January 15, 1969 - The Court of Appeals voided the Apellate Division
.decision. The Court of Appeals ruled the special category of Demon-
stration School Principal correct on all counts and allowed the princi-
pals to be reinstated.l40 ’

- January 17, 1969 - The Special Committee on Racial and Religious
Prejudice, chaired by Judge Botein, issued its report, which ad-~
mitted to prejudice on both sides of the controversy, but which-
was vague in its language.lé4l

1133 ibid. For all the detailed happenings about this time please see Levine,

134 OP- cit., pp. 112«120,

135 Gittell, op. cit., p. 174.
Levine, op. cit., pp. 113, 114; interview with Steve Arons of the Harvard

© 136 Education Center of Harvard University, October 9, 1969.

137 See Appendix E of the Two Bridges Report for recommendations.
138 Levine, op. cit., pp. 115-117.
139 ibid., pp. 118, 119.
140 Aibid., p. 119. The next day JHS 271 was reopened (p. 120).

141 Gittell, op. cit., p. 340.
ibid., p. 174.
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. January 29, 1969 - The Board of Education issued a "Plan for the
Development of a Community School District System for the City of
New York" (as per its mandate under the Marchi Law).

« March 7, 1969 - The Ocean Hill Board was reinstated.l42

. May 1, 1969 - The New York State Legislature enacted a new deceh-
tralization law defining the powers and duties of the school
system,143 ’

. Fall 1969 ~ Ocean Hill instituted a suit requesting that the o
three demonstration districts be allowed to continue under
their present status. :

+ January 1970 - Elections will be held for new community boards in
accordance with the May 1, 1969 decentralization law (a partici-
pant indicates this may be March 1970). '

142y p. cit., p. 120
143 evine, op. cit., p. .
New York State Legislature, Senate Act 5693, Assembly Act 7206,

"An Act to Amend the Education Law . . .", May 1, 1969.
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© IV. WHAT AUTHORITY DOES THE OCEAN-HILL BOARD HAVE?

Formal

Like the other two demonstration districts, Ocean Hill presently has little
power, as noted in previous sections. The Central Board retains the powers of:
personnel hiring and firing (the Ocean-Hill board hired the Project Administrator,

~--and eight principals, however); choice of curriculum; and financial budgeting
‘(the Central Board pays the Project Administrator's salary, for example). In

fact, the Board of Education never formally recognized the Ocean-Hill board.
It is this lack of formal power which has been the center of conflict in the
demonstration unit. :

Informal

Ocean-Hill secured fewer informal powers from the Central Board than Two
Bridges. They instituted curriculum additions and corrections; hired parapro~
fessionals, and were able to retain teachers hired during the strike (like Two
Bridges), for example, but created a storm of controversy over professional

" transfers (IS 201 achieved peaceful transfers at the same time), possibly due

to the method employed, as has been suggested by some. As mentioned in Section
11, moreover, the Central Board allowed no flexibility in the use of funds.

Decentralization

On April 30, 1969, the New York State Legislature enacted a new decentral~
ization law.l44 This law sets up a specific set of relationships and powers
among: 145 : .

The City Board: A seven-member.board consisting of two Mayoral Appointees
and one elected member from each of the five boroughs. (An interim board
will be operative until a city board can be elected.) The board members'
terms are for four years. The City Board will devise a plan to divide
New York City into 30 - 33 districts of approximately 20,000 pupils each.
It will also establish the size of the decentralized boards. The City
Board is the policy-maker. It approves all actions to be taken in the
areas of: finance, new buildings, curriculum and personnel. It submits
its budget to‘the\mgzgf and allocates funds to the districts.

The Chancellor of the city districtsy-whose salary is paid by the city
board and who serves a 2-4 year terwu. The Chancellor-acts as a middle-
man between the City'Board, which pays his salary, and the decentralized
boards. Theoretically acting with equal powers with the superintendents,

the Chancellor is the one who submits material to the City Board for
approval. The chancellor (operating city-wide as compared to superinten-
dents operating district-wide) has advisory and jurisdictional powers over
the schools and the decentralized boards, ( with approval from the City
Board) including: curriculum; establishment of schools; personnel; finance.

144
145

See footnote 143. As mentioned above, the timetable may be changed.
This account is an exact duplicate of the account in the Two Bridges
memorandum.

’ 4
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The Decentralized (community) Superintendent, whose functions are analogous:
to the former centralized superintendent, theoretically has equal powers
and duties with the Chancellor; however, he is subject to the decentrallzed;
boards, which the Chancellor is not.

The Decentralized (Community) Boards, which will be elected on the 4th _
Tuesday of Januery, 1970, appear to have fewer powers than current demon-
stration boards under this new system. They are still denied absolute .
povers, and have the further encumbrance of a "Chancellor". They have
to apply to the City Board for Federal, State, or private funds, which are:
dispersed through the Chancellor. They have limited powers of transfer .-
and assignment of teachers (subject to City Board approval and contract

constraints). The demonstration diwiricts will continue until February of
1970, when new boards will be elected.

The City Collqgg of New Ydfﬁ;mwiil operate five of the mostvdisadvantaged~,
high schools in New York City under the jurisdiction of the city board.

The diagram on the following page represents our judgment of the actual
powers and interactions between all parties.

236
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Figure 1
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Powers & Interactions Under the May 1969
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If the approval of actions and authorized disbursement are actually channeled via
. the Chancellor (as the law designates), this channel will operate for ceremonial
purposes only.

This link is not known, but an effective Chancellor would not allow it to not exist.

'3 While the law designates the local Superintendent as equal in power to the Chancellor,

ot is very evident from thls diagram that he cannot be if the Decentralized Board
-ndertakes an active role within its noted limitations in note 1.above. :
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V. WHAT ARE THE GOALS OF THE OCEAN HILL BOARD?

Like the other two demonstration units, the long-range goal of Ocean Hill
is improved education for their children. .

However, unlike the other two districts, community control in terms of
hiring and firing of personnel, administration of their budget, building con-
struction, maintenance and repair, use of outside sources for both consultation
purposes and as a source of funds, seemed to become the paramount issues to the
exclusion of the education of the children. Thus, the Ocean Hill Board appeared
unwilling to perform any politically astute compromises which would endanger their.
power confrontation with the Union, despite the fact that this situation triggered
strikes and disrupted education. In this case, local control became an end in

" itself, overpowering the larger goal of improved education.

A short-term measurable goal of reading score improvement has significance
in providing documented evidence of the effects of local control over the long-
range goal of educational improvement. This goal apparently has been realized
through Project Read, which is creqﬂfed with improvement of one grade level
within six weeks, and often more.

146 See the Ocean Hill Draft Constitﬁtion as well as AppendiX B 1 and B 2 of

147 the Two Bridges Report,
According to a brochure entitled "Project Read", issued by Ocean Hill.
Even though we must suspect The Hawthorne Effect of operating here,
nonetheless as one observer put it "what difference does it make as long
as the children learn?"
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VI. 1S THE OCEAN HILL BOARD REPRESENTATIVE?

The Ocean Hill Board is larger than the Two Bridges Board, which consists
of ten members. The Ocean Hill Board is comprised of eighteen members repre-
senting parents (7 members), Community (5 members), teachers (4 members) and
supervisors (2 members). Each group is elected by its colleagues (except only
the parents choose the community representatives). Accusations were levelled
at the original Ocean Hill Board that it was unrepresentative, since all but two
of the seven parents' representatives were PTA Presidents.l48

Some feeling of misrepresentation is also apparent in the survey of 200
parents 47% of them were negative toward the Ocean Hill Board.l Yet McCoy
claimed 5,000 signatures in support of the Ocean Hill Board at the time of
Wright's petition (See Section III above); and a New York.Times article .con-
trasted Two Bridges with Ocean Hill amd IS 201 which were united against.outside
forces 130

But arguments :wot withstanding, the i{tcean Hill Planning Council and.the
Ocean Hill Board apgear =o have made grear-efforts to obtain commumity partici-
pation. They held tzaiming workshops for prospective Board members: as well as. for
prospective paraprof=ssionals. McCoy contended a large part of his time:in the
early months wac spemt in open community meetings and communicationd>5l

148 Kemble, as quoted in Gittell, op. cit., p. 42
iég Niemeyer Report, op. cit., p. 122

New York Times, March 30, 1969, p. 70:4, '"Strife Besets Two Bridges
151 Demonstration District". '

McCoy as quoted in Gittell, op.cit., pp. 59-60
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© VII. WHAT HAS THE OCEAN HILL BOARD ACCOMPLISHED?

It has managed to stir the interest of both students and teachers,

as witnessed by: fewer student suspensions (less than 30 as opposed

to 628 in a similar length of time before the project began); less
vandalism (2 cases in one year, as opposed to an average of two per

week previously); high pupil attendance (90%, as opposed to pre-project

70-75%) ; low teacher absenteeism (2%, compared to 15%); low teacher

turnover (3%, compared to 20-25% previously); a 130-name teacher

waiting list (prev1ously there were .around 60 vacanc1es) 152

- It has established the use of 240 paraprofessionals, 16 Community
Liaison worke&rs, and professionals: from other fields (lawyers,
engineers, :@tc.) as well as recrmiting teachers from outside: the

ci*ty . 153

It _has est=hlished public relations and information centers for
commmnicatfonzwith the community, including a newspaper, News from -
Ocean: HilTl=Brownsville, publishe# monthly, which contains articles
dealing with educational issues.iD4

It:has estzhlished several readimg projects, one of which claims
success .inzimproving reading scores dramatically (see above): and
one 'of which-teaches children to read in Spanish.1l55

+ It has established courses in Black culture, African history, creative
writing, and a program in conjunction with an art workshop.l56

It has established innovative methods of teaching, such as a Montessori
class; the Bereiter-Engelman Method of teaching; a Leicestershire- _
Modeled School; and Project Learn (with programmed reading curricula).l57 -

The most common achievement by all three demonstration units, however, is
~ increased community participation. In all three areas, there has been greater
voter turnout, greater attendance at school meetings, and more direct participa-
tion of the lower class groups in school affairs.158

igg Fantini, op. cit., pp. 106, 107.

McCoy, as quoted in Gittell, op. cit., p. 60. Fantini, op. cit., p. 103,
Moreover, greater responsibility is given to the aides and liaison workers.
McClintick, Dave, and Sears, Art, Educational Hot Spot, Wall Street Journal,
154 April 10, 1969, p. 28. - S
155, McCoy as quoted in Gittell, op. cit., p. 60. T
156 Ferretti, as quoted in Gittell, op. cit., P: 295; see also p. 145.
157 ibid.; The Center Forum, op. cit., p. 5; Weilk, op. cit., p. 1l4. -
» Ferretti, as quoted in Gittell, op. cit., p. 295; Weilk, op. cit., p. 14;
158 Fantini, op. cit., p. 103.
Gittell, op. cit., p. 332.
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_ VIII. IS THE OCEAN HILL BOARD'S POLICY=MAKING PRIVATE OR PUBLIC ~

. Mayer provides ample evidence to zhe effect that McCoy acted independ-
_ently of the board without the board's .knowledge of such acts (in meetings with
Shanker, Donovan, Beard of Education, and the Mayor, for example, and committ-
~ ments as a result of these meetings)59 -and even paid parent repr%féntatives

" . without:zeither Ford's knowledge or announcing it .to the public. 10

Mayer also furnishes other incidemts where the board was publicly swayed
by its chairman, the Reverend C. Herbert-Oliver to reverse their vote (the vote
on the teacher transfer issue was turned-when '"15-20 militants" entered the room;

" and Oliver announced rejection of the Kheel proposal after an affirmative vote
had been taken, calling 3 special meeting and pleading with them to change the
vote, -which they did). 161

According to an interview with .an.observer in 1968, the Ocean Hill Board
depends heavily on McCoy, who is a compatent professional, but they don't like
- having to do so. McCoy, on the other- hand, gives every indication that he responds
to mandates from the-board:

Teachers, as has been mentioned previously, accused the Ocean Hill Board
of intentionally leaving them out of the decision-making process.

Thus, the Ocean Hill Board appears to function very publicly in its decision-
making; however, its Project Administrator, Rhody McCoy, on whom the board reliés.,
apparently does not.

123 op. cit., pp. 23, 62, 65, 69-70, 113,

ibid., pp. 24-25.
ibid., pp. 49, 50, 56.

162 See "The Year of the Dragon'", Gittell, op. cit., PP. 52-63.
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Lxcerpts from the UFT Policy Statement on
Decentralization

“I'he United Federation of ‘Tcachers believes that the adoption of
the Bundy proposals would irreparably harm the cducational sys-
tem, ‘The Bundy model is based upon a glorification of the old-
tuee raval school structure and is unfit for the greatest urben
center in thewosfd. The Bundy model is not decentralization; it is
Ialhanization. It rans counter to the current trend of cnlarging

» heol districts in order to provide both for greater efiiciency and -

intemation by narrowing schiool boundaries td increasc administra-
the costs aud reinforce segregation. Finally, the Bundy report
sanotes the new power and integrity of the professional teacher
«ho will ot continue to teach in any school or district where pro-
fewional decisions are made by laymen.

tUEr Proposals

Central Board of Education. The present.Board of Education

- +hould be removed immediately by the legislature and a carctaker

! nml_ appointed. This is not an attack on the present bhoard of its
velividual members, They have tried hard. It may be that they
bave done as well as anyonc could during these trying years. But
we st recognize that they have lost public confidence and their

“!'!lfllmnli(m in officc merely provokes increasing community hos-
iy, .

Source: Quoted in Gittell, op. cit., pp. 219-221
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Decentralizz!iza. The New York Cily School Systen shduld he.

deeentralize . The number of local school districts formed should
be under fi:2en in order to insure the possibility of intcgration
within cach ¢ii:rict and to reduce administrative costs,

Local Schoo! Beards. Each local school district should have a
Jocal schoo! tzzrd of cleven members. All should be clected by
parcuts in ths community and ‘should serve without pay. Limita-
tions should te placed upon expenses and reimbursement for lost
salary. At Jezst siv members of the local school board shall be
parents of children in the school. "

District Superintendent. District supcrintendents who meet state
qualifications :4all be employed by local school boards on contract
for a specified term of office, -

Funding. The central Board of Education shall continue to con-
trol those pa:i: of the budget that represent jts lcgal and contrac-
tual obligations. Since salarics, pension costs, social security taxcs,
and other cus’s are central obligations, no service is performed by
requiring locz] districts to act as a mere transmission belt. Funds
distributed to local boards should be for their own use—admin-
istrative and ecucational, Local boards should be guaranteed funds

instcad of mesely getting whatever remains of central funds. Thus,:

a fixed percentage of all new funds must be cannarked for local
distribution. This proposal would make teachcrs and community
allics rather than competitors. Under the Bundy proposal, the more
moncy teachers receive, the less. for localities. Under this proposal

the greater the budget increase, the greater the sum for districts |

and for teachers, Whereas the Bundy Report mandates a budget
based on the funds likely to be available, the Board of Education
shall develop its budget request on the basis of educational nceds,
not the availability of funds. ' '

" New Central Board. The new central board shall be appointcd

by thc mayor. For cach vacancy, the mayor shall select from threc
names, these to be elected by all members of the local school
boards. The board shall be unsalaricd. :

Teacher Licensing and Appointment. New York City -should
engage in a vigorous nationwide recruiting campaign. A national
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ssmiow by the Buresu of Peronnel
sxam mark established, Appoint-
=m a ranked list by the central
inal tenure of a teacher should
1 of an on-hcjob internship.
iners wonld be.climinated, the

teacher examination and 21 oo
should be used, with a min;
ments should he made to d:
board, on the basis of vacarn.:
depend upon successful com
Thus, although the Board of s
merit system would be maintainal.

inuation of the hicrarchical mili-
tary model of supervision. We wrze u two-track system: adininistra-
tors employed from nonteachis zizks on the basis of administrative
competence and supervisors ¢t for a term of officc by tenured
members of their facultics.

Promotion. Wc opposc the &

A}

Collective Bargaining. Al callective bargaining shall be city-wide.
~ Present tenure provisions shall continue.

" \,.uuwu\,uuu\u-\J\u\u\uu:uJ\uu,u;u-y\.n.:u;u:w\uwwwwu:umwu:u:uy\.;uum.mn.uuuvuyuu.:muu.,,.u.:u.uuu‘w\m.mwwwu‘wu i
WrwIw e ) W TN R W RS

Professionaligii.’ Aty new Law must clearly recognize the right AR
of the tcacher to make cducatianal decisions within his arca of
competence.

oo Teacher Transfer. A permanent staff is an esscntial ingredient

for effcctive schools, and the transfer plan established in the con-
tract advances this goal. Thus. the transfer policy shall remain a
contractual matter.

The UFT endorses the following innovations:
1. a two-track system for adwinistration and cducation
2. increascd assignments of paraprofessionals in the schools with S
a procedure to aid their training so that they would be cncouraged - ‘
to become teachers '
3. the coordination of community cforts for the cducation of
children—thus muscums, hospitals, reereation centers, cte. would
be utilized '
4. the liaison arrangements between the community board and |
the UFT district chairman
S. the arrangements that might be made to educate some chil-
dreu for a portion of their school day in the homes of parents in
the community.
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I. INTRODUCTION

The IS 201 Demonstration Unit, one of three in New York City (Ocean Hill-
Brownsville, Two Bridges and IS 201), consists of Intermediate School 201 and
its four feeder elementary schools. Located in East Harlem, the population of
the area is predominantly Black (81%), with some Puerto Rican (17%) and almost
no White residents (1%).l According to the New York Times, 85% of the pupils
are Black (and 60% of the teachers).2

Demographically, the area consists of the socio-economically disadvantaged;
30% of the adult population has an educational completion level of eight years or
less; 62% were born in the South (only 14% were born in New York City); 66% had
total family incomes of less than $5,000; and one-half to two-thirds lived in
unsound housing.3

The situation and circumstances of schools in the IS 201 District are simi-
lar to those in the other two demonstration districts. In a survey of 200 resi-
dents of the IS 201 district, parents placed schools fourth in a ranking of the
five biggest problems in their neighborhood. Schools are characterized as di-
lapidated, often substandard, either crowded and inadequate or underutilized, and
staffed with large numbers of substitute teachers. Moreover, the children's rate
of learning appears to diminish every year causing them to fall further behind;
in February, 1964, 50% of the children in the district were reading two to five
years below grade level; when tested in 1966, 85% of the elementary school child-
ren in the district were two to five years below grade level.3

Attempts have been made to alleviate the situation, similar to those in Ocean
Hill-Brownsville and Two Bridges. A Head Start Program has been inaugurated; the
schools have been designated 'special service schools', eligible for supplementary
remedial services; new library facilities were established in 1966-1967; the
pupil-teacher ratio is favorable, ranging from 13:1 to 16:1 in 1968; and IS 201
has the highest annual expengitures per student of the 3 demonstration units,

‘ranging from $900 to $1,000.

Advisory Committee on Decentralization, Final Report of the Advisory Committee
on Decentralization, submitted to the Board of Education of the City of New
York, July, 1968, (known as Niemeyer Report) p. 111. Rogers (see footnote 9)
indicates that IS 201 is 40% Puerto Rican (p. 225).

Stern, Michael, New York Times, "Once Torn IS 201 Off to a Good Start",
September 21, 1968, p. 20.

Niemeyer Report, op.cit., pp. 64, 110-112.

ibid., pp. 66, 113.

Jones, Dorothy S., "The Issues at IS 201: a View from the Parent's Committee',
Integrated Education, October - November, 1966, p. 18. (A printing of two
memoranda, which had becen . written on September 19, 1966 and October 4, 1966)
Niemeyer Report, op.cit., pp. 66, 67. But New York City's 1968 average per
pupil expenditure was $1,000 (Fantini, Mario D., 'Participation, Decentralization,
Community Control, and Quality Education', The Record-Teacher's College,
September, 1969, Vol. 71, No. 1, p. 94.) ’
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1I. Eﬂp ARE THE M/ JOR GROUPS INVOLVED IN THE DISTRICTS: "HOW DO THEY INTERACT?
a. Parents

Like the Ocean Hill District, parents do not appear to organize into groups
dealing with educational problems to a great extent, but rather to coalesce under
dynamic leadership of individuals involved with either religious institutions or
anti-poverty groups.

Only two parents' groups are mentioned with any frequency in the literature:
the Parents' Associations and the Harlem Parents Committee (both of which will be
discussed below). Yet parents give ample evidence of dissatisfac :ion with their
schools (42% of 200 surveyed felt that their schools were not as good as they
used to be)’ and with the school system which spawns the conditions of the schools.

One explanation of the paucity of parents' groups involved in the demonstra-
tion unit is the fact that the Puerto Rican minority '"see problems of adjustment
as more linguistic and cultural than ethnic'"8 and thus tend to set themselves
apart from the Blacks. 'Rogers also offered the explanation that Puerto Ricans
are disinclined to engage in social protest. He quotes a Puerto Rican leader
as saying,

"It is difficult to convince Puerto Rican parents that they have any

basis or right to challenge the school system . . . from all their
experience they hold great confidence in the public schools and a
general attitude of respecting authority . . . Negroes are more mili-

tant about rights they feel they have not been able to get,.while
Puerto Ricans withdraw instead of getting angry. They have a hope
the Negroes don't have. Their reaction to a poor school is when I
earn a little more money we'll move to a better area or go back to
Puerto Rico. They have a dream that the Negroes don't have - a
little education, a better job, and you are equal."9

This explanation is doubly meaningful in light of the fact that of 40 parent-
requested pupil transfers, as of February, 1968, 30 were Puerto Rican. 0

United Parents Association

The United Parents Association is termed the most powerful moderate organiza-
tion in New York City, with a large political base; substantial financial backing;
considerable numbers of parent volunteers to perform research and reporting
activities; and a technically and politically sophisticated staff. The UPA
is reportedly able to exert maximum influence on the Board of Education.

;_ ibid., p. 115. .
Goldbloom, Maurice J., '""The New York School Crisis'", as quoted in Gittell,
Marilyn, and Berube, Maurice, eds., Confrontation at Ocean Hill-Brownsville,

9 Praeger, New York, 1969, p. 254.

Rogers, David, 110 Livingston Street, Politics and Bureaucracy in_the New

10 York City School System, Random House, New York, 1968, p. 225.

Buder, Leonard, "IS 201's Violence Spurs Transfers", New York Times,

11 February 8, 1968.

Rogers, 0Op. Cit., P- 170.
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The UPA represents mainly middle class parents and is strongly Jewlsh, al-
though Rogers notesg an increase of Black and Puerto Rican members. Nonetheless
"most minority group members of UPA are middle class and disassociate themselves
from the demands and tactics of lower class Ghetto populations'". Its stand for
the status quo and against decentralization is perhaps due to the fears about
Black and Puerto Rican groups taking over power locally.l2

Thus a to UPA official, in 1967, stated that the protests over IS 201 were
consistently led by a small group which had not only a limited following, but
also limited interest in educational improvement; and UPA publicly denounced
IS 201's insistence on a black principal (the issue will be described in
succeeding sections).l3

Although generally having a single position, with a high degree of consensus
among its local chapter some local organizations were not in consensus.l4 The
UPA did not require local chapters to be members of its organization; IS 201
was one which was not. Dave Spencer, Project Administrator for the demonstration
unit, was a vice-president of the Parents Association (PA) when be became involved
with the district in March 1967, and became president when the preceding president
left a meeting, claiming no community representative had been invited.l5 An '
earlier example is the 1966 boycott protesting Lisser's appointment as principal
(see succeeding sections for this incident) which was organized by Isiah Robinson,
head of one of the Parents' Associations. (Significantly, Robinson was also
Chairman of the Harlem Parents Committee.)16 At the time Dave Spencer became
President, the organization also changed to accept community members. who were
not parents and renamed itself the Parent-Community Organization.

Harlem Parents Committee

According to Rogers, the Harlem Parents Committee came out of the New York -
branch of the National Association for the Advancement of Colored People (NAACP)
and included middle class bhlack militants, lawyers, artists and community workers
who formed together in the summer of 1968 to protest against Harlem schools and
the intensely segregated school system. Isiah Robinson, who had been President
of the PA for JHS 139, and Mrs. Thelma Johnson, a community organization special-
ist who later became a top education official in the Lindsay organization, led
the committee. The HPC was generally a strong supporter of Galamison although
their focuses were different: HPC was concerned with improving Harlem's schools,
of which JHS 139 was symbolic of all that was wrong, while Galamison's Parents .
Workshop of the NAACP was-concerned with improving schools on a city-wide basis
and had previously led a series of successful demonstrations against the city's
schools. Galamison later became a member of the New York City School Board.

12

13 ibid., pp. 170-175.
14 ibid., pp. 179, 180, 369.

ibid., p. 369. ; .
15 Kemble, -Eugenia, New York's Experiments in School Decentralization: A Look At
16 Three Projects, a compilation of reprints from United Teacher, p. 8. 2

Gustaitis, Rasa, ''The Angry Parents of IS 201", Reporter, Vol. 35, November l7,g
1966, p. 30.
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The HPC group apparently was unable to mobilize a large’following, although its
monthly newspaper, the Harlem Black Paper was reportedly '"widely circulated".l7 .
. )

b. Teachers

While teachers are threatened by lay participation, being unaccustomed to
reform from outside the establishment, particularly from the Black community,
"1t “should be remembered that 60% of the IS 201 faculty wan Black. 'Teachers in A
all demonstration districts originally cooperated with the communities, through
their union, the United Federation of Teachers (UFT), in their bid for local
control and through the UFT's introduction of More Effective Schools (MES) a

program designed to raise standards by increased expenditures per pupil and
increasing the teaching staff. Gittelllguggests their motivation was to
maintain control -of the reform process. Nonetheless sources generally
agree that teachers were highly involved in the planning of the demonstration
units. It appears as if they were more involved in IS 201, in fact, than in
any other demonstration unit. The IS 201 Board also appears to be the only
one which has consistently been able to maintain teacher representatives as
me;z-2rs,

Later animosities between teachers and the community led to chargés of
non-representation of teacher wishes. This must be discounted somewhat in 19
light of the evidence, although 30-40 teachers requested transfers in 1967.

United Federation of Teachers (UFT)

According to Rogers, the UFT, exclusive bargaining agent for 50,000 teachers,
had ties with all three parent groups (Negro civil rights groups, White liberals,
and moderates). The Union had played an important bargaining role for liberaliz-
ing the New York City School System and for greater professionalization of the
teacher's role. Generally sympathetic to desegregation and ghetto school problems,
it nonetheless is attacked by civil rights groups for its stand on problem pupils
and on the teacher transfer problems. Also, many individual teacbers do not follow
the leadership of theanion and are provincial and ethnocentric in their dealings
with ghetto children. A confidential source views the Union as inactive in
implementing its publicly-expressed support.

Moreover, the UFT, according to Sayre and Kaufman, has a ''desire to be self-"
directing, self-sufficient and autonomous", particularly in the area of personnel.
Goldberg calls it 3 n organization of civil service bureaucrats rather than of
teachers, per se'. :

17 Rogers, op.cit., p. 104. The point regarding NAACP is unclear, as an observer
claimed. That any ties, among. those forming the HPC with NAACP had been terminated
' 1g Years before gnd that the NY branch had no role in initiating HPC.
19 Gittell, op.cit., pp. 8-9. . . _
See Kemble, op.cit., See also Minter, Thomas K., A Study of the New York City
Board of Education Demonstration Projects: IS 201, Two Bridges, Ocean Hill-
Brownsville, a draft, October 10, 1967, p. 23 (referenced as the Minter Draft).
_ Rogers, op.cit., pp. 192-4. The Union, according to a confidential source, had
50,000 members but affected 60,000 teachers.

20

21 - As quoted in Goldberg, Gertrude S., "IS 201: An Educational Landmark!, IRCQ,
Bulletin Eric Information Retrieval System for the Disadvantaged, New York, g
22 Vol.II, No. 5 and Vol III, No. 1, winter 1966-1967.

op.cit., p. 4.
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A participant in the early planning days of IS 201 contended (as in 1968°
interview) that the IS 201 planning council attempted to negotiate Locally with
the union, which insisted on going through Union channels, with resultant red
tape and ill feelings between the union and the community. Another participamnt
disagrees, stating that only the teachers demonstrating against the Demonstration
were contacted: the council later negotiated city-wide with the UFT. The local
governing board of the union was apparently against uniting with the community ‘
because, our source indicated, the union felt that it needed to take the initiative.’
of having a plan with some power. The union did not want education under the
control of the community; this became their key arguing point. According to
our source, the community finally gave up trying to work with the union.

The union appears to be less powerful in IS 201, however, than in Ocean
Hill-Brownsville -for only 10% of teachers were out durégg the September 9, 1968
strike, despite the fact that IS 201 was 80-85% union.

Two specific issues led to hostilities between the union.ang“the community
(other than the Teacher's Strike, which wasn't well supported by the teachers
in the district): teachers refused to teach in a temporary location (an old
school) while the community tried to reach an agreement with the Board of
Education, and they pressured for the retention of the Board of Educatiaen's

" appointed principal, Lisser (rather than a Black principal, which was demanded

by the community). These issues will be discussed more fully in later sectionms.

c. The Board of Educaticn

According to an interview with an observer of the New York demonstration
units, the Board of Education viewed the demonstration units as stop-gap measures
to stop the rioting and appease pressure groups (both from the community's desire
for local control and from Mayor Lindsay's committee, which was planning decentrali=-
zation). Furthermore, other observers imply the Central Board was unwilling to
delegate any real authority for change (i.e., control) to the demonstration boards. /
The Niemeyer Report indicated that there were 'considerable misunderstandings
between the local boaﬁg and the Board of Education, particularly over the autonomy
of the project board. The Board of Education was. reluctant, despite repeated
requests, to spell out to any Demonstration Bvard the dimensions of its authority,
according to a confidential source.

The Central Board played a unique role in the IS 201 situation by reviewing o
plans to build a school on a gite which was objectionable to local parents and
community representatives. The Central Board designated the school as an "Inter-
mediate School" (grades 5-8) and projected two benefits: :

(1) "it would hasten the exit of minority group children from their
neighborhrod schools into larger, racially mixed schoels, and

(2) it would make possible a four-year sequence of language agg

mathematics in senior high school.". (underscoring added)
“‘ — \..\;:..,,12::‘ ) ‘
32 Stern, Micha%;, "Once Tor#i’IS 201 Off To A Good Start", op.cit.
95 Niemeyer Report, op.cit., p. 95. v

Minter, Thomas K., Intermediate School 201, Manhattan, Center of Controversy.
A Case Study, Cambridge, June 2, 1967, p. 4.
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The latter objective or benefit was, of course, not relevant to an inter-
mediate school (grades 5-8), the former was important to Harlem parents and
community agencies, who hastened to point out that the location could not
(without redistricting and/or bussing the students) meet the integration goals

.of the local community. The Central Board, however, promised thai: the school

would be integrated. When it later became apparent that integration could not

. be achieved (both because of practicality as well as the Central Board's in-

flexibility of policy) the movement for local control was pressed by poverty agency
representatives and civil rights groups. However, controls to reach the dual

goals of integration and improved educational au?%evement were not to be dele-
gated to the resulting Demonstration Unit Board. Indeed, from the viewpoint of
Demonstration Board members, the goal of integration had become irrelevant as

well as impossible to achieve on a practical basis.

The Board of Education showed signs of cooperation with the IS 201 Board
in: appointing both a principal and a Project Administrator as "consultEQts"
when they lacked the traditionally proper credentials for certification,
fighting a legal battle with the Council of Supervisory Associations (CSA) over
the creation,of a new category outside the city regulations (Demonstration School
Principal); and exempting teachers already in Harlem schools (but not those
outside Harlem) from regulations controlling transfers if they wished to volunteer
for assignment to IS 201 (this was a two-way street; tho wishing to transfer
from IS 201 to other Harlem schools were also exempted). However, it has also
been accused of sabg&aging the IS 201 Board's efforts by: not-funding them o
providing programs; not attempting to provide integration for e schools;
not clarifying the powers which the IS 201 Board could exercise; de-emphasizing
the pSQgrammatic'aépects of their proposals (like suggesting the dropping of
MES);~~ and by reversing themselves on the Black principal issue (apparently
due to pressures from the UFT, CSA and others). An IS 201 community member
commented that the Board acted positively only when it was absolutely necessary. -
This only increased local community members' determination to press for assistance
via the local community,” the State Commissioner of Education, and the Ford Foundation.

The local community became disillusioned with the Board of Education; this
disillusionment crystallized in an October 20, 1966 closed meeting with the Board
of Education. The IS 201 School and the Board of Education could not agree as to
the negotiating committee's role and refused cooperation with them on a Task
Force to study the decentralization issue. Since Bundy agreed to chair the Task
Force on the condition that the community be represented (and the community,
supporting the Negotiating Committee, refused to participate), the Task Force was
quietly dropped. The community, at tg&s point, ceased communication with the
Board of Education until April, 1967. The Niemeyer Report documented the lack

26

55 ibid., pp. 3-4.

28 N%emeyer Repo?t, op.cit., p. 86.
29 Gittell, op;§1t., pp. 336~340.
30 Minter, op.cit., p. 3.
In a 1968 interview with a participant in the early planning stages. See
also the Niemeyer Report, op.cit., p. 87.
New York Civil Liberties Union, "The Burden of the Blame", as quoted in
12 Gittell, op.cit., P. 106. o ' _
33 Rogers, op.cit., p. 485. See also the Niemeyer Report, op.cit., p. 95.
34 .Kemble, op.cit., p. 3.

Jones, op.cit., p. 14, plus confidential information.
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of communication bggweon‘the two groups at the time of IS 201's proposal for
community control, 63% of 200 parents surveyed %n the I5 201 demonstration
unit were negative toward the Board of Education.

The Board of Education criticized the Bundy Report (see below) and set
up the Advisory Committee on Decentralization to study the demonstration units,
which it did for approximately one year. The Niemeyer Report was the result
of this study. The Board- of -Ed 9ation -also published its own position in
Guidelines to Decentralization.®

38

d. Local Boards

The local board is chosen by the Board of Education from a list recommended
by a panel of representatives of parent associations and community organizations.

_.(Azcording to a community member only establishment supporters make the list. )

The District -Superintendent belongs to the Board, although.not a voting member,
yet 1s more responsive to the school system, particularly the Superintendent of
Schools, than to the community. The local board communicates with the Board of
Education through the Office of. Coordination for Local School Boards. Three
members of the Parent Board serve as an ad hoc committee for local school boards
overseeing 30 local school boards. The constituency gf the local board

changed several times during the IS 201 controversy.

According to Rogers, a 1965 survey of local board members found 50% of
those surveyed referring to their contacts with the Board of Education. as ''bad".
They felt powerless and frustrated in their attempts to advise the Board of
Education, which they felt did not take them seriously. In IS 201 the local
board took an active role against the Board of Education, resigning, en masse,
during the controversy over the IS 201 school. According to Rogers, Reverend
Vincent Pasa, spokesman for the local board, declared publicly, in November
1966, "The Central Board has utterly refused to discuss the issues seriously
with.us or with the parents. The board's proposal for us to set up a parents'
committee to advigs the school ‘administration would make it nothing more than
a glorified PTA." .

&

e. State Education Commissioner

due to pressures from the Governor's Staff, and others. Nevertheless, as an in- .

dividual, Allen is '"one of the most reform and innovation-minded State Education

though Rogers indicates his efforts in the realm of education have been ineffectuaL
i
" §

Commissioners in the nation. Allen himself called a meeting to attempt to
settle the IS 201 controversy (although; significantly, he miffed both the UFT

gg Niemeyer Report, op.cit., pp. 97-98.

37 ibid., p. 122. :
Board of Education Of ‘the City of New York, Guidelines to Decentraliztion,
New York, December 1968. ;
This term will be used to refer to those lay boards appointed by the Board of
Education which were revitalized in 1962 to operate in an advisory capacity
39 to the Board of Education.

40 Minter, op.cit., p. 20.

41 Rogers, op.cit., pp. 370~374.

. ibid., pp. 373 =374.

38
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and the community by excluding them and the IS 201 community would later complain
that he would not see them because he was unable,to intervene in New York City

without a request from the Board of Education). He also set up a committee to
investigate charges ggd counter-charges from various groups involved in all three
demonstracion units. (A confidential source disagrees with the above view-

point, stressing Allen's immense interest in IS 201 and stating he became un-
officially involved in its early controversies, although legally unable to effect
_action.)

f. The Council of Supervisory Associations (CSA)

Composed of Principals and Assistant Principals, the CSA maintains that
education is the province of professionals and that lay intrusion will' lower
educational standards, and consequently has been viewed as playing a ''consis-
tently obstructionist role" in attempts to decentralize or localize control.
Rogers labels it, "the most powerful organization of the professional groups",
and indicates that this group has successfuiiy blocked or subvertgd all
attempts at either decentralization or local control made so far. Another
source indicates the CSA has a tradition of upposing any change in the system.

Gittell cites the group as one of the three groups whose major imﬁetgg

was against reform (the others being the UFT and the Board of Educationm),
and Rhody McCoy, the Ocean Hill Project Administrator, treats it scathingly,
as follows: "It is noteworthy that this body of educators, representing years
of experience and leadership, has not as an-association developed a single

program to improve education in the city; rather, as an effective political
' lobby, it has reacted negatively to most prggrams. It enjoys a reputation
of being against minority group education."

The CSA, with the UFT, lobbied against the passage of the Bundy Report, and
was the body which brought suita?gainst the creation of the special category of
Demonstration School Principal; " it was ajlgo involved in pressuring the Board
of Education in the Black Prinéipal issue.

'g. The Mayor's office

The Mayor's office has been variously involved with the demonstration units,
- and with IS 201 in particular. The Niemeygg Report states the Mayor's office was
involved in the IS 201 school controversy. Even after the school was open,
Rogers indicates the Mayor's office was still involved in discussions amongst

parties in the dispute. 50 Accordint to Minter, it was the Maior's office which

42 Minter, op.cit., p. 12.

43 , — ;

Ll Niemeyer Repor;, op.cit., p. 78.
45 Rogers, op.cit., p. 195.

46 Gittell, op.cit., p. 330.

2; Gittell, op.cit., p. 15. N
49 Minter, op.cit., p. 18. ;

: 50 op.cit., p. 68. See also Rogers, op.cit., Pp. 364.

o Rogers, op.cit., p. 367.
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suggested that the Board of Education appoint a Task Force in 1966 to "maintain
a dialogue”sYith the IS 201 district. (Although the Task Force was never very
effective). : :

The Mayor's office accused tgﬁ Board of Education of bad handling of the
IS 201 dispute in September 1966, but was in turn accused by the IS 201
community becausesghey presented the situation to the Mayor and "received no
hint of support". ‘

Mayor Lindsay himself came out in favor of the Board of Regent's Bill, after
speeches pleading for decentralization had not been able to affect acceptance of

_his proposed legislation (see below, under Section III). The Mayor's involve-

ment in education has been severely criticized, either on the basis that he is
trying to "run the schools" (by teachers and professionals in the system) oOr
that he was unsuccessful at it (Rogers, Mayer, et.al.).

The New York State Legislature pfesented Mayor Lindsay with a mandate for
a plan for decentralization. Accompanying the mangite was the promise of $54
million in additional state aid for New York City.

The Mayor's Advisory Panel on Decentralization

On April 30, 1967, Lindsay organized the Mayor's Advisory Panel on Decentrali-
zation of the New York City Schools, with McGeorge Bundy as ;gs'chairman. Their
position on decentralization was published in November, 1967.

The UFT and the Council of Supervisory Associations subsequently lobbied
against. passage of the Bund- Report, as it came to be known. Gittell ggggests
that this was partly due to fear of Mayoral control of city education. A
confidential source elaborated on this indicating self-interest in maintaining
the status quo was the reason; fear of Mayoral control was an excuse.

As previously noted, the Board of Education was also unfavorably disposed
toward the Bundy -Report (which was suggested as a main impetus for the Board's
own Advisory Committee).

The Human Resources Adminiétration (HRA)

‘Rogérs referred to thiy agency as a "super-agency administering poverty,
manpower, education and welfare programs'. The agency if presently trying to
coordinate data from other agencies to spotlight educational service needs.

Its Office of Educational Liaison, has been the Mayor's main agency working to get”
legislative acceptance of decentralization; its Education Action Division, under -
Commissioner Thelma Johnson (influential in the Harlem Parents Committee, before

g; op.cit., p- 8.

ibid., p. 463. Jones, oE:citLfgplggéﬁingig§§e§"ghggvgayor Lindsay supported
53 the principals and staff on this issue. B
54 (iititell’ op.cit., p- 335.

bid.
>3 Mayor's Advisory ranel on Decentralization of the New York City Schools, °
Reconnection for Learning, A Community School System for New York City, 1967. =

Gittell, op.cit., PP. 4-10, 14.

e
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leaving it for as mentioned above ) has played a key role in pressing for
school reforms. (She has since returned to HPC, leaving HRA).

In fact, the Education Action Division is the staff unit for the Council
Against Poverty's education committee, both of which have been involved in
~ ghetto ageas with H?adstart programs and training and organizing poverty area
groups.

1S 201 and the HRA issued a joint proposal, "IS 201 and its Feeder Schools:
An Autonomous Community Center Combining Services, Training, and Research
Functions. A Proposal for Cooperation between HRA and the Parent—Teacher
Planning Board of IS 201 and its Feeder Schools', which proposed a community-
centered facility. Apparently, thig proposal was never made available to the
public nor its contents publicized. (According to a community participatt
it was never agreed on.)

h. - The Board of "Regents

The Board of Regents was involved in New York's demonstration units in both
the broader and the narrower (IS 201) sense. In the broader sense, they were in-
volved in the decentralization issue (see Section III, below), in drafting,
proposing and lobbying for a decentralization plan.

In the narrower sense, the entire Board of Regents was involved in IS 201,
including its legal counsel and professional staff. They were involved through
their committee, Committee on Integration, and through Kenneth B. Clark, a
Board of Regents member, and member of the Committee on Integration. When the
Board of Education rejected IS 201's proposal, they turned to Clark, who helped
write a second proposal, which apparently had the support of the Committee on
Integration, as well as other influential parties. However, this second proposal
was pot accepted by66he Board of Education. Moreover, Clark maintained close
contact with Allen.

i The Ford Foundation

In June 1967, the Ford Foundation awarded IS 201 a $51,000 planning grant-él
According to Karp, moreover, Ford worked with IS 201 after the Septemb 1967
~.. . confrontation between the IS 201 community and the Board of Education. ~ . The
‘ Board of Education had included Ford in its Task Force for decentralization and
" had, in fact, asked Bundy to head the Task Force (which he woulgBhave been
willing to do, had the community groups joined the Task Force).

g; Rogers, op.cit., pp. 121, 334, 335, 467.
59 ibid., p. 467.

60 Kemble, op.cit., p. 1l.
61 Jones, op.cit., p. 27; Confidential information.

Niemeyer Report, op.cit.. p. 69. Levine, Naomi, Ocean Hill Brownsville:
Schools In Crisis, New York, Popular Library, 1969, p. 15, indicates that
all 3 grants were given to the Board of Education in May to disburse.

Karp, Richard, '"School Decentralization in New York', as quoted in Gittell,
op.cit., p. 66. Rogers (op.cit., p. 364) also indicates that Ford was involved
in a "coalition" in.support of local control at this time.

Rogers, op.cit., p. 367.

62

63
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The Foundation worked on and supported the Bundy Report (Bundy being
President of the Ford Foundation) which was mandated by Mayor Lindsay. In
fact, an abserver indicated Marjo Fantiniwas Bundy's assistant and the key
writer of the report. The Foundation thus, by working for the Mayor, as well
as funding local effccs to obtain community control, appeared to be working
"both sides of the street". Ford has been sharply criticized for these under<~
takings, in particular by: Mayor who feels that outside non-~participative ,
consultants and agencies, by t having to be accountable for their errors, are no
respong ble in their actions; Kemble, who accuses Ford of using childggn as
pawns; and the Board of Education, who accuse Ford of power-grabbing.

3. Yeshiva University

According to a 1968 interview with a professor, Professors Gottesfeld
(who was formerly with OEO's MEND in Harlem) and Gordon developed a research
plan to tackle the question of how the New York City Board should operate;
approached the Board of Education with their plan; and were turned down on
the basis of lack of funding. They then went to IS 201 with it. They en-
couraged the community and tg7chers to work together, being primarily re-.

sponsible for UFT inclusion. A confidential sourse feels Yeshiva was
seeking funds and yas not actually interested in cooperating with the com-
munity.

The IS 201 proposal, "Academic Excellence: Community and Teachers Assume
Responsibility for the Education of the Ghetto Child" was written by these-two
professors, mainly along MES lines (the professors felt strongly that since
teachers must do the teaching, they must be happy with the manner in which

 they are teaching), although expanded to include reading projects developed
by Yeshiva and Project Beacon, a Yeshiva University inter-departmental project
that conducts research 2nd training in educating ghetto students. (Project
Beacon has an "information retrieval center on the disadvantaged" funded by
OEO0) Although Yeshiva was written into the proposal as a consultant to the
district, and, as such, would:have a member on the IS 201 Boggd, the community
dropped Yeshiva (and Project Beacon) from the final version.

An observer indicates that Yeshiva was subsequently phased out of the
project. The implication is that Yeshiva by closely tying itself to the UFT,
- suffered when the IS 201 cofmunity became frustrated with the UFT local;. another._
' : implication is found in Yeshiva's reading and writing studying center which has
close ties to the Central Board; and a respondent indicated the community was
loathe to accept authority in the hands of Yeshiva rather than the community.

gg Mayer, op.cit., pp. 116-117.

66 Kemble, op.cit., p. 12,

67 Rogers, op.cit., p. 367.
68 Goldberg, op.cit., p. 4.

Kemble, op.cit., p. 10; confidential information.
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k. Anti-Poverty Groups

Although IS 201 appears to have a great number of these groups involved
most groups are not officially represented (by officers, for example) but
happen to share some of the same personnel, who were deeply interested in
education long before involvement in anti-poverty agencies, according to a
participant. They are as follows: :

Massive Economic Neighborhood Development (MEND)

There appears to be consensus among sources that OEO-financed MEND was
heavily represented in the IS 201 community. The Niemeyer Report states that
"community activists appeared to be most influential in the planning gbase ops
primarily poverty workers or ex-poverty workers associated with MEND".
Goldbloom felt that"MEND endeavored to channel discontent over the choice
of a site into the demand for a Black principal", and was responsible for
the school boycott. ‘Some teachers, in fact, accused MEND of ''c Ttrol",
and "takeover", and being "over represented" on the IS 201 Board. Other
individuals deny this accusation.

Community Association of East Harlem Triangle(Triangle)

In September 1966, the community organizations and parents elected a
Negotiating Committee to meet with the Board ©f Education oveyzthe IS 201
issue. A representative from Triangle was chosen as a member. Minter
mentions Triangle as one of the three largest age9sies involved in the
planning phase (the other two being, MEND and UBA),~ Ford's Planning Grant
was administered through Triangle.

United Block Association (UBA)

We know nothing about this association other than the fact that both
Wilcox and Minter c?ge is ag influential in the development of the IS 201
demonstrat} n unit, and that it, too, was represented on the Negotiating
Committee. Kemble guotes a te?sher as saying, however, that UBA wasn't
represented on the IS 201 Board. A confidential source indicates the
organization was not influential, but individuals were.- For example, Helen

... Testamark was an early leader of the negotiating committee who had been

actively involved in UBA, as well as being Chairman of the PA Council.

gg op.cit., p. 69.

71 Goldbloom, as quoted in Gittell, op.cit., p. 255.
79 Kemble, op.cit., p. 9.
Jones, op.cit., p. 20.
73 ;
74 Minter, op.cit., p. 4.

75 Kemble, op.cit., p. 5.
Wilcox, Preston, ''The Controversy Over IS 201", Urban Review, July 1966,

76 P 12. See also Minter, op.cit., p. 4.

77 Jones, op.cit., p. 20.
© op.cit., p. 9.
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CORE

Characterized by Rogers as "often militant", especially in the Bronx,
Harlem and Brooklyn, the organization was limited in power because it had
few members, limited funds, divided leadership, poorly organized plans, and
lacked pull with the City Board or City Officials. Local groups were sus-
picious of its national officers whom they accused of pressure to please
white liberal benefactors. The structure was decentralized which led to
conflict between local groups and the national organization, among local
groups, and - even within one local group. Therefore, there was no consis-
tent program or guidelines and the organization was apt to act unpredict-
ably, althbugh7§t did tend to encourage public protest and was fairly strong
in the ghetto.

A HEW article cites Harlem CORE as a?give in picketing IS 201 during
the school controversy in September 1966, and Jones mentiogs the same
group as having represehtation on the Negotiating Committee.

EQUAL

Formed in early 1964, EQUAL is a militant white group which lends assis-
tance to ghetto organizations. The leader of this group is Mrs. Ellen Lurie,
an activist and former social worker who previously participated in East
Harlem housing activities. The group is small but '"intensely committed".

Its white parents are middle class but send their children to ghetto. and
integrated shcools. A member of the community maintains only a few do this.
With a small following in white middle class commuiities, EQUAL publishes
numerous newsletters and reports on conditions in schools. Mrs., Lugie

K . is "one of the best informed people" in the city on school matters.

‘ According to Goldberg, EQUAL, "an organization of parerts seeking quality,
integrated education'", was e of only two city-wide organizations which originally .
supported the IS 201 group.

One would expect that IS 201's later demands for community control and a
Black principal would have alienated this group from further support, but this

did not, in fact «rccur.

Student Non-Violent Coordinating Committee (SNCC)

Although not officially represented on the committee, a confidential source
indicates an individual from the organization was present full-time in the planningf
phase and conducted a training program for candidates for board membership;. SNCC
was also present during the picketing.

;g Rogers, op.cit., pp. 105, 111-112. : e
HEW Statement, IRCD, Bulletin, op.cit., p. 1. This is confirmed by a confidentia
go Source. B

N

g1 op.cit., p. 20.
82 Rogers, op.cit., pp. 205-206.

op.cit., p. 4.
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Other Anti-Poverty Agencies

The East Harlem Tenants' Council, another anti-~poverty agency, composed
of Puerto Ricans, attended the first few meetings of the IS 201 parents group
in the person of Ted Velez, its director, but was aked tosﬁeave. "This re~
flected the deep conflict between Velez' group and MEND." '

. HARYOU Community Corporation was also invoﬁ#ed, accordingsgo Wilcox, who
names it among the five groups involved in the. IS 201 protest. "Biit""a” teacher
was cited by Kemble as upset that HARYOU wasn't represented on the IS 201 Board,
and a parent was quoted as saying that HARYOU had not supported IS 201.85 A
participant indicates, however, that much of IS 201 was not within the HARYOU
area; that HARYOU did not take a position on IS 201; but that sume individuals
also involved with HARYOU were active on the committee. ’

1. Other Groups Involved

Institute for Community Studies of Queens College

Under a grant from Ford, the Institute provided ggsistance to the three
demonstration units, primarily Ocean Hill and IS 201.

Protestant Council of the City of New York

According to Goldberg, this was the secgpd of two city-wide organizations
which originally supported the IS 201 group. Dorothy Jones, an active partici-~
pant in IS 201, was the director of the Office of Church and Race of the Protes-—
tant Council. - . :

Rogers characterizes the Protestant Council as the single most active
Protestant agency, which supports decentralization, but has limited power.
He indicated, however; that it has become more powerful in recent years,
particularly under Mrs. Jones, 'a middle-class Negro professional", and "one
of the most experienced and informed people in the city on school matters",
having served on a local board in Harlem on the Stggf of the Mayor's Commission
on Human Rights, and the Harlem Parents Committee. - S

m. Predecessors to the IS 201 Board

In September 1965, at a meeting of the local school board, an AD Hoc
Parents Committee was formed. Its membership included representatives from
the Parents' Associations, parents paid for working for community anti-
poverty agencies (such as MEND, UBA, and Triangle), PA members and members
of the civil rights organizations. Led by Helen Testamark, this ggoup hegan
independent communication with the Board of Education officials . It
pressured for information on the school to be opened; demonstrated against the

83

Rogers, op.cit., p. 125. A community member denies this statement by Rogers,
indicating Velez did not appear for the initial meetings. Therefore, when he
arrived for the first negotiating session, he was asked to leave and did so

QU unwillingly. He did later become involved, however.

86 Kemble, op.cit., p. 9. | .

és Wilcox, op.cit., p. 12.

87 Niemeyer Report, op.cit., p. 82; also from an interview with a professor in 1968.:'
op.cit., p. 4.

89 op.cit., pp. 154-155. : S
Minter, .cit. . 4. 2 A :
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new school; and appealed to outside groups for supporgO(Mayor Lindsay, Com-—
missioner Allen, and U.S. Commissioner, Harold Howe).

In September 1966, parents and community organizations elected 10 nego—
tiators, 2 advisors, and 13 observers to sit with the Board of Education in
negotiations. They formed the Negotiating Committee, chaired by Mrs. Helen ‘
Testamark (the president of the Parents Council). Individuals on the Negotiating
Committee were also members of the following community organizations: Harlem ‘
CORE, UBA, Triangle, HARYOU, and the Protestant Council. Each evening a com- :
munity-wide reporting session was held to inform people of the day's negotiations
Agreement was reached in mid-September but reversed the next day; thus the '
group continued to meet, and was involved in the subsequent controversy over
the Black principal issue and the picketing resulting. During the activist ‘
phase, they were joined by members of the Student Non-Violent Coordinating Com-
mittee (SNCC) and the Black Panthers, but these two groups were only involved
in demonstrating, not negotiating. The Negotiating Committee apgialed for
support outside - to Mayor Lindsay and to a church organization.

v¥hwgﬂ*vwvmw Upon receiving the Ford planning grant an IS 201 Demonstration Unit

’ Planning Board was set up, consisting of 5 parents (one from each school),
10 teachers (2 from each school in the Demonstration Unit), and five com-
munity representatives. Apparently, the Demonstration Unit school administrators
wpra also asked to send a representative, but failed to do so. Parents were
aluvted by the PA's; teachers elected their representatives; and the community
representatives were held over from the Negotiating Committee. Teacher rep-
resentatives attended faithfully; one even functioned as co-chairman of th-~
Education Subcommittee, but they were always conscious, according 59 Minter,
that the constitutncy- they represented was not favorably disposed. A

’ confidential source indicated that the intended composition of the Planning
Board was the reverse of the above; with lu parents, and 5 teachers. This
may be a transpositional error. However, the same confidential source :
indicated the Planning Board was never entirely filled, since summer commitments
made reaching members di fficult.

The Planning Board, according to this same participant, did not hold elecﬁi§
for the Governing Board until December, 1967, allowing time to generate greater
community involvement.

90 p.cit., pp. 19-20
: 91 Jones, op.cit., pp. -20.
) ibid., p. 20, 26. Kemble, op.cit., cites teachers who claim otherwise,

but these claims appear to be unsubstantiated by any other source.

92 Minter Draft, op.cit., pp. 3y 9.
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III. HOW DID THE DEMONSTRATION DISTRICT COME ABOUT? WHAT ARE THE MAJOR ACTIVITIES
SINCE -THEN? - .

+ 1958 - Board of Education announced a plan to erect a new school
between Madison and Park Avenues on 127th Street. Parents on the
local board's advisory committee indicated that the site was unsuit-
able because it.precluded integration in the school. Furthermore,
the site was unpleasant; it was surrounded by broken down tenements
and railroad tracks.93

+ 1959 - Superintendent of Schools Theobold agreed not to use the
proposed site, but instead, to bus children from an overcrowded
JHS in East Harlem to under-utilized suburban schools in Yorkville.94

1962 - The Board of Education, local districts, and local boards
were reorganized. - Afrer reorganization plans for the site were
revived, Parents and community representatives again restated
their objections to the site; the Board of Education responded with
plans for a 'creative" design for the builZing and a progressive
curriculum, which would include Negro hisfory and African culture
studies. The school was designated an "Intermediate School" -

that is encompassing grades 5-8 - which was part of the 4-4-4
system that was to promote integration by having large intermediate
and high schools.95

. February 1964 - Reading scores of the schools were released; 50%
of the children were reading 2-5 years below grade level. A boy-
cott of schools was a result of this finding.96

. Fall 1965 - The-Board of Education announced that IS 201 would.'
open in the spring of 1966.97 The school, when built, lacked
both playground and parking space.

September 1965 - At a meeting of the local school board, the Ad
Hoc Parents' Council was formed. Meeting separately with the
Board of Education, they pressed for details concerning IS 201's
program and desegregation plans.98 At this meeting, the school
name came up. Conflicting stories about this abound, but Minter
finds support for a committee which was established to suggest
names and report back.99

- November 1965 - A community meeting was held; it was announced
that Brandes, a principal, would be named principal to IS 201.
Minter claims there was little public opposition to this
announcement.100

93 Minter, op. cit., p. 3. Minter, however, is the only source not indicating
1962 as the site selection year. See Jones, op. cit., p. 19; Goldberg,

94 QB cit., p. 1; Gustaitis, op. cit., p. 31.

95 Minter, op. cit., p. 3; confidential source.

96 ibid., see also Goldberg, op. cit., p. 2.

97 Jones, op. cit., p. 18.
ibid., P 19.
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+ November 1965 - At a second community meeting, parents learned that
the school had been.named before the committee could present its
suggestions. Brandes then withdrew his name from consideration for
the post of principal of IS 201. (A partic1pant indicates Brandes
understood the depth of - the community s desire for a black principal )
Stanley Lisser, a man with "an impressive record of interest and
achievement ‘in teaching Negro history"10l requested the post, and. ,
began staffifig with a Black and Puerto Rican assistant principal.loz"f
A participant indicated that its community began pressing for a )
black principal, not having been informed that Lisser had been
selected.

- Early 1966 - The Board of Education, in response to demands by
the parent group, indicated that the "integration'" in. IS 201

" would be 507% Negro and 507 Puerto Rican, and that programs being
set up were: typing, art, and modern shop,103

« April 1, 1966 - IS 201 was to be opened. There was a demonstration
of parents and community leaders outside the building. The opening
was postponed until May 1.104

+ April 26, 1966 -~ District Superintendent Schrieber gerrymandered
the districts around IS 201 to allow more Puerto Rican students
to enter so that '"integration" could be achieved.1l05 Both Negro
and Puerto Rican parents complained about this and the attempt at
redistricting was ended.l06 (According to a confidential source,
the parents also boycotted one of the feeder schools for one day.)

« Late April 1966 - The local board for District 4 had an open
meeting. Present were: Parent Association representatives,

.. -Mayor Lindsay, Superintendent Donovan, District Superintendent
Schrieber.107 Parents presented a proposal for integrating the
district based on a paper by Preston Wilcox that developed a
system of "accountability" of the educational system to the com-
munity.108 Wilcox indicates the meeting was hostile. At a '
second meeting, the parents accused the Board of Education of '"bad
faith" and demanded educational equality of their segregated
school,109

- May 1, 1966 - The Board of Education postponed the IS 201 opening
until June 1.110

101

102 Goldberg, op. cit., p. 4.
103 Minter, op. cit., p. 5.

104 Jones, op. cit., p. 19.

105 ibid., see also Rogers, op. cit., p. 365.
106 Gustaitis, op, cit., p. 31.

107 Minter, op. cit., p. 6.

108 Wilcox, op. cit., p. 12, _
Gustaitis, op., cit., p. 31. See p. 13 of Wilcox, op. cit., for a copy

109 of that paper.
ilO Wilcox, op. cit., p. 12.
HEW, op. cit., p. 1.
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. June 1, 1966 -~ The Board again postponed the opening. A summer
program was to be inaugurated in the school; it was dropped, and
Septemtor 12 was set as the opening.lll

. Late Spring 1966 - The Board of Education sent a four-page, 6" X 9"
leaflet to White schools in surrounding districts urging them to
voluntarily enroll students in IS 201.112 The Board evidently
thought the parents belonging to EQUAL would send their children
to IS 201. However, the response according to an observer, was
that if the residents were. opposing the school why should others
voluntarily send their children from outside the district? - Around
this time, a series of proposals based on the MES concept were
being developed by IS 201.113

- June 1966 ~ The Parent's Council met with the Board of Education
and pressed for a voice in IS 201,114

« July 1966 - The Parents' Council met with Mayor Lindsay; this
meeting was ineffective. They were refused a meeting with Com-
missioner Allen on the grounds he couldn't interfere without a
mandate from the Board of Education.l15

+ August 5, 1966 - The Parent's Council sent a delegation to
Washington to meet with U. S. Commissioner of Education, Harold
Howe II. Despite the fact that Howe indicated his sympathy for
the group, he also noted that he was unable to exercise authority
over the New York City Schools.ll6 However, according to a
participant, Howe was sympathetic and offered to exercise what
influence he could through Federal funding requirements.

- August 18, 1966 - A meeting of Donovan, Board of Education President
Garrison, and other school officials was held with the newly-
formed Negotiating Committee, which began demands for a Black
principal and community control. Nothing was accomplished.
Superintendent Donovan then took over the negotiations, meeting
regularly with the Negotiating Committee. 117

115 ibid.
Minter, op. cit., p. 16. :
13 Go1db p. ci 2 !
114 erg, op. cit., p. 2. }
: Gustaitis, op. cit., p. 32.
115
116 ibid., pp. 32, 33,
' ibid., p. 33. See also Minter, op. cit., p. 9, who regards this as the turning
point in the conflict. Goldberg, op. cit., p. 4, concurs, indicating it was at
this time that parents adopted the policy of a power-~oriented pressure group,
began to talk of a quality segregated school, and demanded a Black principal.
117 ~ .
Sources are very confused over the timing of these events. See Rogers, op. cit.,
p. 366; also Jones, op. cit., p. 18, and Minter, op. cit., p. 9. Jones gives
March 1966, as the beginning of the Black principal movement; indicates the
Negotiating Committee was formed on September 12,
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. August 1966 -~ A poor response of only 10 to 20 White parents had
shown an interest in sending their children to IS 201. None had i
enrolled their children (reportedly, they were impressed by the S
facilities, but hesitant over community antagonisms). A Board of '
Education official reportedly made the decision to halt further
recruitment of White students until the school proved itself.1l8
(Community members resented the implication contending that it
ought to be proved to them also.)

. September 9, 1966 - The local UFT chapter for the IS 201 area
was formed.

. September 12, 1966 - On opening day of the New York City Schools
a parent boycott closed the IS 201 school.ll9 Meetings continued
between Donovan and the Negotiating Committee.120 ’

+ September 17, 1966 - Agreement was reached between Donovan and the
Negotiating Committee' The parties agreed that the Board of
Education and the community would jointly operate the schools
and the.principal would be "mutually agreed upon”, i.e., a Black
or Puerto Rican.i2l -

. September 19, 1966 —~ Lisser announced his decision to withdraw
his principalship.l22 Teachers refused to teach in an old school
which had been agreed upon by the Superintendent and the Negotiating -
Committee. (Although the school was manned with teachers from
other schools.) They later claimed they were not informed of the
agreement and had taken this stance in support of the Negotiating
Committee.l23 In an afternoon meeting between the Negotiating.Com-
mittee and Donovan, the Black Assistant Principal was appointed
acting principal; she refused the post citing her opinion that the
selection was made on a racial basis, a misunderstanding on her-
part since this is normal procedure and the post was temporary.l24

. September 20, 1966 ~ Teachers picketed the Board of Education,
urging the Board not to accept Lisser's withdrawal.l25 A meeting
with 30 Harlem principals was held. Although no press release

ﬁg Minter, op. cit., p. 16.

120 ipid., P. 9.. See also Niemeyer Report, op. cit., p. 68.
121 Jones, op. cit., p. 21.
 1pp Abid., p. 22 |

123 ibid., p. 24. See also Minter, op. cit., p. 10.

124 Jones, op. cit., pp. 22, 23. See also Minter, op. cit., p. 10.

125 Minter, op. cit.; pp. 10, 11. y
HEW, op. cit., p. 1. Minter (op. cit., p. 19), cites the teachers as support-
ing Lisser‘since (a) he had hired them, and (b) they worked for him. Gustaiti
op. cit., suggests the parents fought this issue because of a "need for viCtﬁ%
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followed, it was reported that they condemned the Board of Education
and threatened to resign en masse if the Board accepted Lisser's
withdrawal.l26 The Board announced that Lisser had withdrawn his
request to transfer and they would honor this second statement.127

. September 21, 1966 ~ IS 201 opened. 85% of the students were Black;
15% were Puerto Rican. The school was picketed by a group led by
the Negotiating Committee and joined by representatives from SNCC,
Black Panthers, CORE, Harlem Labor Council, EQUAL, NAACP, etc.l128

- September 22, 1966 ~ Lindsay criticizad the Board of Education for
inept handling of the situation.129 ‘

September 25, 1966 ~ Governor Rockefeller made a statement urging
that New York City consider electing the Board of Education, rather
than appointing it. Allen opposed this suggestion.l3o

. September 29, 1966 ~ Allen called a meeting of school officials,
representatives of UPA and PEA, and the Advisory Committee on Human
Relations and Community Tensions (of which Clark is a member), but
excluded the UFT and the Negotiating Committee.l31

In the weeks following the controversy, Clark as well as two others,
met with the Negotiating Committee. Clark helped to draw up a

- proposal which he indicated had the support of Allen, Lindsay, the
Board of Regents' Committee, and the New York Times. The proposal
was similar to Wilcox's proposal, having a nine-member council _
composed of university, parents, and community representatives.l32

. October 5, 1966 - The Board of Education met in closed session to
discuss Clark's proposal.l33

. October 20, 1966 - The Board of Education met with the Negotiating
Committee, offering a counter-proposal to the Committee's.demand
for community control. The counter~proposal offered the community
an advisory role in IS 201 and proposed to appoint a high level Task
Force which would make an interim report within 30 days and specific
action within 90 days. The Negotiating Comnmittee left the meeting.134

igg Minter, op. cit., p. 1l.

128 HEW, op. cit., p. 2.

129 Goldberg, op. cit., p. 2.

130 ibid. G

Minter, op. cit., p. 13.
131
132 ibid., p. 1l2.

133 ibid., p. 13: See also Jones, op. cit., p. 27.

134 Jones, op. cit., p. 27. ' '
The dates mentioned are conflicting. Minter (op. cit., p. 13) and HEW (op. cit.,
p. 2) give October 20; Gustaitis (op. cit., p. 31) and Jones (op. cit., p. 27)
give October 19.
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135
136

137
138
139
140
141
142

The Board of Education publicly announced it was studying various
plans to decentralize the city school system in order to increase.
parental involvement in the schools.l35 However, according to a
participant, the Board of Education had called a closed meeting

at which agreement could not be reached regarding the role of

the Negotiating Committee in the local school system. The Nego-
tiating Committee viewed the task force as another delaying tactic
and refused to participate asserting that the task force had nothing
to do with community control. The Board of Education members left
the meeting. Bundy, who was present, became interested in the
issues involved. Some claim this led to the Ford Foundation later
providing money for planning grants.

- October 29, 1966 ~ The Board of Education local school board re51gned
en masse, some felt in support of the Negotiating Committee. 136

- December 19-21, 1966 - The 'People's Board of. Education" occupiéd
the Board of Education headquarters.137 According to Goldberg,
IS 201 leaders played an important role in this three-day sit in. 138

+ February 16, 1967 - The Board of Education again announced it was
studying decentralization.139

. Spring 1967 - The draft proposal for IS 201 '"Academic Excellence:
Community and Teachers Assumed Responsibility for the Education of
the Ghetto Child", was written by Sol Gordnn and Harry Gottesfeld
of Yeshiva University.l40 According to a participant, this proposal
was never formally submitted by the Negotiating Committee.

. March 30, 1967 - The New. York State Legislature presented Mayor Lindsay
with a mandate to decentralize the entire New York City school system i
promising $54 million in additional state aid. 141

« April 19, 1967 - The Board of Education announced ité decentralization
plan and the formation of Ocean Hill-Brownsville, Two Bridges, and
IS 201 as demonstration districts.l42

Gittell, op. cit., p. 18. : ‘ ,
Gustaitis, op. cit., p.~34. NB: Minter, op. cit., p. 14 indicates the local

board resigned on November 1, 1966, whereas HEW (op. <it.) p. 2, indicates
the date as November 2, 1966.

Rogers, op. cit., p. 30 See also memorandum report uia Ocean Hill—Brownsville
op._cit., p. 5.

Gittell, op. cit., p. 18.
Niemeyer Report, op. cit., p. 69. , i
State of New York, An Act . . . , Senate and Assembly, No. 4622, March 30, 19

Gittell, op. cit., p. 335.
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Early June 1967 - The Board of Education announced the appointment
of a committee, "The Committee to Prepare Guidelines for Individual
Schools", headed by Abraham P. Taucher, Assistant Superintendent
for District 16.143

June 29, 1967 - "The Committee to Prepare . . ." presented its report
to the Board of Education. (This report was not released until
three months later.)l44

July 6, 1967 - Ford Foundation awarded IS 201 a $51,000 four month
planning grant, awarded through Triangle and stipulating that funds

would not be disbursed until an Administrative Committee was organized.145
Levine stated that in May the Ford Foundation gave the Board of
Education a lump sum to disburse to all three demonstrations.146

Summer 1967 .~ The Niemeyer Report indicates that the IS 201 Planning
Council and the Board of Education had little communication during
this time.l47 Communication was maintained with the Department of
Schools however. ’

August 21, 1967 - James Allen, State Commissioner of Education
announced that the Board of Education could create the position

of Demonstration School Principal for elementary schools (as

Ocean Hill requested). This led to antagonisms between the school
officials and professionals on one hand, the community groups on
the other.148 o

September 9, 1967 - On the opening day of school, the UFT struck

the NYC schools. It demanded enlargement of MES and the power to
evict disruptive students; it won a clause empowering it to spend
$10 million of Board of Education funds for an education program.l49
Some parents considered this anti-Black and anti-Puerto Rican,150 ‘
and some outsiders considered it a move to "force Mayor Lindsay to
bargain with the union."151 The strike lasted 12 days, and the
Niemeyer Report credits the strike with creating a situation where
Ferguson and Spencer of the Planning Council could mobilize a more
militant approach.l52 IS 201 parents solidly opposed the strike,

ac did most of the teachers., Although some principals turned away
volunteer teachers and students, and hastily closed the schools,

IS 201 remained open” and ‘adequately staffed. The Planning Council

Kemble, op. cit., p. 4.

ibid.

ibid., p. 8. Gittell, op. cit., p. 255 concurs with the July date, although
the Niemeyer Report, op. cit., p. 69, gives the month of June. This report
also refers to a Project Administrator who was hired immediately but left
within a few weeks. No other source mentions this.

op. cit., p. 15.

op. cit., p. 71.
Gittell, op. cit., p. 336.

Niemeyer Report, op. cit., p. 85.
Gittell, op. cit., p. 336.

Mayer, op. cit., p. 30.
op. cit., pp. 69, 72. The terminology is unclear as the report states '"Parent's

Planning Council" but Spencer was with the IS 201 Demonstration Unit Planning

Board.

We assume the terms are interchangeable.
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153
154

155
156

157
158

159

attempted to screen returning teachers after the strike, but
was prevented from doing so by the Board of EducatioL.153
Reports conflict as to the number of teachers out during the
strike, from 9 to 17154, but the figure was low, as was the
pupil absentee figure.

+ October 1967 - IS 201 submits its proposal, essentially a
duplicate of Ocean Hill's, to the Board of Education. The
CSA filed suit against the creation of a special category
of Demonstration School Principal. This category would be

under state regulations rather than city regulations.l55

. November 9, 1967 - Reconnection for Learning, known as the
Bundy Report, was published. The Bundy Report proposed
decentralization of the city's schools, vesting power in the
local board, and authorizing the Mayor to appoint members of
the Central Educational Agency (their term for the Central
Board of Education) and five memebrs of the eleven member . Rt
local boards.156 I

« November 1967 -~ IS 201 held its elections, which were a center
of controversy (although the Honest Ballot Association certified
that there was no evidence of wrong doing). Some parents, com—
plaining they had mot been properly informed, boycotted one
_school. Charges and counter-charges were made between the UFT
and the Planning Council. 237% of the parents, 54% of the
teachers, and 67% of the supervisors voted. Despite the elections,
the Niemeyer Report complained, "It is not clear who has been in
charge of the five public schools in the cluster since the formal
election in November . . .'157 )

. November 27, 1967 - A policy statement on decentralization was
adopted by the UFT Executive Board (by the delegate assembly
December 20, 1967).158

+ December 1967 - Mayor Lindsay submitted his revised Bundy Plan
to the legislature.

. February 2, 1968 - IS 201 formally submitted its proposal to the
Board of Education,159

Minter draft, op. cit., pp. 23, 25. He also states this was 'an exercise

in rhetoric" o

See New York Times, Stern, Michael, "Once Torn IS 201 Off-to Good Start',

op. cit., and the Niemeyer Report, op. cit., p. 112,

Niemeyer Report, op. cit., p. 71; Gittell, op. cit., p. 337.

See Reconnection for Learning. See also Appendix A of the Two Bridges
Memorandum Report.

op. cit., pp. 78, 86. a2
Gittell, op. cit., pp. 219, 337. See also Appendix A of the Ocean Hill i
Memorandum Report. ;
Niemeyer Report, op. cit., p. 97.
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. February 1968 - At the beginning of the second semester, District
Superintendent Martin W. Frey took over personal supervision of IS
201, whose entire supervisory staff had left as they had indicated
they would. An observer reported the school as "near bedlam". The
IS 201 Board had heard of the situation, although only indirectly;
they responded by appointing Ronald Evans as principal of IS 201,
although a week later the names of seven person's eligible for the
position were reportedly referred to the IS 201 Board by District
Superintendent Frey.160

.- February 14, 1968 -~ Mayor Lindsay made a policy speech on education
at a Civic Assembly meeting condemning the school’ System and strong-
ly urging support for decentralization (this was his first formal
speech on decentralization).l6l He had however discussed some of
the issues involved on previous television interviews.

. February 16, 1968 - Charl:s Wilson was formally proposed for Project
Adminlstrator 162

.+ February 21, 1968 - Harold Howe II, U. S. Commissioner of Education
in a speech to the committee on the City of New York of the New York
Senate stated that the decentralization and local control were
necessary to improve education.l63 IS 201 held a Memorial Day
program for Malcolm X. The program apparently exacerbated racial
tensions within the community: riots and subsequent destruction
of property resulted.164

. March 1, 1968 - The IS 201 Board met with the Board of Education to
discuss the proposal and issues which the Board of Education had
raised.165 :

. March 4, 1968 - Judge Rinaldi ruled against the CSA's suit, indi-
cating that the Board of Education had the right to create the
position of Demonstration School Principal. However, he also ruled
that the category was not clearly delineated and voided the appoint-
ments made under the category.l66

. March 1968 - The State Board of Regents announced a far-reaching
proposal for decentralization of New York's schools.167

. March 8, 1968 - The consultants to the IS~201 Board (Kelly and
Ferguson) were released. According to the Niemeyer Report, this
stemmed from the controversy created by both the Malcolm X Memorial
Day Program and hesitancy over Ferguson who had been indicted for

Buder, op. cit., p. 1; Niemeyer Report, og»\c1t., p. 86. ; ——
Rogers, op. cit., p. 204 : -~\N“Wmnh

Niemeyer Report, op. cit., p. 69.
Howe, Harold, II, U. S. Commissioner of Eudcation, Statement before the
Committee on City of New York of the New York Senate, Wednesday, February

.21, 1968.

Stern, Michael, '"Once Torn IS 201 Off to a Good Start", op. cit.

Niemeyer Report, op. cit., p. 98.

Gittell, op. cit., p. 337

Karp, Richard, "School Decentralization in New York”, as quoted in Gittell,

op. cit., p. 74
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169
170

171
172
173
174
175
176

conspiracy to murder Ray Wilkins (NAACP) and Whitney Young (Urban
League) .168 Members of the community disagree, citing that
Ferguson's contract had expired and Kelly resigned to rejoin MEND.

- March 20, 1968 - Despite the lack of traditionally proper credentials,’
Evans was aggointed Acting Principal_of IS 201 by the Superintendent
of Schools. . : :

. March 26, 1968 - The demonstration districts issue draft constitution
demanding a clear delegation of authority from the Board. of Education

. March 27, 1968 - Despite the fact that Charles Wilson lacked the
traditionally proper credentials, the Board of Education approved
Wilson's appointment as Project Administrator, ; "overcoming legal
obstacles by naming him comsultant to ..2 IS 201 Complex . .
prior to this appointment, no professional staff other than consult—
ants had assumed formal respomsi*“lity for this project."171 Up unti
this time, the Board of Education had not funded the operation of the
Demonstration Unit's central office; IS 201 Demonstration Unit had
been functioning due to the Ford grant and "two supplementary grants"
from Ford.172 With the approval of Evans and Wilson, the Board of
Education relinquished some authority over the school. 173

. March 28, 1968 - Frey told the Principals of the five schools in the
Demonstration Unit in his District, they would now report to the
Project Administrator. Wilson obJected to this maneuver, since he
had no staff; asked for a smoother transition of power.l74

. End of April 1968 - The Board of Regents went to the New York State
Legislature and asked it to pass their March proposal into law. At :
this time, both Mayor Lindsay and Governor Rockefeller announced
support of the Regent Plan and urged the legislature to take swift.
action.l75

- May - Summer 1968 - The IS 201 Board transferred more personnel than
Ocean Hill‘s controversial "transfers",'through informal administra-
tive procedures". 176 As a participant noted, Wilson's political
negotiating skills were superior to McCoy's and the UFT concentrated
on Ocean Hill because the IS 201 community was judged more cohesive.

op. cit., p. 86, Mayer suggests that Ford flexed its muscles over Ferguson in
terms of funding. (op. cit., p. 118.)
Niemeyer Report, op. cit. p 69. :
See Ocean Hill—BrOWnsv1lle s March 12 and 28, 1968 drafts, Appendices Bl and

of the Two Bridges Memorandum Report; and Appendix A of this report for excer
from the original IS 201 proposal "
Niemeyer Report, op. cit. . 99,

ibid., p. 87; confidential information.

ibid.

ibid., p. 88.

Karp, as quoted in Gittell, op. cit., p. 75.

Mayer, Mortin, "The Full and Sometimes v.cry Surprising Story of Ocean Hill,
The Teachers' Union and the Teachers' Strikes of 1968", The New York Times
Magazine, Section 6, p. 23. :
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. May 14, 1968 - Although Karp said that the New York Legislature
agreed to work on a strong decentralization bil1l,177 an observer
noted that the battle had already been lost.

+ May 18, 1968 - The Board of Regents announced that a strong decen-
tralization bill would be passed by the legislature. The bill
would create a three-member commission that would have one year
to decentralize New York's school system and create nearly autonomous
local school boards.l78 :

- May 20, 1968 ~ The UFT lobbied 500 strong against passage of the
Board of Regent's bill.1l79

- May 21, .1968 - Governor Rockefeller publicly predicted a strong
bill would be passed by the Legislature.180

. May 22, 1968 - New York State Legislature, discarding both the Bundy
and the Board of Regent's Plan, passed the Marchi Law and, in effect,
postponed acting on decentralization for a year. Under this law,.
the Board of Education is allowing but not required to delegate
authority to local boards and the Central Board of Education would
be enlarged from 9 to 13 members.l8l The Board was required to
submit a decentralization plan for the 1969 legislature.

+ Spring 1968 - The Board of Education provided technical assistance
to the IS 2Lt Board on: program planning and the budgetary process;
school organization; anticipated budgetary allocations.182 Community
members viewed the assistance as being as much a hindrance as a help.
At this time, according to Mayer, the president of IS 201 Parents'
Association complained that it was harder to get answers from the
IS 201 Board than it had been from the Board of Education.183

+ July 1968 - Board of Education and the three demonstration boards
had reached an impasse over delegation of authority.184

» July 30, 1968 ~ The Final Report of the Advisory Committee on
Decentralization (Niemeyer Report) was issued.l85

. September 4, 1968 - Superintendent Donovan announced he would limit
R his supervisory and approval functions to the "absolute minimum"
in the "spirit of decentralization' and leave to the local superin-
tendent recommendations on personnel, textbooks and other materials.186

. September 9 and 13, 1968 -~ The UFT struck all city schools over the
Ocean Hill-Brownsville reinstatement of teachers.

1;; Karp, as quoted in Gittell, op. cit., P. 75.

ibid. X
igg ibid.; a confidential source puts the figure at 900.
181 ibid.

182 Gittell, op. cit., p. 337.
183 Niemeyer Report, op. cit., p. 89.
184 <SR- cit., p. 112,

185 Gittell, op. cit., p. 15. ) ‘ )
186 See Appendix D of the Two Bridges report for findings and recommendations.

Guidelines for Decentralization for the Period Ending June 30, 1969, December,
1968, p. 6. ‘
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193
194
195

New York State Legislature, Senate Act 5693, Assembly Act 7206, "An Act to

- October 14, 1968 - The UFT went out on strike for a third time.187
This time, however, "fewer than 8,000 teachers'" voted for the
strike.188 :

. November 15, 1968 - The Appellate Division in a 3 to 2 decision
upheld the Rinaldi decision which voided the principals named
under the category of Demonstration School Principal and held
that the appointments were illegal. The Board of Education appealed
the decision,189

. December 1968 - The Board of Education issued its Guidelines to
.Decentralization.190

. January 1969 ~ The State Supervisory Committee, which had been
established as part of the November 1968 UFT strike settlement,
recommended in a hearing '". . . that the Board of Education bring
charges against IS 201 Unit Administrator, Charles Wilson, and
suspend the Chairman of the local governing board, David Spencer,:
for harassing the nine teachers." [Who, as members of the UFT,
had been barred from PS 39 in late November and early December,

following the strike settlement.]191

. January 15, 1969 - The Court of Appeals voided the Appellate Division .
decision. The Court of Appeals ruled the special category of Demon-
stration School Principal correct on all counts and allowed the
principals to be reinstated.192 :

. January 29, 1969 - The Board of Education issued a "Plan for the
Development of a Community School District System for the City of
New York" (as per its mandate under the Marchi Law).

« March 1969 - ". . . the Board of Edhcatioﬁmvdted to administer a’

'strong reprimand' to Mr. Spencer . . ." ". . . [it] did not affect
Mr. Spencer's status as governing board chairman . .-."" "No‘deci-

sion was made on the recommendation that charges be filed against
Mr. Wilson. "193

. April 1969 - The IS 201 board still had not restored the nine UFT
teachers to their class assignments.l94

- May 1, 1969 - The New York State Legislature enacted a new decentrali-
zation law defining the powers and duties of the school system.195

- January 1970 - Elections will be held for new community boards in
accordance with the May 1, 1969 decentralization law. These may be
postponed until March 1970.

Gittell, op. cit., p. 340. /
Mayer, op. cit., p. 69.

Gittell, op. cit., p. 340.

See Appendix E of the Two Bridges report for recommendations.

See Levine, op. cit., pp. 117-120, for a detailed account.

Gittell, op. cit., p. 340. :

Levine, op. cit., p. 121,
ibid.

Amend the Education Law . . .'", May 1, 1969. o
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' IV. WHAT AUTHORITY DOES THE IS 201 BOARD HAVE?
Formal

- Like the other two demonstration districts, IS 201 presently has little power,

- as noted in previous sections. The Central Board retains the powers of:
personnel hiring and firing (the IS 201 Board hired its temporary Project

~ Administrator, however); choice of currlculum, and financial budgeting (the

_Central Board pays the Project Administrator's salary, for example). It is

‘this lack of formal power which has been the center of conflict in the
demonstration unit.

Informal

IS 201 has had the greatest success in obtaining informal powers of the three
demonstration units. They apparently had no difficulty in transferring
.personnel and they hired non-certified officials (Project Administrator and
_ Prlnc1pal) We have no information on special curriculum privileges, however,
“such as are operative in Two Bridges and Ocean Hill.

Decentralization

"On April 30, 1969, the New York State Legislature enacted a new decentraliza-
tion law.l96 This law sets up a specific set of relationships and powers
among:197

The ‘City Board: A seven member board consisting-of two Mayoral appointeces
" and one elected membsi from each of the five boroughs. (An interim board
will be operative until a city board can be elected.) The board members'
terms are for four years. The City Board will devise a plan to divide
New York City into 30-33 districts of approximately 20,000 pupils each.
Tt will also establish the size of the decentralized boards. The City
Board is the policy-maker. It approves all actions to be taken in the
areas of: finance, new buildings, curriculum and personnel. It submits
its budget to the mayor and allocates funds to the districts.

The Chancellor of the city districts, whose salary is paid by the City
Board and who serves a 2-4 year term. The Chancellor acts ac a middle-
man between the City Board, which pays his salary, and the decentralized
boards. Theoretically acting with equal powers with the superintendents,
the Chancellor (operating city-wide) is the one who submits material to the
City Board for—approval. The Chancellor has advisory and jurisdictional

- powers over the. schools and the decentralized boards (with approval from
the City Board) including: curriculum; establishment of schools; personnel;
finance, and has certain powers which cannot be delegated.

The Decentralized (community) Superintendent, whose functions are analogous
to the former centralized superintendent, theoretically has .equal powers
and duties with the Chancellor; however, he is subject to the decentralized
boards, which the Chancellor is not.

196 See footnote 192,
197 This account is an exact duplicate of the account in the Two Bridges memorandum

report.
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The Decentralized (community) Boards, which will be elected on the 4th
Tuesday of January, 1970, appear to have fewer powers than current
demonstration boards under this new system. They are still denied
absolute powers, and have the further encumberment of a "Chancellor'.
They have to apply to the City Board for Federal, State, or private
funds, which are dispersed through the Chaiuszellor. They have limited
powers of transfer and assignment of teachers (subject to City Board
approval and contract constraints). The demonstration districts will
continue until February of 1970, when new boards will be elected.

The City College of New York, will operate five of the most disadvantaged
high schools in New York City under the jurisdiction of the City Board.
The diagram on the following page represents our judgement of the actual
powers and interactions between all parties.
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Powers & Interactions Under the May 1969
Decentralization Legislation
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ﬁlglthe approval of actions and authorized disbursement are actually channelec via
“the Chancellor (as the law designates), this channel will operate for ceremonial

purposes only.

This link is not known, but an effective Chancellor would not allow it to not exist.

#it is very evident from this diagram that he cannot be if the Decentralized Board.
:undertakes an active role within its noted limitations inwnote‘l.above:'
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V. WHAT ARE THE GOALS OF THE IS 201 BOARD?

The primary goal of IS 201 is improved education in their schools.

Since over the short term, they realize they will not have an integrated
environment (due to Board of Education laxness in this area, as well as inner
city housing patterns), they feel they must have  control over their children's
education and, to have this control, they must be "accountable", have full
powers over budget allocation, curriculum, outside funds and consultants and
school professionals.

Since, in the short term, control over their children's destiny is a goal
with more obvious solutions than improved education, the friction and conflict
are centered here, and thus, local control, and its secondary objective, local
administration to improve the self-image of children, become symbolic goals.
Thus Evans can say "we're not. just concerned with the educational process, but
also with the larger image we're projecting into the community. We are proving
that we can accumulate enough Black talent to run the school well,'198

Preston Wilcox stated it as follows: '"Residents of the Ghetto must seize
the opportunity to assume a leadership role in the education of their own
children, just as they must bucome involved in the direction of all programs set
up to serve their needs . . . 'A community presence' [must] be established at a
high level of educational administration, and . . . an instrumentality [must]
be developed which would assure minority group parents of direct access to the
channels of informed opinion and power.' 199

But, apparently unique to IS 201 of the three demonstration units, the
IS 201 Board also looks to a broader range of community service than education.
It wants the school to be open long hours each day, providing evening and week-
end programs for adults as well as children; it desires commitment to other
areas of concern such as welfare, public safety, housing, and so on; and it
wants children to engage in "meaningful and effective' community projects out-—
side the schonl. uikewise, it seeks to have other organizations involved in
the schools.200 '

We have no specific evidence that reading score improvement is their
short—-term goal, as we do in the other two demonstration units, for Yeshiva's
programs appear to have been dropped, for the most part, in subsequent pro-
posals, and .ione of our sources have discussed curriculum goals. Yet the

~'schools are attempting to introduce reading instruction into all subjects-
taught; remedial reading.courses have been institut2d; and one of the ideas
contained in their proposals has been the publishing of student reading and
mathematical scores. So, presumably, IS 201 follows the Two Bridges and Ocean
Hill pattern of a short-term.goal in this respect.

198 stern, Michael, "Once Torn IS 201 Off to Good Start", op. cit.,, Minter
(op. cit., p. 18) suggests that for some,.a goal of Black supremacy and
. 159 Separatism also exists.
200 Wilcox, op. cit., p. 13.
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VI. ‘IS THE IS 201 BOARD REPRESENTATIVE?

The 21 member IS 201 Board, chaired by David Spencer, represents parents,
(two from each school or 10), teachers (one from each school, or five), five
commnnity representatives and one supervisor,20l and thus is the most broadly
representative of the three demonstration units (the other two of which could
not maintain teacher representatives).

The number of individuals that commited themselves to the IS 201 effort in
its planning stage also bespeaks a broad representation, particularly when a
participant stated that the Board refused to allow them lists of parents and
teachers (the superintendent finally sent a clerk to address envelopes and
send out the information, so that the public would be informed without giving
over the lists); then they were forced to hire parents to go from door to door
to explain the project concept and collect names and addresses; and resorted to
posters, sound trucks and local meetings. Planning board meetings were
adverised. Communication with teachers was delayed until school began. How~-
ever, IS 201 is still accused by some as being nonrepres:ntative. Some appeared
disturbed that of the original 40-50 parents in the planning stages, only one
was on the IS 201 Board (in other demonstration units the complaint has been
that "the same people" are always involved in the planning -and operating stages);
two schools (who never accepted the proposal) complained of nomination and elec- .
tion procedures; others complained that they were uninformed about the election;
still others complained that parents were unhappy about the IS 201 Board activi-
ties but were reluctant to sBeack out because of fears about the "small militant
group”" which had taken over. 02

‘There is certain evidence to this effect. 45%Z of 200 IS 201 parents
surveyed were gegative toward the IS 201 Board.203

Yet , response by teachers during the strike was the best of the three
demonstration units, despite problems in teacher-community relations over
both the Black principal isSsues. and using a temporary school.

201 New York Times, "Once Torn IS 201 Off to Good Start", op. cit.; see also
Minter draft, opscit., p. 5 L

202  gee Kemble, op. cit.

203 Niemeyer Report, op, cit., p. 122.
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VII. WHAT HAS THE IS 201 BOARD ACCOMPLISHED?

Our information is scanty here. This may be due to limited accomplishments,
or it may be due to the fact that research attention has been focused on the
early conflicts of the Board.

Evans himself indicated that while the 1967 - 1968 school year was a time
of ¢issension, disruption, and discipline problems, community efforts stabil-
ized the school, relaxed the children, and communicated to parents that something
was happening in their schools 204

They have set up a program to meet the special need- ~" Plack and Puerto
Rican children who have grown up in a neighborhood char:u.:. ~::2d by poverty,
transiency, slum housing, broken families, poor health, an: =pidemic drug
addiction. :

The teachers of alt subjects are being trained to incorporate reading
instruction in their classes. ' -

Attempts have been made to eliminate obvious class rankings to prevent
children from viewing their capabilities negatively (but these attempts have
been relatively unsuccessful so far). ‘

Like the other two demonstration units, Gittell claims the greatest accom-
plishment is parent participation in terms of greater voter turnout, greater
attendance at school meetiqfs, and more direct participation of the lower class

groups in school affairs.20

Finally, as with the other New York Demonstrationms, IS 201 has employed ‘
non-educators as pivfessionals in the district. For example, the Chief Education
Officer in IS 20l is a public administrator.206 :

ggg Stern, Michael, "Once Torn IS ?Ol_Off to Good Start', op. sit.

206 op. cit., p. 332. -
Fantini, op: .cit., p. 104. :
27

[l
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VIII. IS THE IS 201 BOARD'S POLICY-MAKING PRIVATE QR PUBLIC?

There is evidence in the readings that early planning meetings were open
to the public, that great efforts were made, by paying canvassers, to arouse
public particpation, and that the community was informed as to events taking
place (open meetings each evening by the Negotiating Committee, while they met
with Donovan, for example), despite some protests to the contrary.

Yet, we have little information as to how the IS 201 Board operated When
it became a formal entity. The president of the IS 201 PA complained it was
more difficult to get answers from the IS 201 Board than it was from the Board
of Educationj207 other than that, public sources have no information. Observers
have claimed and participants have indicated that a small inner group of members
are the only ones consistently attending the meetings, thbug acting with greater
influence than their proportionate number on the twenty-one member board would
indicate. Furthermore, many of the sessions were closed to the public for fear
of "forewarning" the cefitral board or the UFT with regard to internal divisions
among members about, or basic strategy to be employed in, an important issue on
which the IS 201 Board expected to receilve serlous opposition. As one person
noted: "You never knew who was a Shanker -or Donovan man." It must be remem-
bered that the preceding took place in the midst of frequent confrontations.
Now that the confrontations have subsided, the meetings may again be masked by

the openness for whichﬂgheyMWere noted.

e mrmmm
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207 Mayer, op. cit., p._112.

2890,

o : Arthur D Little Inc.




373

APPENDIX A

EXCERPTS FROM THE ORIGINAL IS 201 PROPOSAL
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The civil rights movement and the nation's anti-poverty efforts have focused
attention upon the ghetto school. The children who attend these schools are
several Years behind middle class children in academic achievement. These
children will tend not to obtain the education and skills necessary to advance
themselves economically. They will be forced to take whatever semi-skilled
and unskilled work is availeble. Many will be on welfare rolls. Barring
some major changes in the educational system, their children will attend
similar schools, be behind in academic achievement, and eventually obtain the

_less desirable types of Jobs and live in impoverished areas of the city where
social pathology indices such as crime, infant mortelity,. and detveriorated
housing are the Righest.

Teachers are at one with the parents of the;city's school enildren in their
concern with lack of achievement and reading retardation in the schools.

As long as those who are closest to the needs of the children---their parents
and their teachers---are left out of the decision-meking in the educational
process, the schools cannot succeed.

Given present problems, the school system cannot continue as an autonomous
bureaucracy. Farente and community leaders must fulfill their right to exer-
cice influence in educational policy. This alone, however, will not suffice to
cure the system's ills. The role of the teacher must also change. At present
ke 1as no freedom in his work. He is restrained by a hierarchy, rising above
him in increasing influence and decreasing understanding of classroom problems.
In order to work to the full capacity of his training and ability, the teacher
must be permitted to exercise the rights vwhich his professionalism entails:

~ He must be allowed to take responsibility for exercising independent action
and making expert Judgement while performing his work.

Teachers, like parents and the community, play &8n essential and irreplaceable
role in the learning life of each child. The schools should be the mutual
responsibility of these groups-~--a .responsibility to be shared equally.

Wlthout this equal sharing of responsibility there can be no true gccount -
abllity for learning progress. . .

I Therefore, we believe that teachers and community people should compose the
proposed governing board fer an intermediate school and its three feeder schools.
The board would consist of eight. parents (tWo from each school)}, four commun-
ity leaders, four teachers (one from each-school), one school supervisor or damin-
istrator. Ary decision reached by the governing board would require approval

of both a majority of the parents and community leaders and a majority of the
school professionals on the governing board.

Such a governing board, once established, would undergo a treifiing period to
enable its members to carry out their duties to- optimum capacity. Local
people serving on the board would be remunerated; teachers gerving on the
board would have their teaching load reduced. The board would employ &
university end/or other experts to provide consultation and servieces, but

" would maintain for itself the following responaibilitles:

Source: Gottesfeld and Gordon, "Academic Excellence . . .'", op. cit., pp. 2-9.
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A. Selection of'the administrutor of the program. This should be a full-
time paid position, filled by a person with approprlate experience and ability.
Guidelines for selection can be worked out by the governing board.

B. The setting of educatiinel goals and standards within the schools.
This would be done with univer-.ivy or other established expert consultation
v . and aid.

C. Recrultment and selection of staff for the schools involved would be
carried out by the governing board with the following provisions holding:

1. All teachers are licensed through an approved, objective method
which does not lower ostandards.

2. There will be no involuntary assignments to these schools.
3. Teachers presently with the schools may remain if they wish to.

k. Further recrultuent tokes the form of soliciting applications from
experienced teachers who are volunteering with the understanding
that tbey may leave after one year of service if they so desire.
This procedure has worked successfully in M. E. S. Schools. Brand
new teachers, 1if they accept assignment here, also have that option.

5. The rights of teachers tc¢ securlty and permansnce in their jobs must
also be insurea 1f the quality of the teaching staff i1s to be main-
tained. The governing board, however, must establish for itself
a procedure thiough which unfit and/or unsatisfactory professional
personnel mey be removed. For this function, the board should employ"
or appoint an independent, expert group or committee whose job 1t
is to provide on-going evaluation of the total school program, in-
cluding personnel performance. Should this committee, after explor-
ing all possible reasons for a given faillure or lapse in the learning
process and after assuring that all steps in regard to on-the-job
tralning and supervisory support have been taken, find it necessary
to terminate ‘the services of a professional, it shall have the right
to seell such terminaiion. Reasons for termination must be sound and
serious, objective, substantiated, and subject to impartial review
with provision for teacher defense. A procedure insuring the jur-
idical rights of employees can be worked out between the union and
the governing voard, with the understanding that the union will
maintain its vole as defense counsel.

6. Applications solicited from teachers should be worked out on the basis
of objective criteria such as, but no: limited to:

a. License held

b. Previous service rating

c. Years of experience

d. Special training; courses or degrees

e. Successful pariicipation in any special educational program, etc

. Other experience which may have tbearing, such as participation
or activily in civil rights groups, anti-poverty groups, Peace .
Corps or releted similar experience indicating the applicant is:
aware o1 p;edisposed to developing an awareness of the problems
and aspirations of the community -
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7. The governing board shall Lave the right to review ike anonymous
applicotions in order to insure that those teachers who wmost
clearly meet the criteria be assigned first snd that no teacher
with an objectionable vecord be retairied. Prospective candidates
will bave an opportunity to meet with community people. The
administrstor shall have the right to interview prospective -
cnadidates. .

8. The prinespal in each school shall be gelected by the teachers,
parents; and administrators. Nominees :for the position must meet
certain abjective standards, such as; 6 course credits in super-
vision, a minimum number of years of teaching, etc., to be worked
out by the governing board in consultetion with experts. Final
selection will be subject to approval of the governing board.

D. The board shall have the right to determine gurricula changes with
regard to content and direction of the curricultm. The implementation and
detailed substance of the curriculum shall be determined by a committee of
teachers and the principal in each school. Such a committee should have
adequate time to meet.

FE. The board shall contract for the services of an accredited, independent
evaluative agency. '

F.-The board sbell review the univergity's services end terminate any
or all that are found to be- unsatisfactory.

G. The board shall determine policy toward public and private agencies.

HE. Maintezance of fiscal control shall mean the ‘governing board's emplcy-
rent of accountants, auditors and other experts for the carrying out of mone-
tary duties and the right of the gu¥erning board to determine the allocation -
of funds in consultation with educational experts and the Teecher Curriculum
Committees OR each grade.

234
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- changes are now being discussed by MES planning committees. Additional innovatiox

7T  Implementation of an expanded More Effective Schools program in the
feeder elementary school.* We belleve that the main features of the MES
program such as smoller plagses, better equipment, teeam teaching are sound
and are attractive to students, parefits and teachers. Despite deficiencles,
MES schools are emerging as generdlly more successful than other ghetto
achools. We further propose that the addition of the following programs
would greatly strengtben the MES program.*#

A. learning Center

l. Elementary Schools.
Almost one third of ghetto children fail to read adequately.
Different children fail to read for differant reasons. Although
many educators give 1lip service to this point, they fail to offer
a differentisl remedial approach which recognizes these differences
in etiology. The ghetto schools document our failure to bridge
the gap between learning theory and educational practice.

Visual and auditory skills seem not as well developed smong ghetto
children as smong middle-claess children, some 90% of whom learn

to read, regardless of the method employed to teach them. Our

view ip' that ghetto children need remediation at the very beginning
of their schooling. We should -devise methods of categorizing
children according to their specific needs---some will need visual .
motor training, sorxe phonics inst:;uct.ion\,,,,etq.

For children who do not respond to the special training in class,
and for those who are in the uper grades and have still not
acquired functional reading skills, a Learning Center will be
esteblished. Thie will be ste 1by a remedial educator who is
skilled in the diagnosis and £ ;ment of reading problems. He

will have avallable several methods of instruction, including
programmed learning, and such equipment as the O. K. Mooxe
computerized typewriter.

* cf. "Report of the Joint Planning Committee for More Effective Schools, "
New York City Public Schools (Mayl5, 1964).

#% We are detailing only the programe wbich should receive top priority. Other

bave. been proposed by us, such as New Models for School Psychology and Guidance -
Services, as well as Fhysical Education Programs, Pre-Service Training of TeacheXg
‘gnd Curriculum Development. These are detalled in our report entitled, "Academic
Excellence in a Ghetto Elementary School: An Approach to Ppevention of lLearning
Disebilities.” B ‘ 3
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The Learning Center would be affiliated with a Learning Laboratory now
being developed at Yeshiva University. The Laboratory is being develop-
ed with the following goals in mind: '

e. to discover why children with normal intelligence have learning
problems.

b. to identify methods and/or teaching "styles" which can be most
beneficial for children with reading difficulties.

¢. to improve the diagnostic and evaluative skills of professionals
with particular reference to selecting the most apprc riate me-
. thod ox methods, and/or teaching stylea for a specif‘ learning

problen.

d. to contribute in a similaw way as described above to the under- e
standing and correction of l¢ ing disabilities of exceptional :
children.

e. to develop a related progrem with special emphasis on math skills.

f£. central to all our programs will be our efforts to bridge the ever-
videning gap between leariing theory and educational practice. We
will, therefore, be concerned with the problem of articulation
between the Learning Laboratory at Yeshiva Unilversity, the Learn-
ing Center at the school, and the Classroom Teacher.

School - child.ren are routinely examined in New York City schools, often
superficially and by general acknowledgement with less than minimal ade-
quacy in areas such as dental health ard vision. We are becoming increas-

- ingly aware of the role of vision in relation to reading. We know that
low achievers will ususlly show 20/20 visual acuity. This, however, only
tells us that the child can see clearly. It gives no indication of how
he processes information for meaning. There are numerous perceptual

. factors that are clearly related to learning.

We will make available in our Demonstration School complete (health,
 medical, dental, and vision, etc.) examinations. This will be carefully
. supervised and coordinated by established services, . including the
' Optometric Center of New York (which specializes in the relationship of

- perception to learning problems).

. In offering complete health services, as well as remediation, we are
. able to study the health needs of children who live in a poor urban
- ghetto and begin to o meke some judgements sbout the relationship of

~ learning to bealth problems.

" Intermediate School Literacy Progrem. .

i A shockingly high percentage of students who reach ghetto intermediate

- scbools are illiterate. If millions of adults in developing countries

i"can be taught to read and write, there is no reason why this cannot be.

“-done for Americen adolescents. A remedisl educatar using diagncstic

- gkills and modern teaching methods such as programmed instruction, teach-

ing ma.chines, including the computerized typewriter, should be able to

‘\teach reading in an intensive two to three-month course. Some children

?j.who have not learned to read are 80 angry that they equate learning from

‘a. teacher with the destruction of their own personalities. They often can

:%ea‘m through teaching machines where they are in control of the learning
3 _
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apparatus.

Eventually the intermediate school literacy program would be eliminated
A successful learning Center in the elementary grades wowld make 9.1.1
c¢hildren literate before they reach the intermediate school.

A1l learning activities at both the Eﬂ.ementary Schools &nd the Intermed
B8chool would take place during the school day.

School-Cormunity Involvement

&ivthough it is said that there is B nezd for cooperation of parents: and peoi
oz 1he community with teachers, in many ghetto areac these groups know 1itt]
»f zach other. Pre:j&fd‘icaa “f one toward the other stand uncorrected. It 1is
pioposed that in €he interm:diate school and its feeder schools, vigorous .
efforts will be made to remedy this situation. Bchificelly.

1. Thg governing board involves parents and teathers in decillon maeking foi
the schools. This involves phrents an teachers learning each other's
views and working together. -

2. A group of Community-School Workers, gelected by parents, will be hired
These workers will be local people from the community; & ratio of cne
community-school worker for each grade is suggested. These workers
will first be trsined at Yeshiva University through a course in which
there will be workshops and lectures led bty faculty and community leade]
in community organization, community resources, group dynamics, school
admiristration, child 8evelorment and learning, and the More Effective
Schocis program. After receiving this training, the work of the commun
schuol worker would be to interpret the policies, procedures and progras
of the school to parents and other commur:ty members and t© interpret
the views of parents and the community to teachers and school administn
Community-school workers will be responsible to the governing board.
Bpecifically, the commnity-school workers will:

a. make class visitations, home visitations, speak to teachars;

b. help to organize or strengthen education committees of community
organizations;

c. keep parents informed of s¢hool events and progra.ms, arrange vis
to the school and lead parent discussions on school programs; : :

d. serve as consultants to the governing board, Bchool administraté
~and teachers, educational specialists and reseerch personnel; an|

e. follow up complaints.

3. Teachers would make regular visits to parents' homes and local cozmnunit
organizations. This would serve to give teachers first-hand informatio-
about the child's environment and resources of the community and help
parents learn . .¢ the teachers. The MES program with its provisions:
for more teacheis and other personnel would meke possible the time for
teachers to meke such visits. ‘ :

L.  The school would be used as a center for hol'ding community events.
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5. Regular open invitations would be extended to parents to visit the school.
Parents would speak to their child's teacher, see the various school programs
in operation, have the opportunity to meet other varents, and later, under
the leadership of the Community—School Worker, to discuss their visit to
the school and make known their opinion of what is happening at the school.

C. Enhancement of the Student's Self-Image.

If tbe plan is successful---1f ghetto school children are able to achieve at
grade expectancy and the school 1s perceived positively by parents, teachers,
and the community---the child will have pride in his school accomplishments
and in his school. This will contribute toward improving the child's self-
Picture. However, importunt uadditional measures eimed at helping to repair
the damage of ‘discrimination and impoverisiment are proposed:

1. Pride in cne's ethnic background.
Courses and school events relating to African and Latin culture and
hirtory would be organized. An after-school program developed in
cooperation with parents and community would reflect the culture of
local ethnic groups. Programs might include such things as "A Festival
of Latin American Films," or "An Afro-American Festival of Music and
Literature." The schools weuld attempt %o builld ties to new African
countries by the study of Afs-.ican languages and overseas correspondence
with African students. Schools which have significant percentages of
Black and Wbite chiicren (as vell as Puerto Rican children) would include
Spanish instruction as a second language, beginning in kindergarten.

2. Student government.
‘At every grade level, sbudents would hcld regular meetings, elect officers
and representatives, maeke decisions regarding themselves, and present to
the governing board criticisms of school procedures and suggestions for
improvement. The governing beard would listen to the arguments of student
representatives and then rule on them. The entire proceedings and the
implementation of favorable rulings would be reported in the school news-
vaper with accompanying editorials by students. By actively contributing
to decisions made about the school the student is not in the powerless
rcle of his scnooling entirely in the control of his perents and other
local people, teachers, and school administrators.

3. Programs for the talented.
- By "talented,'" we are referring to anmifb range of asgets and strengths
which include sclence, art, drema, music, spcrts, as well as leasdership
ability, sensitivity to feelings of others, inventive impulses, etc. We :
are currently develecping an approach to seeking out the assets and strengths -
of school children which does not. depend on apparent or obvious talent.

D. Teacher Training Program.
Teacher training has not been ﬁmplemented in the More Effective Schools.
Proposed are the following:

1. In-service tralning for all teachers.
2. Orientation of teachers and school administrators by local community leaders.'%

3. A course for sll administrators, teachers, and parents oriented to problem~
solving in the ghetto school. Each of these groups from thelr different
vantage points will have unique contributions to make in recognizing. and
solving the problems of the ghetto school. -
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4. The Board of Education pays for one course for teachers. This course
should not be hit-or-miss among any of the assorted courses offered in
-education; but rather e specific one .geared to the problems-in.the.ghetto. ...
schools. For example, Yeshiva University's Graduate School offers a course
involving lectures and discussions about ghetto children, the significance
of discrimination and poverty and the implications for guidance,
curriculum, etc, .

5. A Teacher Trainer, one to eaca school, would be available full time in-
the school to guide new %eachers and conduct on-tbe-job training for them.
New teachers would not be plunged into full time teaching assignments
- " but would spend most of the first year in assisting and learning from
. more experienced teachers and in further formalized service training.

6. " Training for sub-professionals by the university and community péople.

T. The -Information Retrieval Center on the Disadvarﬁ.aged, at Yeshiva Ulniver'sity,’
would make avaiicile to all local people and. teachers of the schools 1ts
extensive resources. ‘ . :

We believe that the above programs will result in superior education in the ghetto
school. ' ' o :

Many educatore, officials and citizens believe that quality education means only

integrated education. While quality integrated education ip certainly the most

desirable state of affairs (and efforts to achleve it would be pursued vigorously)
" the reslity is that integration in New York City 1n recent years has proceeded

at a snalls pace. ) :

We cannot sbdicate our role as educators in ghetto schools and wait patiently for

integration before improving the quality of the schools. In fact, improving the

schools may make the possibility of integration appesr more attractive, and when o
" integration of Whites, Blacks, and Puerto Ricans does come to. the.schools the .. = . . i -

social integration will be facilitated by the fact that Black, White, and Puerto

Rican students have comparable educational ephievements. :

Teachefé and -community groups must unite to set forth i;he conditions necessary

for a good school. and the administrators of the school must be accountable to
them to insure quality education.. , .
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H. THE WOODTAWN COMMUNITY SCHOOL BOARD IN CHICAGO, ILLINOIS
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I. INTRODUCTION

District 14 of the Chicago public schools encompasses the University of
Chicago campus and the neighborhoods of South Kenwood, Hyde Park, and East
Woodlawn. Although the entire district is involved in various forms of ex-
perimentation, the East Woodlawn sectior: is the neighborhood of the Woodlawn
Experimental Schools Project, including che Woodlawn Community Board (wcB) 1
which is the subject of this memoraudum. : e

: Located in a Model Cities Target Area,2 East Woodlawn is a 473-acre area
of-high density population which is rapidly changing from white to non-~white.
According to the 1960 census 26.7% of the housing units contain over 1.0l persons
per room; its 60,000 residents live in 22,447 housing units. The population
under ‘age 19 doubled between 1350 and 1960, and the non-white proportion of the
fotal’ population increased from.13.4% to 86.2% in the same ten year span. The
area ‘ig further defined 'as tramsitional, serving many ethnic groups on their R
way to middle class status. It is said to be among the 10 worst (of 76)
communities in Chicago in terms of income, housing conditions, unemployment,
and incidence of disease.3 ' '

B At 800t A A e At P e

The drastic change in population, incliiding-the-startling numbers of youth,
have meant problems of near-crisis proportions for East Woodlawn: student gangs ~—~—~T~
are a threat; schools have a high drop-out rate; and facilities such as the Boys
Club and the YMCA do not attract ysuth in large numbers. Moreover, the neighbor-
hood faces problems in the areas of employment, education, and law enforcement.
Despite efforts of the well-organized Woodlawn Organization (see Section II below),
resources in the community are inadequate to deal effectively with these problems.4

The East Woodlawn schools have certain drawbacks as well. Books are irrele-
vant to the needs of an inner-city child or are outdated; supplies are scanty;
librarims are either non-existent or combined with lunchrooms as all-purpose
rooms; gyms and playgrounds are either missing, cramped, or ill-equipped; and
space is generally lacking for programs in art. music, science, shop, and guidance.5

The specific schools chosen under the guidance of WCB are: Wadsworth K-6;
Wadsworth Upper Grade Center, and the Hyde Park High School.®6 There are, however,
10 schools in the district: 1 primary; 6 kindergarten through six, 2 seven through
eight; and 1 high school.”

1 Campbell, Roald F., Instituticnal Collaboration to Improve Urban Public Education

with Special Reference to the City of Chicago, proposal to USOE, October 12, 1966,
p. 1. _ :
2 Redmond, James F., Operation Grant, Woodlawn Experimental Elementarv Schools
Project, proposal to USOE for Title III funding, January, 1968, frontice piece.
(Hereafter referenced as Redmond, Title TIT Proposal.)

Redmond, Title III  Proposal, p. ©; Campbell, op. cit., Appendix D, p. 1.
Campbell, op. cit.. p. 7; Redmend, Title IIT Proposal, op. cit., p- 9. :
Congreve, Willard F., Institutional Collaboration to Improve Urban Public Education
with Special Reference to the City of Chicago, Final Report to USOE, March 15, 1968,.

. p. 20, _ "” _ s )

® Woodlawn Community Board Study, an undated, (Fall 1968) unpublished draft document

7 provided by Thomas Williams (hereafter referenced as WCB Study)
Redmond, Title III Proposal, op. cit., p. 22.

\
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I1. WHAT MAJOR GROUPS ARE INVOLVED? HOW DO THEY INTERACT?

a. Parents

Perhaps due to the strength of the officers and Steering Committee of the
Woodlawn Organization (see below), parents do not appear to be a strong force
in and of themselves. Some are said to be apathetic; others are said to be
. .- hostile.8- .There is.some evidence that parents are now beginning to take an =
interest in the project and demand a greater role.

e b e . Teachers..

Teachers originally were not highly involved in the project. The School

Department contingent of the Troika (as will be seen in succeeding sections) has
been dominated by the principals; only fairly recently (within the last 18 months)

- have teachers become more vocal and begun to demand a role in the process. Accord-

- ing to the document supplied by Williams, "Teachers in the Wadsworth schools have

" been unhappy and concerned about the project. They have complained that they have
been left out of meaningful planning and that they have been hearing promises for
five months but do not yet know what is going to happen."9 Sometime in 1968, pro-
vision was made for teacher representatives to attend WCB meetings as observers

-w-~~~-and_to_participate in planning sessions but problems apparently still remain with

the Hyde ﬁgfﬁﬁﬁéfsﬁﬂnetrloﬂThe*Teachers—Union~does—no&—appean.to_haue_been_panxjQ— :
ularly involved "in a manner similar to its counterparts in New York or Washington.11 :

c. Students

Although the students in the area do not appear to have been active during the
initiation or early operations of WCB, a Black Coalition of College and High School
Students, a subcommittee of UC/BSA-SPLIBS, has apparently been making itself heard
in 1969 in its fight to remove the University of Chicago from the weB. 12

d. The Chicago Public Schools

One of the three contingents represented on the WCB and heavily supportive of
the project, the Chicago Public Schools collaboration efforts have been among the
strongest, if ndt the strongest (Anacostia's Public Schools in Washington, D.C.,
have also beén’cooperative)dmpfﬁghgmgxperimental efforts.

Nonetheless, these are holdovers from past defenses against both community
pressures and University of Chicago research. Dr. Melnick, the contingent's
Chairman, is said to have the least inflcence over his contingent (which is the
most discontented). School personnel have been characterized as defensive and sus-
picious of the projectsfearing the University was selling them out, and having
charged the project staff with "moving too fast in the planning."'13 o

- ——— i e

According to thé Memorandum of Agreement between the three contingents, the
Chicago-Public Schools are primarily interested in upgrading programs by applying
continual inputs from research and experience, by improving the training of personnel, .
and by involving the community ''directly" in planning improvements. ;
g Congreve, op.cit., p. 23.

10 O_E'Ci_-t_'_Q p. 15'
ibid., pp. 14, 15.

1 ibid., p. 33. _ '
‘ 13W~See Appendix A of this document for a memorandum written by this group.

4 "WCB Study, op. cit., pp: 3, 18, 21, 23. I .
See Appendix B of this document for the Memorandum of Agreement.
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e. The Chicago Board of Education

Little mention is made of the Board of Education, except its role in the
Memorandum of Agreement, when its legal counsel stipulated that the Board's hands
must not be tied. The Board appears to have played a cooperative role to date, wit
e Minor interference in the functioning of the WCB :

..... e

f. The Mayor 5 OffiCe e

' The Mayor has apparently shown antagonism toward the project and was said to "
have put pressure on Federal officials to thwart Title III funding. Apparently ill
feelings had earlier been aroused by The Woodlawn Organization which had secured
funding without going through the proper" channels. The Mayor is credited with °
putting pressures on the General Superintendent to include the Urban Progress Cente
(UPC), "...the poverty agency controlled by the city machine to a great extent."
Accordingly, two members from UPC Were to have been put on the WCB (although we
have no indication that they were).l

g. The Federal Govermnment

Fhe—influernce-of.the Federal Government has been substantial. Chicago appear
to be the most heavily funded of the various~experimental projects, relying heavily
on USOE, in particular, but also QEO, for financial support. "Therefore, the projec
has largely been shaped by what these agencies will and won 't support. 16

h. The University of Chicago

The University appaTently was the originator of the Woodlawn Project and
apparently had been involved in the area's schools prior to that time. The
University continues to be highly involved in a variety of ways: As one of the
three contingents on the WCB; through the Woodlawn Community Education Center,
and their funding of an Upward Bound Project; and through their training
center for personnel.

-~

The University contingent of the WCB, under the chairmanship of Dean Campbell,

~~-~-—- .- .. has been very active in the Woodlawn Project. Several of the Project Staff had
University origins. The University; in the Memorandum of Agreement, indicated it .
was primarily interested in research and training; it sees its role, apparently, as

mediatory.17

. ... The._President's Committee on Urban Education was formed at the University in
1965. The University contimgeat—sf the WCB is apparently a derivative of that group

lsmmm

16 WCB Study, op.cit., Pp. 15, 30.
1; ibid., p. 30. :

WCB Study, op.cit., Pp. 20, 21; Redmond, Title III Proposal, gn;,gig;, i
1 Appendix A, p. 1. 4

WCB Study, oE.cic.,'pp 7, 8.
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Beginning September, 1969; the University was financed for a 5-year cooperative
training program for pre-service, in service, and doctoral personnel, primarily
from the Chicago Public Schools.l9

i. The Woodlawn Organization (TWO)

"... an indigenous federation of community churches, associations, block clubs,

etc....", TWO was formed in 1960 to resist the University of Chicago's Urban Re-
newal and campus ‘extension plans.20 Credited with being "... oné of the strongest
community organizations in the nation," apparently it was founded primarily through
the efforts of Saul Alinsky's Industrial Areas Foundation,2l a strong, militant
community organization. "Early in its history" it appointed a Schools Committee

to seek to influence change in the public schools. It has also sponsored a pre-
school educational program.22 '

One of the three contingents on the WCB, TWO indicated, in the Memorandum of
Agreement, that its primary interest was in building leadership .for the redevelop-
ment of the community, as well as in changing educational programs and resource
allocations to serve the community needs.23 The chairman of TWO's contingent on
the WCB, Reverend Brazier, has been characterized as a charismatic leader, well
respected on the WCB, who helps resolve problems while remaining a watchdog over
TWO's interests.Z24

j. Other Organizations

The Woodlawn Mental Health Center, a "service facility and field laboratory
in social and community psychiatry", is located on the South Side of Chicago. The
Center works with the community to assess mental health needs and resources, and to
come up with priorities., It has collaborated with a Community Advisory Board of
20~25 people from the neighborhood. The Center has conducted several studies of
the Woodlawn neighborhnod and school children.25

The First Presbyterian Church has been cited as a significant community re-
source. It apparently has made some pioneering efforts in working with youth gangs
and young children execluded from public schools. It also sponsors a pre-school
educational progr'am.26

Redmond, James F., Memorandum # 68-744-2 to the Board of Fducation,

20 September 25, 1968, p. 1.
91 WCB Study, og.cit., p. 3.

Redmond, Title.IXXl Proposal, op.cit., p. 9. Congreve, op.cit., p. vi.
. Ccongreve, op.cit., p. iv; Redmond, Title III Proposal, oE.cit., p. 11. .
22 Redmond, Title III Proposal, op.cit., Appendix B, p. 1.
25 WCB Study, op.cit., pp. 18, 19. o
26 Campbell, op.cit., Appendix D, pp. 1-4.

Redmond, Title III Proposal, o .cit., pp. 9, 11.
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: Mention was made of an attempt to link up the WCB with the Chicago State .
College, a 5,000 student college which feeds many of the public schools, to de-
velop experimental teacher education programs, where students 1d be involved
in the classrooms during all four of their undergraduate years.”" However, no
further mention was been made of an actual program in operation.

T e

27 Redmoud, Title III Proposal, op.cit., p. 48.
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III. HOW DID THE PROJECT COME ABOUT? WHAT ARE THE MAJOR ACTIVITIES SIJCE THEN?

. Spring 1965 - The President's Committee on Urban Education was formed
at the University of.Chicago.28

. Summer 1965 — The University of Chicago and the Chicago Public Schools
developed a Special Summer School for secondary school boys, under
the sponsorship of the Stern Famlly Fund.29

/“-44

. Summer and Autumn 1965 - A;proposal was developed by the Committee
on Urban Education for the creation of 4 Research and Development
Center in Urban Education (USOE #6-1478) .30

April and May, 1966 - University of Chicago President Beadle and Dean
Campbell, of the Graduate School of Education, met with Chicago Super-
intendent Willis to discuss the proposal. Later, Dean Campbell dis-
cussed the proposal with Frank Whiston, President, Board of Education,
as well as others in the Chicago Public Schools.31

. May 4, 1966 ~ USOE made a site visit to the University of Chicago
campus. Mrs. Louis A. Malis, a member of the Boardvof Education,
participated in this site visit,.32

. May 16, 1966 - Reverend Brazier, head of TWO, heard of the impending
proposal, and wrote to Campbell, with a copy to USOE, indicating his
distress that there was no involvement of the community in the project.33

. May 25, 1966 - Discussions were heiﬂ among TWO, the University of

Chicago, and the Chicago Public Schools; they continued on the twenty-
seventh.34

« June 3, 1966 - USOE submitted its site visit report conditionally
approving the proposal, but holding off funding until fiscal 1967
criticizing the lack of community and Chicago public schools involve-
ment and the lack of rationale for the experimental school being part
of the Research and Development Center in Urban Education.35

. June 7, 1966 - The beginning of a series of meetings among the three
groups (called the Planning Committee); the University of Chicago, TWO,
and the Chicago Public Schools (also the 9th, 10th, 26th, and 27th),
which resulted in a proposal for a Woodlawn Community Board. (WCB)36

28 ycB Study, op. cit., p. 7.

29 Congreve, op. cit., p. iv.

30 Campbell, op. cit., p. 2. '
31 ibid.; pp. 2, 3; plus a later telephone interview with Dean Campbell.
32 4pid.; Congreve, op. cit., p. 3.

33 Congreve, op. cit., p. 3; WCB Study, op. cit., pp. 7, 8.

34 Campbell, op. cit., p. 3.

35 ipbid., p. 2; Congreve, op. cit., p. 4.

36 Campbell, op. cit., p. 3.
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37

39
40
41
42
43

44

45
46

¢ : W

. June 26, 1966 - Dr, Curtis Melnick, then Superintendent of District 149
joined the Planning Committee; it was he who suggested the name of WCB|

. June 30, 1966 - Campbell met with Superintendent-Elect James F. Redmond
to ‘digcuss- plans emerging from the Planning Committee.38

+ July 21-22, 1966 - The University of Chicago held a Conference on
Problems of Urban Education.39 »

. August 1, .1966 - A proposal for the development of an Early Educationst
Reseazgh Center on the University of Chicago Campus was submitted to .
USOE. : ) .

. August 9, 1966 - USOE and OEO conducted a site visit to the University
of Chicago Campus about the Early Education Research Center.4l L

. August 24, 1966 ~ The first WCB meeting was held. Seven representéffVQ
each from TWO and the University of Chicago were appointed (Chicaﬁo
Public Schools representatives were not named due to vacations.)%

. September 13, 1966 - A meeting between the University of Chicago‘and ;
USOE took place. USOE suggested that the WCB initiate a developmental:
project to anmalyze possible relations among the three groups.43 R

. September 28, 1966 - The: second WCB meeting took place; each member
received a copy of the proposal draft for a USOE Development Grant. o
The Chicago Public Schools contingent had appointed its seven repre-
sentatives to the WCB.44 ' ‘ :

. October 2, 1966 -~ At a WCB meeting a Project Staff was commissioned
.to work out the details of the Program Statement.45

. October 12, 1966 ~ The USOE Develcpment Grant proposal entitled
"Institutional Collaboration to uaprove, Urban Public Education with
Special Reference to the City of Chicago" was submitted, requesting
$96,4Zg in funds for the period November 1, 1966 through October 31,
1967. ' .

Congreve, op. cit., p. 6; WCB Study, Op. cit., p. 8.

Campbell, op. cit., p. 3.
ibid., p. 4.

ibid.,
ibid. . S ¥
ibid., p. 3; Memorandum from Bruce McPherson to WCB members, August 17, 1966, ]
Memorandum from Bruce McPherson to WCB members, September 21, 1966, p. 1; WCB::
Study, op. cit., p. 9. . . : ' o
Memorandum by Bruce McPherson to WCB members, October 20, 1966, p. 1; Campbell
op. cit., p. 3; WCB Study, op. cit., p. 8. 5
WCB Study, op. cit., p. 1l. . : ‘ :
Congreve, op. cit., p. 8; McPherson's memorandum of October 20, 0p. cit., p. 1
gives October 13 as the date. s AL

&
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. November 22, 1966 - USOE rejected the Development Grant proposal,
despite its attempts to overcome previous USOE criticisms.
Apparently the proposal had previously been submitted to Redmond,
General Superintendent of Chicago Public Schools, who had indicated
support but stated he could not finance the project. Campbell wrote
letters to HEW Secretary Gardner and490mmissioner of Education Howe
asking for a review of the proposal.

. January 1967 ~ USOE awarded a $70,000 TiE%L IV Grant running from
February 1967 through December 31, 1967.

. February 17, 1967 - The USOE contzact began. A4§ore Project Staff -
of director and associate directors was formed. '

. March 1, 1967 ~ Congreve was appointed Project Director. Some
personnel were opposgs to this move, feeling he was neither Black
nor Black oriented.

. Late Spring 1967 - A Grant was received from the Wiebolt Foundation
to examine the feasibility in producing a cinema verite film; subse-
quently, a proposal was prepared andsiistributed in an attempt to
secure funds to produce such a film.

. April 15, 1967 ~ The Project Staff began an assessment of the needs
of the Woodlawn Community. The two-month study, completed June 15,
1967, uncovered feelings of inadequate interpersonal relatioms in-
volving teachers, administrators, children, and parents. Parents
and teachers felt by-passed in the decision-making process; children ‘
were not achieving what school personnel expected of them either in
terms of speed or quantity. Specific needs were in terms of space,
materials, etc. (as listed in the Introductiga above). Discipline
and youth gangs were also seen as a threat.

. May 3, 1967 - The final Vergion of WCB's General Statement of Purposes
and Procedures was adopted.

» June 7, 1967 - A pgzliminary rébort of an assessment of findings was
presented to WCB. '

47
48
49
50

Congreve, op. cit., p. 8; WCB Study, op. cit., p. 9. ,
Redmond, Title III Proposal, op. ecit., pp. 11, 45; WCB Study, op. cit., P. 9.
Congreve, op. cit., p. 1l1; Redmond, Title III Proposal, op. cit., P. 47.
Memorandum from McPherson to WCB members, February 22, 1967, p. 1; WCB Study,
51 O:E' cit.,«p.22. R

Redmond, Title III Proposal, op. cit., pp. 73, 74. . : ]
g% Redmond,. Title IIT Proposal, op. cit., p. 11; Congreve, Op. cit., pp. 23, 24.-
- Congreve, op. cit., p. 15. However, see Appendix C of this memorandum report,
_wu;mﬁsn*datedeecember 27,.1967. -
: Congreve, op. cit.
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. October 1967 - Redmond became Superintendent of Schools.55

. October 3, 1967 - gge Memorandum of Agreement was drawn dp among
the three groups.

. November 1, 1967 - Some teacher aide positions were created.57

+ November 3, 1967 - The Memorandum of Agreement was reviewed and
a proposal was submittedsaentitled,'"Experimental Schools in East = .
Woodlawn: A Proposal'. '

. November 14, 1967 - Central Staff was given the ysmorandum of
Agreement, which it reviewed until November 28. :

November, 1967 ~ Contact was fépdi%édli'réieétabliéhégowith Redmond;
Redmond espressed a strong wish to be kept informed.

. December 13, 1967 -~ The Memorandum of Agreement was presented to the
Board of Education, whose legal counsel deferred it, citing Illinois L
Code incompatibilities. Because of urgency occasioned by the USOE
early January deadline, a week of negotiations with the-School Board
began. The Board lawyers objected to the Bgfrd of-Education sharing
or abdicating decision-making prerogatives.

. Mid-December 1967 ~ A number of instanu:sf of crime, including shootings,
took place prior to the December 27 meecing of the Chicago Board. As
the instances were ascribed to gangs, and TWO had established affilia-
tions with gangs through their own ycuth program, members of the Chicagg
"Board questioned the appropriateness of entering into an agreement with
TWO. However, the approprig&eness of TWO was supported by both Campbel]
and Redmond on this issue. : o

~« December 27, 1967 -~ At ‘a Board 8; Education meeting the Memorandum of
: Agreement was approved, 8 to 3. j
55 Telephone conversation with Pat Muth (in Mr. Hefferman's office) of the Chicago
Public Schools, October 17, 1969. : ' o
Congreve, op. cit., p. 42. . i ' i
7 ibid., p. 20. _
58 Memorandum from McPherson to WCB, November 9, 1967, p. 1; Congreve, Op. cit., =
p. 42. The proposal was reviewed in WCB meetings November 8 and 14. 5

59 wcB Study, op. cit., p. 12. ' :

0 ipid.
S f} ibid.; Congreve, op. cit., p. 43.

e ity

& Congreve; 0p. cit., pp. 48, 49.
63 wcB Study, op. cit., p. 13; Congreve, op. cit., p. 48.
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. December 1967 - The Board of Education ﬁﬁfognized the WCB, which
previously operated on an ad hoc basis.

. January 1968 - A Title III Proposal was submitted to USOE entitled, 5
"operation Grant, Woodlawn Experimental Elementary Schools Project".

. Late February 1968 - A meetlng was held with USOE in Washington,
where USOE indicated it would like a saturation effort, perhaps
funded by HEW rather than USOE, and a gdpplement should be written
concerning plans for the High School_.6

. March 15, 1968 - Congreve submitted his final report on "Institutionmal
Collaboration to Improve Urban Education with Special Reference to the
Ccity of Chicago'. o A

. June 24, 1968 ~ The Chicago Comprehensive Project, consisting of the
four proposals under Title III-ESEA- submitted to State and Federal
Title IIT officials, was funded by a_ contract from USOE to the Board
of Education. The project was to begin as of June 24, 1968, and end
June 23, 1969, with a total cost not to exceed $2,035,976. 67

. July 24, 1968 - The Board of Education leased space for Project Staff
members and appointed Mrs. Clara Holton AsSsociate Director and Dr.
Willard J. Congreve Director of the Project.

. September 25, 1968 - Allen Paige Collard was appointed coordimator . . . -

of Community Education Services, effective September 20, 1968.69

. March 31, 1969 - A proposal for a continuation grant was approved by
the Woodlawn Community Board and submitted to the Board of Education.’0

« April 7, 1969 - The -Chicago-Teachers' Union (CTY) held a meeting with .
. the Chicago Board to air grievances of Wadsworth teachers, who claimed -
\ to have been threaténed in Summer 1968, planning sessions. The CTU
subsequently petiticned for representation on the wcs. 71

. April 9, 1969 - The Continuation Grant Proposal was approved by the
Chicago Board of Education. .

WCB Study, op. cit., p. 4.
See Appendix D of. this document for a program plan.

WCB Study, op. cit., p. 13.

Memorandum #68-551 from Redmond to the Board of Education, July 10, 1968, p. 1.. ‘;f

Memoranda #68-576, #68-586-7, and #68-586-8 from Redmond to the Board of
Education, July 24, 1968.

p. 1. : . . »
McPherson, WCB minutes, April 10, 1969, Appendix A (Congreve's announcement to
the WCB). : .

WCB minutes, June 12, 1969.
McPherson, WCB minutes, April 10, 1969, Appendix A.

Y
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73
74

75
76

« April 10, 1969 - Prior to the scheduled WCB meeting, an open hearing:
related to reorganizing the Board was held. The essential points
of the statements were: ' . S

. Community parents must be heard in the Board,

. Citizens should have the right to elect those pexsons who
represent them.

As one speaker said it: " e have been confrolled by an
educational system th- 2d us well. We have come here
to be sure we will be

The University of Chilcagu representative indicated that three oi
the seven University seats on the board were at the disposal of
the community. He concluded swith the statement that if TWO
thought the University shou. :t out, "we will  leave and leave
at once".

During the regular meeting:

. The Project Director, Dr. Willard Congreve, resigned to
allow some local leadership to be found and appointed.
(He indicated this was his decision and not in response
to any prgssure.) ’

+ The law department’of the University of Chicagb was to
be asked to assist the Project Director imn investigating
the possibilities, advantages and disadvantages of
developing the Woodlawn Community Board into a not~-for-
profit corporation in Illinois.’3

+ May 14; 1969 - The Chicago Board approved the WCB reconstitution |
allowing more local community persons, plus teacher and student
representation.

. May 15, 1969 - At the WCB meeting:

. The Black Coalition of College and High School Students
submitted a position paper calling for the removal of .the
University of Chicago from the Project.75‘ However, when
Dean Campbell offered to adjourn the meeting from its agenda
so the issue might be discussed: The parents and community
people attending the meeting refused to do so indicating the
igssue was less important than.the regular agenda items. (In~"
deed, the University of Chicago had reportedly offered, prior :
to this meeting and again at later dates, to relinquish all
its seats on the WCB,)76

. The WCB learned that the new budget would be $1,356,961

* yather than the $1,656,256 originally requested. This was
reportedly due to federal action regarding Title III funds
plus state actions. ”

McPherson, WCB minutes, April 10, 1969, pp. 1-5, 8.

Redmond, James F., Memorandum Progress Report on Title ITI-ESEA, to the
Board of Education, August 13, 1969. '
WCB minutes, May 15, 1969. See also Appendix A of this memorandum report.
Clarification obtained in a telephone interview with Dean Campbell and
Dr. Barbara Sizemore.
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+ An open hearing on line items in the budget was held
and 42 recommendations for revision were.made. It was
e agreed that the budget would be sent back to the WCB
committee level:and revised.77

. May 20, 1969 - At a meeting of the University Contingent of the WCB,.
it was decided that: - :

. No specific answer to the Black st '~nts would be made.

+ It would be recommanded to WCB that the University member-
ship be reduced to four people.

. Reverend Brazier be urged to become chairman of WCB and
that Dr. Melnick and Dean Campbell be seen as vice-
chairmen.78

-

May 22, 1969 - At a 'meeting of the WCB, the revised'Budget for the
continuation grant was approved, after which objections were raised
that further hearings and discussion were not conducted. 79

. June 12, 1969 - The WCB voted to establish ad hoc committees of
community persons to deal with matters of incoming personnel at
the Wadsworth and Hyde Park Schools.80

. June 24, 1969 - A WCB meeting was held for the sole purpose of
receiving nominations for a Project Director. While the formal g
process of widespread publication for applicants for the position 3
had been fulfilled and seven applications were received, the WCB
unanimously voted that Mrs. Barbara Sizemore be appointed. (Mrs.

Sizemore had been proposed before the widespread process had been
conducted.) 81 '

. June 26, 1969 - Willard Congreve, retiring as Project Director,
filed his report of activities for the period of February 1 to
June 30, 1969, noting that considerable strides had been made .
toward the objective of creating a new social system in which
the school ". . . would become an institution of the community'".82

WCB minutes, May 15, 1969.

Minutes of the Meeting of the University Contingent of the Woodlawn Community
Board, May 20, 1969.

WCB minutes, May 22, 1969.

WCB minutes, June 12, 1969,

WCB minutes, June 24, 1969. ' .

Congreve, Willard J., Memorandum Report of Activities of the WESP for the
period February 1 to June 3, 1969, p. 1. Also see Section VII of this
memorandum report,
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83
84
85

. July 24, 1969 - Sizemore, in her first report to the WCB, re.ommended

thaty
3

", . . some process for development of criteria for teacher

evaluation commence immediately with principals, teachers, = 7
parents, community residents, pupils and WESP staff included
~in the construction of such criteria."83

“"The Model Cities‘Edﬁcational Program-for Woodlawn (which
' apparently duplicated much of WESP) be channeled through
. the Woodlawn Community.Board."84

+ August 13, 196 nerintendent Redmond submitted Congré?é's repdrt
to the Boars »f Ed. ...omn.85 ‘ '

R A e e et i

Sizemore, Barbara A., Memorandum Report to WCB, July 24, 1969, p. 2.
ibid., p. 4.
Redmond, James F., Memorandum Progress Report, Title: III-ESEA . . .

op. cit., pp. 1-3. ‘
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IV. WHAT AUTHORITY DOES THE WCB HAVE?

Formal
WCB has no formal powers, being subject in all cases to Central Board Veto. .
The Memorandum of Understanding makes clear that, ". . . nothing in this agreement
will be construed to limit the authority of the Board of Education to control and
manage the schools . . . in accordance with the administrative and decision-making
powers of the Board of Education contained in the laws of the State of Illinois."86

However, WCB does have some formal advisory powers: the Board of Education,
in the agreement, agreed to consult the WCB before changing or designating the
experimental schools: the W = will be consulted by th¢ Superintendent before he
 recommends the T _irer nr to the Board of Education; the WCB will be
consulted by the . ..fu of Education on personnel, organization, programs, and
administration; and the Director must obtain counsel from WCB before making
recommendations and must state any differences of opinion clearly.87

Informal

The Board of Education is still not bound to act on community wishes; however, -
to date the wishes of WCB have seemed sufficiently compatible that they virtually
have had powers in these areas - the Board of Education does not appear to have
vetoed their plans.

The WCB, in setting out its functions, stated they were, ", . . (a) to review,
discuss (and in some cases initiate) and prepare recomme#d stions for policies and
projects in urban education which will directly affect the children, adults,
community or commmity organizations of Woodlawm and (b) to provide a channel
of communicatioun Hetween the projects :and the larger ing#y; ttions represented
on the Woodlawn cvemmunity Board. It is recognized that Uy T the prowviisions
of the Illinois  School Code, final decisions regarding -s#i. policies and projects
must be made by:-Zize Board of Educatdien, City of Chicago.™#8¢

86 Redmond, Title III Proposal, op. cit., Appendix C, p. 2. See also Appendix B
87 of this memorandum report.

ibid.

Redmond, Title III Proposal,.op. cit., Appendix A, p. 1.
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V. WHAT ARE THE GOALS OF THE WCB?

_ The over-riding goal of the WCB would seem to be to make the schools
responsive to the whblé'Cdmﬁﬁhity'thidugh'COmmunity‘participation.~’Redmond, S nLE
for example, indicates that WCB's highest priority is to 'restructure the y
school as a social system in terms of its community through mutuality of
effort, znd improve the quality of teaching and learning in the school
through mutuality of effort'.89

Improved education, of course, is bound up in the primary goal, but is
directed toward three specific sub-goals: (1) raising student achievement;
(2) improving the student self-concept; and (3) increasing the students sense
of power over himself and his community.90

" Specific curriculum prioxities are as follows: (1) reading comprehension;.
(2) volurntary reading to serve individual interests; (3) writing competency; ’
(4) speaking competency; (5) competence in quantitative thinking; (6) learning
how to learn; (7) communication; (8) I.Q.; and (9) sense of control over surround-
ings.gl These curriculum priorities appear to be unusual among the local boards,
because, while it is true that others generally place reading skills first, they
also place among curriculum priorities topics such as: Black awareness and
culture, and do not stXess the more traditional educators' items such as speaking
competency and I.Q. A

89 Title III Proposal, gsw. cit., p..I5. See also Campbell, op. cit., P-. 73

90 WCB Study, op. ciz.. p. 3.
Redmond, Title IIT Pwaposal, op. cit., P. 5.
91
ibid., p. 17.
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- could, when requested cast only one vote, and voting was designed so that no two

. of Chicago undergraduates, the Hyde Park High School PTA, and the Urban Progress

T sty
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VI. IS THE WCB REPRESENTATIVE?

The . 21-member board was originally comprised of three contingents of seven'

_each: (including a chairman); the University of Chicago;_the Chicago Public Schools,

and TWO. The representatives were not elected. by the community but appointed, e wwy
which led to a situation where all the Chicago Public Schools' representatives '’ 5
were principals, and no teachers were represented. Each of the three contingents P

contingents could outvote the third: this meant that any one contingent had
absolute veto power assuring that consensus had tg be reached. As a practical

matter, most votes are simple majority votes without a request for the single
contingent vote.92 The chairmanship rotates and regular meetings are held monthly.93

The representativeness of the WCB would thus seem to be questionable. Indeed,
various groups have questioned this very point:: the Board of Education, University.

Committee.9%4

The basis of membership on the board has been reconstituted (see May 14 and
15 entries on Section III above). The total membership remains at twenty-one,
with TWO having a contingent of ten, the Chicago Public Schools having seven,
and the University four. The Public Schools group contains two teachers and
1wo students among its seven. Voting procedures remain the same.95 It ic there-
fore unlikely that the issue of representativeness will escape further questioning
by interested parties.

~a

92

93 Telephone interview with Dean Campbell.

WCB Study, op. cit., p. 4; Redmond, Titie III Proposal, op. cit., Appendix
A, pp. 1, 2.

WCB Study, op. eit., p. 31. See also Appendix A, where representation in
the WCB is seriously called into question by the Black Coalition of college
and high school students.

Telephone interview with Dean Campbell.
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. Increased parent Darticipation in Parent Council meetings and

. Better interpersonal relationships among parents, teachers, and

. Improved reading Skills at the third and sixth grade 1evels in

+ A Community Education Center operating at Wadsworth, Monday tluiuugh

Thursday evenings, offering courses from basketabll to computer
instruction (in cooperation with Operation Breadbasket) ,100

99

Congzeve, Willard J., Report of Activities of the Woodlawn Experimental

he Period February 1 to June 30, 1969, ;

VII. WHAT HAS THE WCB_ACCOMPLISHED?
Sriitie....... ... as observers in WCB meetings .96
students .97
the Wadsworth Schools.98
. Improved I.Q. scOres of primary students.
96
Schonils District Project for t
97 June 26, 1969, p. 1. See Appendix E of this memorandum report.
98 Congreve, Op. cit., pp- 1, 2. :
99 ibiﬂaa-, pu 2.,
1oo ibid.
ibid.
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VIII._VIS THE WCB POLICY~-MAKING PRIVATE OR PUBLIC?

Detailed minutes are kept of the WCB meetings, lending them highly public,
and apparently up to 150 "observers' have attended meetings, thus there is
evidence to support the contention that much policy-making is carried out in a

~ public manner. '

However, some issues were pre—vetoed by either Melnick or Campbell, for
example, and never treached the WCB (for example: a first draft of the Agrzement,
written by Brazier arnd using terminology such as "autonomv"., "1-:? eontrol", and
so forth, was pre~vetoed; choice of schools for the Project - this was announced
to the-WCB; .and political negotiations). This by-passing of the WCB has been
attributed to needs for "haste", "efficiency", and "political efficacy".10l

1

r-private decision-making,. ... .

10:

Some WCB procedures are also:zdesigned to allow fo
such as the insistence on .consensus; the frequent use of informal approval rather
than a formal vote; and the use of :a caucus to:resolve inter-contingent differences.
However, Dean Campbell reported that the caucus has been resorted to only three or -
four times -and that they were held in public view, although without public partici-

~-pation. ° o :

I

Public attempts by the WCB to obtain consensus are the use of "rituals, con-~
ventions, and:collective represemtations", such as: seating which doesn't separate
the three .groups; use of first names to show rapport and titles to show esteem;
the use of -various connotative words such as "collaboration", "mutual effort",
"meaningful participation", etc.l03 ‘

There:are.also ways of preventimg extended WCB observer dialogues: "Difficult
issues that:cammot be handled by-discussions are often channeled away from the
public forum; persons are asked.towrite a letter, or get together with the project
director to discuss the issue, or :ito wait until the next meeting.'104

101 WCB Study, op. «it., p. 22. Congreve deals with the Agreement draft in saying
that: Campbell @nd Melnick, in vetoing it, showed that many of the ideas were
already in exiztzence as options; some weren't necessary; and the tone of the
document might raise hackles of the School Department. Congreve, op. cit.,

102 pp-- 41, 42.

103 WCB Study, op. cit., Pp. 22, 24,
104 ibid., pp. 25, 26.
ibid., p. 25. i
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APPENDIX A
A CRITIQUE BY

THE BLACK COALITION OF COLLEGE AND

HIGH SCHOOL STUDENTS
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The "Black Critique - ihe center of consider. . _ontroversy. It was
read aloud by Miss Muriel salla :: the WCB meeting, May 15, 1969. The docu-
- ment was accepted and filed along with other statements made in the April 10
hearing by the WCB which the students had claimed they were unable to .attend.
From the May 15 minutes:

"My. Campbell asked if the Board wished to continue with the
agenda for the meeting or adjourn so that the component groups
could consider the statement which had been read by Miss Balla.
Mrs. Cain said, 'The University of Chicago has been called racist
before and you have beén attacked before as a white man. It
takes a great deal of effort for parents to make arrangements

to get out to a meeting like this. I believe we want to go on
with the meeting and I ask TWO members on the Board to:support
that. "™ :

As the issue was finally discussed in a telephone intexview with Dr.
Sizewore and Dean Campbell, the community felt the critique was mot in fact
a "Black Critique", as a group of white students, connected with SDS, had been
involved in the initiation and writing of the document. It was for this reason
that the WCB did not interrupt its agenda and the university.contingent later
agreed to make no reply to its charges. The complete text follows.

,,,,, 310 - .
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A Black Critique of The University of Chicago in the Woodlawn Experimental

‘forced the Black Coalition of College and High School Students (a subcommittee
‘of UC/BSA-SPLIBS) to make public their evaluation. By examining the public

of Chicago position and operation on the Woodlawn Community Board, WESP is a

“pacification. Consequently the University should withdraw immediately from
'WCB. The public record of the University as a social and political institu-
‘tion, with political ideas and concrete social programs, is sufficient reason

School Project *

This_ critique comes from the necessity to evaluate ‘the University of Chicago
position in the Woodlawn Experimental School Project (WESP). This need

policies and general policy direction of the University of Chicago on the
Woodlawn Community Board, the need for this criticism became self-evident.

Discrediting a local school board or refuting 'experimental' decentraliza-
tion of school authority is not our purpose. However, due to the University

poor manifestation and implementation of these potentially benef1c1al structual
arrangements. And the Woodlawn Community Board (WCB) cannot act in the 1nterest
f the Black Community.

The basic argument of this critique is that The University of Chicago presence
on WCB hinders the local board and decentralization and helps engineer Black

for its removal. And its public record on the Woodlawn Community. Board: doubly"
indicts it to withdraw 1mmed1ate1y.

1

The seven basic arguments that lead to this conclusion contend ét present:

1. that the University of Chicago is not-a 'junior partner' in
Black education and WCB;

2. that the University is crucially Fepresentéd it WESP staff; -

3. that the University,through its external power, legitimizes

and neutralizes WESP, that is, it keeps it in 'line';

4. that the University s basic role is inhibiting meaningful Black
development"

5. that the- Univer51ty, through its legal sophistication, engineers
its policies on the local board;

6. that the University gains external prestige from this prbject
by researching and implementing a.successful, early Black
pacification of Black, Woodlawn children;

7. that the University of Chicago, historically, has been socially
and politically conservative and has therefore been consistently
anti-Black.

R TN

* Source: WCB minutes, May 15, 1969, Appendix A, pp. 1-6.
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A briaf discussion of each of these points should show why the University
of Chicago should withdraw immediately from the Woodlawn Experimental School
Project.
Current University rhetoric says the University is, and should be, a 'junior
partner' in Black community affairs. ‘However, close examination of the
University of Chicago involvement in WESP immediately shows that the University
of Chicago is not, by any stretch of the imagination, a 'junior partner'. Ac-
cording to the formal constitution of the Woodlawn Community Board -~ the so-
called 'Memorandum of Agreement' between the University of Chicago, the Chicago
Board of Education and TWC -- the University has one third of the board member-
ship and a unit vote of one. Further, no programs and policies can be passed
or acted on by the board unless the University of Chicago, through its unit
-vote, approves. The University has veto power over anything WCB might do since
all three components must unanimously agree on programs and policies. This
makes the University of Chicago a crucial and essential partner in Black
- education and development: . its possession of a unit vote may curtail or cancel
any .program or policy designed by Black community planners. .

The University of Chicago, in addition to being an integral and powerful part
of the Woodlawn Community Board, is crucially represented in the administrative
of the project. Both the project director and the project research are
University of Chicago professors; neither had significant experience in meeting
Black people's educational needs. Educational programs are, to a significant
extent, covertly devised by these University staff members in collaboration
with members of the University (some of whom also happen to be on WCB. For
example, the technical input for the summer program at Wadsworth due mostly
to the University. Also, recently, the project director took it upon himself
to write up a 'drop-out prevention' program and submitted it in 'preliminary’
form to the Federal Government in the name of WESP without even consulting,
community representatives. '

Beyond its representation on the:#taff and on the board of WESP, The University
has ‘another, more 'external' involvement -~ it furnishes the determining finan-
cial and political pull of the project. To potential conservative finacial
 contributors, the white society at large and status quo forces, the heavy in-
. volvement of the University of Chicago insures that the project is under
 'responsible' leadership (that is University of Chicago leadership) and without
community control. This 'external' power makes the University the major spokes-
man and negotiator for finances and programs for the project.

For instance, Julian Levi was the pflncipél negotiator with his fluakey,

the project director, for the orginal structuring of the project, the
establishment of the su-called 'Memorandum of lAgreement' and the securing
of Federal funds for the project. (Julian Levi happens to be the University
big ‘shot who deals with the surrounding Black communities who' masterminded
the Hyde: Park Urban Removal of Blacks. More recently, the same Julian Levi,
acting in the name of the University, played a major role in negotiating an
agreement with James Redmond, Supt. of Chicago Public Schools, to alter the
program of Hyde Park High School reconstruction. Despite three years of
protest from parents, students and teachers from the school, the Board of
Education did not move on the issue until the prestigious University of
Chicago took an active position.

Since the University has 'legitimized' WESP and has neutralized the effective-
ness of WESP for the conservative and reactionary forces in American society,
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Thé University's role is simple: dinhabit the institution of substantial and
relevant changes in black people's education and developmnet. That the
University does so is, again, clear from the publiec record of the Woodlawn
Community Board meetings. '
' o .82 »
Generally, when pressure and Black community discontent seek changes in WCB
programs and policies, the representatives of the University (particularly
Mr. Levi) have talked in highly legalistic terms about what can and cannot
be done and have pointed out restrictions in the 'Memorandum-of Agreement',
previous policies, etc. On the gther hand, the University has consistently
discovered convenient loopholes in the:'law , 1f these loopholes" bring about
what the University suggests.

For example, when the Board faced the question of dismissing, transferring or-
‘suspending a Hyde Park High School teacher who was branded as dictatorial by
a petition of some 500 studerifs and by his principal the University's. position
o " was strictly for 'due process . Due process meant mo action in' the’ forseeable’
- future and putting the whole matter through the Board of Education and Union
' channels. As this particular meeting-progressed,. the conflict between com-"
.- munity spectators (especially students) and the Board members became' increas-
ingly open and hostile. Finally, in an apparent reversal of position,. Mr.
Levi rushed a motion for dismissal of the teacher through the Woodlawn Com-—
munity Board, thus for the moment accommodating the justifiably upset community.
persons. However, it discovered the next day that the motion Mr. Levi had made
was 1nvalid through a legal technicality.’ Mr. Levi recinded the motion at the
next WCB meeting, and no actTon was directly taken on the matter by WCB. But
in lieu of direct action Mr. Levi then moved (and won approval) for a motion
requesting the District Superintendent to give an admfhistrative ‘transfer,
less this teacher impair the whole project. This was equivalent.to:suggesting
that if the board adopted Mr. Levi's motion and publicly coerced the District
Superintendent, either the teacher must leave or the project would fail.  The
District Superintendent, politely and legally, was coerced to remove this.
teacher from a volatile project and a volatile situatioﬁ.

It is clear, then, that the University,far from being a 'junior partner' in
WESP, is in fact an extremely powerful force in the project. It has veto power:
on the board, it is significantly represented on the staff and it plays the

" role of political intermediary between powerful conservative elements of
American society and the project —- it keeps WESP in line. Further, the Univer
sity, through its legal sophistication and its public prestige, may engineer
its policies on the Board and virtually stiffles corresponding leadership,
sophistication and political development from and within the black community.

Another aspect of more recent University propaganda about its_community in-
volvement has been the claim that its involvement stems from community invita-
tion because it has 'something of value' to share. A careful consideration of
the public statements, policies and action of the University reveals: that this
claim is nonsense,

The president of the University of Chicago, Edward Levi (Julian's brother),
has said that the University is one of the greatest research institutions
in the country and he wants it to stay that way. Right now, research in
education means experiments in education, especially experiments by white
institutions in the education of Black children. This is one of the main
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reasons for the University of Chicago participation in WESP. The principal

and implied in the WESP project director's secret drop-out proposal-is to
" create educational programs that will equip the 'socially maladjusted' (read -
 hovering on the edge of the national spotlight. It would be a large feather .
" early Black brainwashing).
_Its nature manifests itself tnjits~1qngfrecord:gg;gcnServative;»social-pdiicies;A;%

Blacks from decent housing, has been its policy; indifference to the 1965 Hyde .

Iwikeeping high academic achievement at Hyde“Park High School, - has bééhﬂits;pdli¢y5
that indifference which conceded a racist:victory to Hydé_Park—Kenwoodgrggigéhts“

‘has been its policy; almost total exclusion of Black enrollment from its Graduate .-

”“BébéﬁSEWit”hasWnone;“imvshould‘withdraWuimmediatelyw;MAWW.M~«~~J.v-~.

' Since the Committee completed. its analysis, some suggésted’changes-andfa téﬁta-3fz

'its members. Currently’ the Board consists of seven representatives from each

Agreement", the official document establishing WCB. All it does is color

goal of 'Black ghetto education' as envicioned by the University of Chicago

'Black') child to cope with reality (read 'status quo'). ‘Presently WESP is .

in the cap of this 'great research institution' if it could be the first to
discover the best means towards such early-age Black pacification (that is,

4

The  University of Chicago is essentially anti—Blaék and.Eggsgquentiy”ﬁfd—whipe.

which‘generally'coincided‘With political, economic and social consensus. Re-
stricted covenants in housing, which discriminated and*SystematiCally.exgluded L

Park—Woodlawnﬂgducational”ﬁéik_iééué"ééﬁferihg“aroundfa"ﬁogel*educaﬁiohalfpétk5>
issue, centering around a model educational park for sfabilizing Woodlawn ‘and: .

and fostered class and race separation in Woodlawn schools'has?been»its?pél;éi} 
land expansionist tendencies in Woodlawn,. prompting the creation of the Temporary
Woodlawn Organization and a temporary job descrimination, low wages and minimum-

promotion at Billings--all of which affected Blacks the most--has been its policy;’
refusing to admit Blacks wounded by guns in Woodlawn for treatment at Billings. - -

Schools and College, until recently and only on a token level, has been its _ ;
policy; politigal‘suppression of dissent within its student body and faculty has' =
been its policy. , o

Given these policies displaying its real unbending and ‘authoritarian nature,
given these status quo precedents, given their pro-white, cansistent racist .
intent, given its black indifference, black exclusion and black suppressionj--- -
what legitimate reason can it have for being on the Woodlawn Community Board?

Appendix

tive resignation have been submitted to the Board. The change cdnSists'qurefj -
organizing the board by adding five more community personnel, if the University

of Chicago loses three of itsimembers and the Board of‘Educationvlosesutwo1of

component. Under the proposed change, TWO would have twelve (12 members:. Seven
from its current component; three from the University of Chicago component; and.
two from the Board of Education component. The University of Chicago would re-- .
tain four of its original seven members. And each component would’stillkretainf‘-
its unit-vote, which means that a no~vote from any component could block any
program. o, .

Basically, this proposed change does not alter the so-called "Memorandum of
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_.occasion of conflict and tension, which could be predicted from the previous
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each component with Some community representatives. It leaves the University

of Chicago and the Board of Education with a majority on their respective
components, Further, if a simple majority vote determines the final unit- o
vote, each component still has an autonomous unit vote working for its.in- .. . . .
terest. ‘ e

What is even more fundamental about this move 1s the overt conciliatory
approach of the University of Chicago, an approach which has no real con-
session but which serves as a propaganda gesture for its public relations
image. Moreover, this move intends to further solidify the University's
presence in Woodlawn. In attempting to further legitimize its illegitimate
presence in Woodlawn, the University seeks community cooperation by giving
the illusion it allows community participation in its component but by
maintaining its simple majority to control and overrule any community
proposal. :

An immediate denial of this monolithic view of the University majority will

be forthcoming. However, by looking at the behavioral aspects of WCB and

by comparing the comments of Mr. Levi, Dean Campbell and Dean Johnson --

all of whom sit on WCB ~- it is immediately apparent that an extremely homo-
geneous perspective comes from all three. Further, neither these men or:

their other four colleagues -- none of whom are Black - ever publicly disagree
on what course of action to take. And since Mr. Levi generally does most of

the talking for the University -- if the public hearings where Mr. Levi publicly
stated University present policy and current rationale for being in WESP is any i
indication of who speaks for the University of Chicago -~ there is good behavioral
reason to suspect a monolithic or premeditated consensus from the University

and its component.

The tentative resignation submitted to the Board is that of the project
director. The project director, who is white and a University Associlate
Professor in the Department of Education -- his name is unimportant, his
social fact is more meaningful -- publicly announced his resignation at

the public hearings concerning the re~organization of the Board. At that
hearing, the Chairman of the meeting mentioned that all three Board Co-chair~
men had known about the intent of the project director for some time. And
they thought it was about time that he made it public.

What is critical about his announcement is its timing. The director used an

three Board meetings where community personnel and Board members had various

clashes, including one walk-out by all Black people present. That occasion of
conflict and tension needed something to 'cool off the heat'. The 'heat' was
there: wvarious organization and personnel working in the Black community and:
Woodlawn schools asked for wider participation and involvement in the project;
one public witness called for the removal of the majority white membership of :
“thie Board}“and—the District—Superintendent—of—this-District-A,-who-sits.on -
the Board, was publicly questioned about his published remarks against com-

munity participation and control of schools. "To cool off the heat" someone

made the decision to include the project director's resignation on the agenda.
That inclusion brought a noticeable approval from observers in the room. Such
a noticeable approval could be predicted since the initial appointment of the
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Director caused much tension- and conflict concerning his potential and ability
to relate to Black needs. Because; such approval was predictable, it was used

to quiet dissent in and outside the project and to remove a director after his
essentizl work was completed.

His essential work was to see that all initial planning occured under watchful
management. That careful management has already passed. Most of the Tenta-
tive insignificant changes in the 'experimental' school have already been pro-
posed. And the only foundation for change has occured under a white, University
of Chicago professor. The removal of a director, at this time, does not alter
his work already completed. Nor does it change the nature and programs tenta-
tively considered for the next two years. What it does is remove the architect
of early Black pacification and leave a ‘vacancy for the engineers and builders
of this early, meticulous pacification through intensive in-school socialization.
(Such work has already begun with the Woodlawn Mental Health Clinic Project in
which the University of Chicago has undertaken programs and studies of adjust-
ment to school by first graders in twelve primary public and certain parochial
schools in Woodlawn.)

Both proposed changes in WCB and the resignation of the prQject dicector are
basically insignificant moves. Neither changes the fundamental nature of WESP.
Both covertly serve to entrench and ‘strengthen University of Chicago presence

in Woodlawn schools. Both leave an essentially racist research institution to
further its kinds and degrees of involvement in Woodlawn. Neither alters its
crucial powerful position in community decision-making. Neither produces more
autonomous community self-determination, Both play on a cynical Machiavellian
framework by emphasizing the range of the possible (reform) but ignoring in=-
herent contradictions and consevuences in the range of the possible (perfecting
a. bankrupt educational system). Both moves serve to further the already too
powerful privitization of public powers of the University of Chicago which is
usurping prerogatives of social planning under the covert pretext of 'institu-
tdonal collaboration.' » '

In effect, the continued presence of the University of Chicago allows a ration-
alized, racist system of educational and social planning to determine future
Black development and to determine, irreversibly, what priorities and programs
determine Black development. Only the removal of the University of Ghicago
could alter this almost imminent and ominous development. . :

Black Coalition of College and High School
Students, a Subcommittee of UC/BSA~SPLIBS -

May 15, 1969 S
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APPENDIX B
MEMORANDUM OF AGREEMENT
AMONG THE CHICAGO BOARD,
THE WOODLAWN ORGANIZATION AND
THE UNIVERSITY OF CHICAGO
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BGASID OF EDUCATION REPORT #67- -1214 (AMERERDY*

KT

ﬂﬁk?ﬁﬁ%i?)

‘

Approve Memorzxdim of Ayrcément .
o *xperimental Urban:Zducation Develoyvngaal. oo
Progmot - . Jistrict 14; Approwe Request for Titd” - -T1L, Grant e

To the Boa: . Education of the City of Chicago:
o T General Superintemdent of Schools

Reports =2t Board Roport 67=267-4 adopted March 8, 1967, outlined.

bricfly an experimental developmental study project carried

" or by the University of Chicago in cooperation with the ‘
Chicago Public Schools and The Woodlawn Organization. This
report outlinod the major objectives of the planners during
.the developmental period of March 15, 1967, through

November 15, 1967, as "(a) the determination of how the
participating institutions and organizations can:most
appropriately and effectively work together for the improve~
ment of public education in the central city, and (b) the
development of recommondations for an operational plan for
such collaborative effort." The focus of the initial inquiry
was in the East Woodlawn section of District 14 of the Chicago
Public Schools.

That Board Report €7-267-4 further stipulated that "planners
affiliated with the project will design new mechanisms and
programs for educational research, development, demonstration,
dissemination, and training, all viewed in the context of
practice in regular public schools. in Chicago. Certain basic
design suggestions already advanced will be tested for
feasibility during the: developmental period. Particular
emphasis will be placed on the study of the potentiality

(a) of designating District 14 as an experimental district;
(b) of creating a Title III (Public Law 89-10) educational
~center for the experimental district; (¢) of designating
specific maingtream schools in the experimental district as
demonstration schools; and (d) of developing an experimentsal '
clementary-secondary center for the experimental district."

— " .. .. ..That_Doard Report 67-261—4 furthor_stipulated ‘that "it is

anticipated that the activity of the.developmental period =~~~ "

itself {to include the cooporative effort of a major urban
public school system, a growing and nationally respected i
community organization, and a major urban university) and the
oporational plan reconmended will provido a8 model to: similar
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iyexcd snb,,cqucnt. action in large and small urban centen's of &“
u§t~WIQtatcs.

J ¢ Funekler

. Reports fp; vwci-partite organization czlled the Woodlawmw Conmunity
: 20adtll snnsisting of representatives from the University of
Glyicage’, District 14 of the Chicago Publie Schools, and The
¥iodlawst: Orgonization was organized to formulate m*’.icy in
Zine =itk the objectives noted above, :

© it o &mall staff representing the University of. Caificago, "
¢ » Shiezgo Public Schools, and ¥he Woodlawn Organization
»&ﬁ& ‘Wa#n-at work during the perimmi:noted above gathexing:
ffffffff -3 madl.preparing a preliminaryrproposal entitled ““Urban
. »camm "Developmental Projoct" :for the schools in East
o 3 «lgawn District: 14, .

s Purtiaor

Reports - 2at 4% has been determined that there should be:modifica-

" iom «F the basic design suggestions listed above to the
«ifeRE: that (a) only the East Woodlawn schools in District 14,
t: e known as the Woodlawn Experimental District, will be
degignated as experimental schools in the project; these
ccomsist of Carnegie, Dumas, Fermi, Fermi Upper Grade Center, ..
‘Figke, Scott, 61lst and University, Tesla, Wadsworth, .
Wad#worth Upper Grade Center, and Hyde Park Hizh .School; -
(b} it does not appear feasible at this time to create an .
educwtional center for experimental purposes but that experi-
mentation be carried out within the existing school settings;
(ic) imtemse exparimentation will, at first, be carried out in
one o two K-6 sthools listed above, one UGC, and Hyde Park

. High Sehool; (d) it does not appear feasible at this time to
deweldizs an experimental elementary~secondary center. '

And Foxther

Repoxrtis that a memoranduni of Agreemont (attached 'héreto) has been
developed by the Project staff and agreed to by’ nombers of
the Woodlawn Community Board. °

Amd Faxther

Reports "hat staff has reviewed this Memorandum of Agreement and
' recommends its approval. .

T e~ Genexal- Superintendent -o0f-Schools- Therefore w—-«vvv’—w»!m
Recommonds =hat the M~morandum of Agreement be approved by the Board of

_‘Education and that the President and ‘Socretary be authorized
to execute same on bchalf of the Board of Education. R
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And Furthdr

Recomricnds that the Board of Education épbrove the proasel presemted

in another Doard Report for a PL 89-10 Titi: III Graunt which
will provide funds to initiate this expozrirvntal distazict,

Financial: No expense to the Board.

Prepaxed Ey: Respectfully submittesd,
Curtis C. ¥clnick . James F. Redmond

Area Associate Superintendent General Superintendvuis of Schuo;s

Approved Dby:
Evelyn F. Carlson

"Eileen C. Stack

Associate Superintendents.

Noted: .
Robert Stickles
Controller

" December 27, 1967

-

MEMORANDWA OF AGREEMENT AMONG THE BOARD OF EDUCATION OF THE CITY
"OF CHICAGO, THE WOODLAWN ORGANIZATION, AND THE UNIVERSITY OF CHICAGO

(Final Draft~12/27/67).

This agreement, made this 27th day bf December, A. D., 1967; by and

“among -the Board of iducation of “the City of Chicago, & body politic amd.

corporate, the University of Chicago, an Illinois not-for-profit corpora=-

tion, and The Woodlawn Organization, an Illifiois not~for-profit corpora~ .
tion, .

' ol
Witnegseth, that: : ’

Whereas the creation by the Board of Education of an experimemtal school
district in the Woodlawn area of the City of Chicago offers to the Board

423

of Education, The Woodlawn Organization, and the University of Chfcago an

cpportunity to test an imaginative plan in urban educationy and the
conmitnent of the three collaborating institutions to Lindimy a way to

‘provide cducation of high quality in an inner-city connunity represents a

readiness and willingness on the part of each institution to mommit time,
energy and resources to the fulfillment of this hope.

Now, therefare, in order that this. opportunity can be realizeil, The

woodlawn-Organization agrees to participate in the.experiment-amd o
cormnit time :and. resources in attempting to involve: parent andiother
grasscroots comnunity persons im the programs of the experiments; the
University of (Chicago agrees to:participate in the planning, ‘study and
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ov=luation of the experime ¢ and 4@ gssdst in the recruitment ‘and
iroining of personnel who re to ibe inwolved in tho experimental
di=trict; and the Board o Education agroes to egtablizk %he experimental
digtrict znd to provide scumols ki which ideas may be tymiyud and new
prcdurcs developed. \

Tl papties further agree s follaws:

1. Eace party hereto will ;assige seven persons, represeuting a cross-
sextion of its institution, who wfil fori the Woodlawn Community Boarxd,
Tho purposes of the Woodlawn Comamunity :Board:aro, among wtimr things, .
to:ﬂa) reviecw, discuss, initiate and recommond policies: and iprojects .in
wnn education that will directly affect the children, adults, community
and community organizations of the Woodlawn area, and (b) provide a
channel of communication-with the: institutions represented on the
VVoodlawn Community Board.| The Woodlawn Comnunity Board may-make such

"rules for its administration and operation as it deems desixable that.

are consistent with the purposes of the experiment and of ‘this sgreement.

2, Tho Board of Education will designate the particulmr schmols that are
to be included in the experimental district, The schouXs Zxrming the
experimental district may be changed from time to time by th= Board of
Edweation. -The Board of EBducatiom agrees that it will.sesk::the advice

. ami consultation of the Woodlawn Community Board before:-deshgnating: or

ckanging thie schools in the experfimental district.

3. The Board of Education will appoint the director of <t expcrimental
district upon the rccommendation of tho General Suporimtondent of '
Schools. The General Superintendant of Schools will malke this reccommenda-
tion after consultation with the Woodlawn Community Board. The directox
of the cxperimental district will be responsible to the Genexnal Superin=—
tendent of Schools and the Board of Education bmt he 'will brimg proposals
for-experizentation to the Woodlazwn Community Board to xreceive its
reactions, -recommendations and approval,

4, The Boaxd of Education recognizss: the Woodlawn Community Board .as .the
‘body that Ensurcs th= involvement amd participation of The Waodlawn
‘Organizatizn and the pcople and agemcics it represents, :wwnd &he UniwgfsEty
of Chicago, in this experiment. The Board of Education :solicdits the
-participotion of .the'Woodlawn Community Board in 811 matters.related. to:

. 'the personucl, orgamization, program and administration:wf the cxperi—

mental district. TE Bozril of Education agrees that the:dicector of. sie:
exparimental disiztizt is xequired o obtain the ‘adwice, :counsel, _
recomnendations and .zoncurrence of the Woodlawn Communidy Board prise-to
making any recommcndatiozm wrelated %o the personnel, -oxganization,
programming, administration, financa or-any other mattexs wconrcerningthe:
experimemt, to.the Genersf. Smperini=mdent of Schod?s ankd the Board i
Educatiom. The action tzlken:by theWoodlawn Commumaity Hward on these-
matiters will be indicated. :in:any recommendations that tieedirector af=the
experimental district submits to tHe ‘Goneral Superimteniient of: Schoails.,,
If 'the dircctor's proposed recommendation is ‘not in:agreement with :the:
Voodlawn Comnunity Board's recommendation, the director:ef the experi--
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mental Adstrict will make a zopi«t and will so indicate, The concurrence,
ar lacw of .it, of the Woodlawn Cotmunity Board will not bind the General
{ Suporizyirndent of Schools indiresting the performance of this experiment
‘o1 of maalehip-wny recommendations &0 the Board of Education; nor does it
inany way-sffect the right of tho Board. of Education to grant or deny
approval to amy rocommendatioas @f the Goneral Suporintendent of Schools
.in this-rcgmrd or to initiate, @kange or terminate any part of the
performmmer wf this experimemt. The Board of Education will give full
considextizm to the decisions.zznd recommendations of the director of the
cxpcvmm istrict and the: &mdlawn Community Board, but nothing in
this aruoesemts will be constru=s! to limit “the authority of the Board of
Educatiian wue wcontrol and manapm 4ho schools in the experimental district
4in accozfimzre-with the adminisicrative and decision-making powers of the
Board o= Bfimcation contained iz the laws of the State of Illinois. .

5. Tho inditial twe or three mmrths of the project in each school will be
-devoted, .amemg other things, tommestings by -the director of thé experi-~
mental Sistrict:with school persomnel to share with them the purposes of-
the experiment:and ‘to enable them:to participate in determining specitic
nogrammatic:.dimensions designed to achieve- ‘these purposas, Vhen the
ourposes and: :program dimensionsZhave been determined through this involve-
ment -and ‘the ‘personnel needs have been established, faculty members in the:
school will be: invited to express an interest in continuing as members of
the faculty. "I'p the' extent possible, other persons -expressing an interest
in the experiment will be invitad . :I.nto the program.

6. "The WoodInwn Ccammunﬂ_ty Board: will have ‘the" opportunity to :'recommexid

+

the penmral Iocatimm of the offices for the experimental digtrict, - |

7 . A2 the experiment becomes: operational this agreement may require
revisSen. In orde that thfs can be accomplished, it is understood that
any mne of tho thamo cclmating institutions has tho right to nsk 2qr

a romiow. | ‘
8. 'mms agrecement His to be womstrued in accordance mim the 1aws of the
m of XXlinois.,

‘TnwEin@iss whereaf, . the: @niversity of Chicago, The ‘Woodlawn Organimtion,
gnd dyer Bmard of Edg:ztimf the City of ‘Chicago have caused: these
‘presgifs % beexmcuted bm-theE== respective” ‘presidents ol secretaries
rant’hee Znpressed thefr seals:Zioreon, this '27th dny of Becember, 'A D.,

196T,
. .TEE: UNIVERSITY Of CH,ICAGO
- - By | :
ISEAT. ‘ : George w. Beadle, President
: . ) o Attust. - - '

...... : . ' Walter V. leen, .Secretary of ‘the -
_ L - Board of Trustees
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SEAL

ERAL

BOARD: G7~1214 (12/27/&)

‘Approved as to legal TFome

James W. Coffey, Attornoy
for the Soard of Educaticm
of the City of Chiemago

. 7322

By

‘By

THE WOODLAWN ORGANIZATION

Arthur M, Brazier, :President

Attest: y
Bulz Ma¢ “ndexson, Secrctary

"BOARD OF EBUCATION OF THE CITY OF CHICAGO

James M. Whiston, Prosident

Attest:
M, Q. Collina, Secratary

Noted:

Robert Siickles, Controiler

-~
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WOODLAWN COMMUNITY BOARD FOR URDAN EDUCATION PROJECTS*

(12/27/67)

Preamble and Purposcs

1.1

1.2

1.3

1.4

1.5

1.6

ﬁerean the Chxca"o Public Scliools, The Woodlawn Organizatxon,
and tho University of Chicago are concernod with education in
wrban settings; and

Whereas the mutual goal of these three institutions is to
establish urban education projects which may include (a2) experi-
mental and dcmonstration schools as well as (b) a variety of

research, training, development demonstration, and dlssemination

projeccts; and

Whereas the initial-and intensive efforts of the urban_education

projects will be focussed in the East Woodlawn community which is o

Iooated in District 14 of the Chicago Pﬁblic Schools; and

-

Whereas in projccts in urban education which directly atfect the

" children, adults, community or community organization of Woodlawn,

the three institutions essential to planning and implementation
are (a) the Chicago Public Schools, (b) The wOodlawn Organization,
and-(c) the University of Chicago; and

Vhercas these three 1nstitutions and the members thereof are
broadly representative of the cultural and educational resources -
of the area designated as the experimental- ‘district in East
Woodlawn; :

Therefore, a Woodlawn Community Board for Urban Education
Projccis has -been established. 1Its primary functions are (a) to
revicw, discuss (and in some cases initiate) and prepare '
recommendations for policies and projects in urban education

which will directly affect the children, adults, community ox

community organization of Woodlawn and (b) to provide a.channel
of communication between the projects and ‘the largor institutions’
represented on the Woodlawn Community Board. It is recognized

‘that under the provisions of the Illinois School Code, final

decisions regarding said policies and projects must: be made by

the Board of Education, City of-Chicago.

Organization , - .

2,1

Congreve; oé. oit. Appendix O, pp.-l—3.

P

The Board consists of seven represontatives each from the Chicago

 Public Schools, The Woodlawn Organization, and the University of
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Chicago. Members are selected by each partieipating institution .
in a mannecr designated by the institution, .The delegation from .
cach institution should be sclected to represcnt a cross~section
of that institution. For example, the Chicago. Public Schools
delegation might ineclude representatives from the centralﬁadmini—}%
stration, the district office, -principals, teachers, and other -

© . -staff members; the’ ‘University of Chicago delegation should be
éross-disciplinary; The Voodlawn Organization delegation should.
be broadly representative of the organization and the community.

2.2 Each declegation celects a chairman. Each chairman presides for
four consecutive regular meetings prior to turning over the gavel
to the next chairman. :

3. Meetings

3.1 Regulap meetings of the Board are held monthly, with the option

. of speqgial meetings. The directors of the urban education :
projccts in VWoodlawn will, in consultation with the three
chairmen, prepare the agenda for each mceting of the Board.

3.2 The rcgular meetings of the woodlawn Community Board may be open :.
. to observérs who desire to come for information. In order to

provide opportunities for members of the Woodlawn community to .
- participate, a sub-committee of the Woodlawn Community Board may
hold open meectings to receive criticiams, complaints, and )
suggestions, The entire Woodlawn Community Board may occasion-
ally hold open hearings on important matters prior to reaching
a decision.

’-

4, Procedures ‘ 4

4.1 Decisions on recommendations which the Woodlawn Community Board .:

o . will make to the Board of Education must have concurrent approval
of the delegations of the institutions ropresentod Ordinarily,vh
jdec1s;ons are reached through open voting. by the assembled
Board members. When a Board member requeis, institutional
S delegations may caucus to: determine theixr positions before .
’ ' voting. When the causug is called, ‘the chairman of each delega-
. tion presides over his respective delegation during the caucus

session .nd casts a single vote. '

‘4,2 Vhenever feasible, the WOodlawn.Community Board will recommend -
that specific programs in urban education be conducted under the
auspices of and through the. structure of existing 1nstitutions
-4n tho- community.
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5. Juwrisdiction

5.1 hecommendations for programs and projccts in urban education may.
. cmanate from any source within the community and the component -

. institutions.  In each.case a proposed program which would -
directly affect the Woodlawn community will be reviewed by the -
Woodlawn Community Doard prior to submission to the Board o£
Education. :

5.2 The activitics of the Early Education Research Center, which has
‘been funded as part of a National Laboratoxry in Early Childhood.
- Education, fall under the jurisdiction of the Woodlawn Comnunity
Board whencver policiecs and programs of the Center directly
affcct the Voodlawn community.

5.3 The Woodlawn Community Board has'been established to facilitate .
occasional but necessary direct communication from-any community 7
~group or citizen, or university researchor, or public school
tcacher (as examples) to the Board itself.. The Woodlawn Commun- -
ity Board is responsible fox desizning mothods for such direct
access. o . .

1
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APPENDIX D

‘EXCERPT OF PROGRAM PLAN

FROM TITLE III PROPOSAL

st
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Year 1 : 1 2 N e f]
Year 2 [:w'f = 4 ‘  _5 PR
Year 3 ' ; ) e 7

1, Pre-summer planning period, equivalent of one week; time spread over a
bne-or two-month period.

2, Intensive summer workshop of six weeks:' to include.one week sensitivity
" experilence; éwo weeks problem identification; three weeks invention and tryiﬁg
out‘of new techniques with children coming for half-day sessions. Three-week
intensive training program for school-commun;ty agents follow;d by field work
thb-initiate«parent“organizingmactivitiesJ*,w_,v.. w,,M_“wN”NMMMLW“M,VHMMWMW

3. Full-school year program: continued‘gnalyses of problems; study of
curriculum; invention and test of techniques; addition of human and material
resources; and major effort to establish parent-school relationships and create
parent advisory groups.

4., TFour-week intensive summer workshop followed by a four-week special

summer school supported out of Chicago Public Schools funds. This summer schbol_

will provide teachers, parents, and cliildren the .opportunity to try out inventions

which they are still skeptical about using during the school year. These inventions 3;

should stretch decisively conceptioas about grouping, é;ganization, content, and
materials. Parents, other adults, and high school students will be used in the
instructional prograﬁ.

S; Full-year program of continued inquiry and invention in problem areas.
 Some effective techniques and programs will become established practice.
Autonomous parent advisory groups will become active in the development of school

policy.

Source: Redmond Title III Proposal, op.cit., pp. 40, 41.
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6. Two-week workshop followed by a six-week experiméntal summer school. The:;

~

\

summer school will be supported by the Chicago Public Schools budget.

7. Demonstration year with a stabilized number of human resources to deter- .

mine what resources are needed to maintain the effective programs and to sustain E

the inquiry and invention into unresolved problems.

~
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: WOODLAWN mar st il SCHOOLS PROJA"
o ' \ ' © ' 6253 S0UTH WOODLAWN AVENUE
'w B M O 'R A N D UM GECAO, ILINI 60537
s D | . uNE 26, 196
TO: DR. CURTIS C. MELNICK | » 1969

" FROM: WILLARD J, CONGREVE

IN RE: REPORT OF ACTIVITIES CF THE WOODIAWN EXPERIMENTAL SCHOOLS DISTRICT
PROJECT FOR THE PERIOD FEBRUARY 1, TO JUNE 30, 1969 o

The following report of Activiﬂea of the Woodlawn Experimental Sclhicols '
- District Project for the period February 1 to June 30, 1969 is sutmitted as
. requested, - : S B o o

: ~ The second half of the first year of the Woodlewn Experimental Schools
Distrist Project proved to be a most important ‘period, By February, 1969 . |
project positions were, for the moat part filled and programs desoribed in the
project propcsal were underwaye. ‘ o : ' '

It is important to restate at the outaset of this report the major _
objective of the project during its first year:s to creat a new social system ,
in which the school would no longer be viéwed as an institution located in
the community, but would become an institution of the community., This new

- 4institution would be shaped by a mutuality “of effort involving teachers, C
parents, students, admihistrators and community residents. The basic hypothesia
undergirding the project is that this new sccial system will facilitate the = .

_ development of an educational program involving both the school and the community
which, ‘through relevance and expertise will meet the needs of the children, of
Woodlawn and significantly increase their educational attaipmenta, their self
~images, and their abilities to achieve success upon graduation from high school.

L , Copsiderable strides have been made toward achieving this objective,
. | The best evidence available are anecdotal reports of incidents which refleot
" the new involvement of teachers, parents, stvdents, ani administrators. A

number of these reports follow. S ' . - ‘

1. Some twenty-seven School Commnity Agents, récéuited ‘through-

" The Woodlawn Organization and trained under its auspices' using ‘resources from
" the community, the University of Chicago, and Title I of the Higher Education
Act, organized 30 parent ‘councils on a geographical basis, These councils
‘meet regularly in the homes of Woodlwwn parents., Each council sends one of
its members to an executive parent council, This executive oouncil meets
~ weekly with the educational staff to discuss mutual concerns, When the projact
-~ began 25 - 50 parents infrequently attended PTA meetings, Now over 300 parenss
 are actively involved in considering educational problems in the Woodlawn
" community. Many of these parents regularly attend the meetings of the Woodlawn
: Community Board where attendance of observers often exceeds 150 persons,: o

o e et G e e RS e e BT T e Lo L i

- 2. The rising strength of parents, students and ‘teachers in the
newly developing social system resulted in the questioning of the constituency .
" of the Woodlawn Community Bosrd. After careful extensive ‘deliveration, the
* Board voted to reconstitute itself so that ‘more 1o0al commnity personsa would
g4t on the Poard and that teachers and students affacted by ‘the projeot would

- have representation on the Poard, = The. Chicago Board of Education recognized

 this,developing social system by spproving tids new arrangement.




:define and to solve problems, Considerable progress has been made in involving*

" rejected a drop-out prevention proposal which was prepared by project ataff

" Wadsworth this' ‘year. " g

QQQ

| w2e
3. A means has been devised for -developing stronger working
relationships among teachers, parents, admlnistrators end students, These
laboratory work sessions conducted on an intensive basis over weekends have
helped persons involved in the project develop ways of working together to

the new social system as a result of these programs. ‘
4, A group of Hyde Park High School teachers, parents and students

because it did not reflect the mutual thinking of staff, teachers, students'
and parents, Following this rejection a strong planning organization of teaoher
parents and students was created. This group developed an imaglnative,
innovative and comprehensive plan for new and relevant programs to be" imple-
mented in Hyde Park High School during the 1969-70 school year,

Se Parents, teachers, and students of Hyde Park High School, and
the Woodlawn Community ‘Board raised 'a number ‘of serious questions about: the
procedures being used to carry out the modernization of the Hyde Park High.
School facility. This action led to.a number of meetings with Chicago Publie
Schools Central Office personnel which resulted in major changes in plamning
procedures and the employment of & school design consultant who now coordinates
the work of the central office staff with the interests of local school and:

_ community persons, It is anticipated that this ‘example of mutuality of effoft

constructed by work teams made up primarily of members of the local ‘community.

6. Many promising innovative programs have been implemented this -
year in the Wadsworth Schools. These have been reported previously. Of Do
importance to note at this time is that reading achievements at both the third
and sixth grade levels this year were gbove that of last year. In addlt;on,u
the_IAQL_EEEE;s of primary students were higher. . Total credit for these gains-
probably should™not go~to gthe project. Nevertheless, these data refute the
contentions of a few disgruntled teachers that "nothing good happened at

‘rx

7. The Communzty Education-Center- operating-at-Wbdsworth Mondajr—

" through Thursday evenings. has been quite successful in attracting hard to -

reach students, Operatlng on the philosophy that "we will try to teach anythsng
to anyone," 1o one has been turned away. Proéfams in "adult talk," boxing and -
basketball, have attracted students into the building who have later become

involved in more academic pursuits. In cooperation with Operation Breadbalrst,

" a program in computer instruction has been underway in the center since Apriia -

The success of this center has demonstrated the urgent need for a community

educational program which aegressively includes community people in determln:lnu

its goals and in designing its programs. B ST :
' 7 .

8. The project successfully withstood a severe attack on its
purpose and integrity by four teachers who were encouraged and used by the
President of the Chicago Teachers Union to further union goals. Refusing to . !
use regularly -established and accepted channels for grisvances, these teachers

.and union personnel brought charges directly to the labor relations committee

of the Chicago Board of Education, -This action received no support from other:
teachers and community persons involved.in or affected by the project. In

fact, it resulted in embarrassment to the four teachers and &’ reduction. of ~
union .pressure for a seat on the Wbodlawn Community Board. If the charges had

— ”;been true, the action of: theee teachere and ~the.undon might have. sounded the
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,f hearing, ‘Furthcrmore the Woodlawn Community Board was reconstituted subsequent
. to it. These actions attest to the strength and integrity of the Woodlawn
Experimental Schools Project. - : . I

s 9. Full involvcment of teachers, parents, administrators, and

. students characterized the determination of the budget. for the Title ITII E.S.E.A.

. Continuation Grant, All groups were represented in the preparation of the budget,
Several hearings were conducted by the Woodlawn Community Board, Revisions were
made by similar representative groups. No one can suggest that the new budget

o doés not reflect the concern and will of the local people.

e

et o104 . The. dissemination conference on June 10 attracted persons from . ‘
' throughout the United States and reflected the excellent progress of the projeet
thus far., The speechés and panel discussions will become part of & report to
* be published.at a later date, _ ' ' .

o . This report would not be cbmﬁlete if it did not highlight. some of the .
" major problems still confronting the Woodlawn Experimental Schools Project.,
. These problems I regretfully bequeath to the new project director:

e 1. The line-staff administrative arrangememts relating this project
to the existing structure of the: Public schools are not satisfactory. Tt is.
virtually impossible for the project director t& mold the:many, ‘@iverse
imteresta represented by various: groups into a smooth functioning program.
characterized by some unity of ‘purpose under the present administrative .arrange-
mamts, The director must be officially in charge of the experimertal schools,
the-principals, andithe teachers. The tentative arrangement worked :out among

' the present direetor, the superintendent of District 14 and the:Arem A Associate

~ Superintendent, &id not prove satisfactory. 'Furthermore, this 1line authority
.~ must extend fully over project staff who have been: identified by other corpo~
‘- nents. On occasion the project director felt powerless to deal with staff -.
-selected through The Woodlawn Organization. As a result, he occasionally found
himself in the role of a puppet leader, rather than a director. At times he
was used as a scapegoat., Part of the problem mey have been the director's view
~of his own role. Nevertheléss it is recommended that major changes in these | :
$:1arr&ngements:ahbuld;be;effegted:upon;the;ﬂprinhnehtuoffthe new director,. . . .o

o 2, Middle management in the central offices of the Chicago Public
- .-Schools should be instructed by someone in authority that this project is to be
. given their full support and attention. Great time lags betwaen requests anc

action have been destructive especially in the areas of payroll and civil

. service personnel. :

. The payroll fiasco in January may never be lived down. To those
working in the project it appears that few people in the central office sense
..» any urgency about the problems of Woodlawn ,or any senaitivity to the promise of -
" this project in dealing with them, . ) -

R 3, Project staff need straight answers to questions relating to

' how the Woodlawn Experimental Schools Project fits into locel, state and federal
plans., ‘The double dealings and bhalf truths experienced this spring involving

. federal, state and local personnel were demoralizing, to say the least, We can

understand that many people gre concerned if not frightened about the implica-

@ tion of this new social-system. Nevertheless, if the official atance is any-

" 'thing less than full support, the proJeat staff and the Woodlawn Commmunity Board:

Q shouldlmowthia. ’Forvennple‘g C L o S . ! e
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- -plished, I know I -havée played-some-role-in-helping to realize-these attainmenta
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In March, 1969 federal and state officials denied a
dcsperately needed major budget revision which was submitted upon the urging .
of one federal officisl. This denial meant & loss of about $200,000 to the -
Woodlawn community. Yet not one loud voice in the central office was raised
in protest, Rather, the project director was directed to reducec the 1969~70
.expenditure by $353,000. The directive was withdrawn when the director
vigorously objected to it. : . : '

A final personal note. I leave the Woodlawn Experimental Schools o
Project with a sense of pride, but also with misgivings. Much has been accom~

Yet I fully acknowledge and do not wish to diminish the .exceptional WQrk and
determination of the project staff, the three co-chairmen:of the Woodlawn:

Community Board, the Woodlawn Community Board, the detiicafied teachers, students'
administrators, parents:mnd :community:members, In many:ways I regretrleaving :
the project., NevertheXess, I remainm:convinced.thatmmy :deecision to lemve was -
a@ppnqgriate.% ' . . '

establishcd sound. reasons. for ny actions. To everyone whowwill partinipatn in
"Zze Woodlawn Experimental Schoole District Project from this time forward I

Resp"éétﬂﬂly submitted,

Willard Je cé%

Director
WJc/db
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