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‘recommernd broad’ umbrella groups coordinating a variety of activities;2 others

“plish anything.

I. INTRODUCTION , : o v, # \\V * !

- .

Whereas some people turn to God when. a problem looms on the .
social horizon, and others turn to the state, Americans’ instinctivelv —
form a committee, elect a’ pregident ,and secretarv-treasurer, and set
about finding a sglution. J

-

.

) '
]

Americans' impulse tb‘establish'citizen groubs to graorle with social

L] - .
‘problems is at least as old as the Revolution's Committees of Correspondence.-
. 4
“ 1 _ - .
De Tocqueville and his successors have exclaimed over our, astonishing pro- . "

pensity,teﬁform and join.yolunta%y associations;‘anq ligeral political tHeo;;

has sﬁifted its focus in the twentieth century from indi;idualism'to pluraliam
atJleast pattly as a response to this proéedsity to foFm political groups.
’, But secial scientists.and political activists haJe~been motg impressive - %

L} .
in noting than in evaluating these groups.

There are, in our judgemeft, no
uncontested general rules on how to establish the most effective citizen

. l
group, or even on how to know the "most effective"

group when we see it. Some

d

claim that only single-minged advocacy groups3 or very small groups

4
-can accom-

’ ‘e s . ’ . 7‘“5
Some recommend professionalization and.streamlind® organization;

*

" pthers argue that achievement is inversely.related to org’anization.6 Some recommens

3 L4 - > .

confrontation, others insist that only by sympathizing with an antagonist's needs -

. . *

. )
and motivations can a groun induce that antagonist tﬁ‘cﬁange.s And so on.

. ) ¢ )
0f course, some of these dffferencee in recommendations, are not:.contra- -

-
2 < .t . d
.

. . . , .
dictions; they merely address'different situatiqns or 4sgume different goals.

- . .

"It 18 useless to seek general rnles for effective citizen groups; we should

~
~

instead seek rules‘for effective action in particular circumstnnceq to achieve

£ " 4
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.‘ . particular ends. That will be our s'tetat‘egy here. If we find rules that apply { y
. . ¥ ' - ‘

across a wide range'of conditions and aprsuits, perhaps we can *hen.claim a

L s

general rule, but we shall not singlemindedly seek ‘such rules. Ratﬁt( we shall .

ask which rules fit Which conditions for which citizen groups with which goals.

. In this report,we examine the character and impact of citizen monitoring’
: 4
. : t - .
groups involved in-thréee civil rights issues relevant to public education--race

desegregation, sex equity, and ending discridination against the'handicapped.

J Since ‘1970, citizen groups have been established to help plan and imolerent

o '

race desegregation plans in over thirty school districts. These groups range

from three- person Biracial Advisory Cormittees with no funding ind fa two month

.
. life span, to elaborate metworks of parents, social scientists, lawyers, ) >

» R »

. b ’ . s~ .
- educators, and community leaders, itk hundreds of thoysands of dollars. of

-

funding and an indefinite life span, In responseﬂtd federal and state laws %

. 3 B -
‘ R . %

. and regulations, -pressure from private foundations and interest groups, and -
- . . - - . 3 ‘ !
initiatives from local community and school leéaders, many communities now .
v N . . . . . . . \ - 3
monitor compliance with sex equity plans. Paﬂents of handicapped children and

State and regional organizations are gaining sophistication in monitoring the.

’
.

provision of educational\services to physically and mwentally handicapped *
¢ oo

éhildren. In addition, hundreds of local and national groups are,without

. any tormal mandate or recognit\on, keeping watch bver schools and trying to

*
bl y

%§, induce them more fully to guarantee students' ‘civil rights. By now, prohably

LA

a majority of all ‘public school children attend»schools which have been‘monitored

" in some—ﬁashiea—by—citizen groups concerned with civil rights comol&aﬁce./

- " And yet there has been no systematic research on the structure, function,
' and consequences of these  groups. Lila Carol9 has done two preliminary

hd ©
- v,

descriptive studies of desegregation monitoring panels, but no one has vet

-

. 10’
‘, established criteria for evaluating the effectiveness of various commissions. 0
: X
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_Because of the lack of anv. previous systematic research on monitoring cermittees,

-

~ There are
v

_thare is no general typology to aid in comoarine them.
N .t
no analyses ‘of the relationships among the mdndates given to the o,ane,ls,;xtheir ,
_resources and strategles and their degtee of success. There are no éomparisons
: TN »

P Vaal -
~F

—
' \ ' - '

among race, sex< and handicap cases.

This report tries to'filI some of these gaps. Ue have conducted site

\Visits in fifteen school systems to study the mon1toring *of race desegregation, .

.

eight locations to study sex equity monitoring, and seven locations to study

’ ' ’ ‘ 11 :
_monitoring of 1ssues concerning the handicapped. Our purpose has been to explore

\

i . .
‘ the effect1veness‘of ewlsting mon1tor1ng groups in order to

4
Ag.
+ structures, resources, and strategies that will best enable other groups to " help

rﬁcommend'roles;4

We have also tried to-}dentify s1tuations

effect civil rights- compliance..
iv { counterpreductive in N

which citizen greups appear to be ineffective,or eVen

T

~ .
Somsury K

sults. IR Lo
) -

-

order to recommend ways to avoid such undegirable re
Ny

This report summarizes our research findings edravs conclusions about the
R — i - .
effectiveness of citizen monitorlgg and makes recommendations should the Office

S

L]

M

se to set up monitoring groups to ~
. ,

for Civil Rights or other organizations choo
" The report has.

oversee compliance with civil rights legislation and litigation.
! f y ' , _ T ' - . .
six ropics: ‘1) 'it defines citizen monitoring groups; 2) it defines four civil
- . : ! i . . tﬂlg, '
tole of citizen groups in achieving .

rights goals; 3 }t“defines-mopitorina and the t

these«goals;’ﬁ)'it descrfbes the methods_used_to_select research sites, inter-
uiew‘subjects, interview topicé, and criteria for effectiveness; S)«if
monitori;g groups, four sek equity groups,

!
describes

-~

and analyzes seven race desegregation
and 6) it dravs conclusions froE the:analytic

and two handicapped groups,
<
groups.

\ -

’ structure and case studies, and makes recommendations for future monitoring

.-

IT WHAT IS. A MONITORING GROUP?

¢ A strict definition of a citizen*monitoring group would 1nclu

d= alloof'the

' . following eight characteristics: o




~4- . e

————

1. The main fgéus of Ifg“ééct:ivit:y is impleméntation %f civil rlohts
goals.

v

Ciflzen groups have, of course, been involued in bringing civil rights violations

- to ‘the attention of other ciﬁizens and off1c1éls, figﬁtlng civ11 rights cases

in courts and legisIatures, planning remedies, and helping to carry them out == but
none of these groups are our iqmedlate concern.2 We are concerned with groups

¥ that are addressing the implementation of civil rights goals--the remedial
’ .

L4 » hd

phase of a court order, or the post-compliance-rev1ew phase of a leglslative and

.

\regulatory process. In some cases, partlcularIy in monitoring ‘the. civil rights

+ of handicapped students, the issues are not developed clearly enough "to dis-
tinguish implementation,from initiation. Nevertheless, if a moaitoring group

* "ig not primarily focussed on achieving a se“\°f results that have already beem

.
a
M ]

specified, it is not within our purvie&. *
2. Its major purpose 4is to observe and r;port on civil rights imple-

4. mentation.
) . *

4

/’_ Some citigeﬁ groues.work to achiéve-civil‘righés goals, but

4 - LY
~

. .
such groups @re not our immediate concern. We are concerned witkr groupsl{

[y

that are mainly occupie% in obserwing and reporting on the implementation of . )

those goals, These greups, may also be activist -- and monitoring
itself can, of course, be a very active process -- but their role fiust pre-

»

dominantly be that of & watkher from the side lines. - °
, / A
3. The majority ®f its mbmbers are citizens who do not hold political .
. office,"work for the school} system or courts, or work as a public
' official of any sort. - A

A}

The citizens are not necessarily volunteérs; they are sometimes R?id members or °

©

.staffers of the ronikorinz grouo. Qimilarlv, some members of the monitorinz £rouo
L4

may be federal, state, judicial, or school employees, but wost are not. aThUS we are

s

,not concerned with groups composed of people who alreddy work for\the_schools or

«

‘4 A}
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government and who have had a new job of monitoring civil rights compliance

. added to t:heir job descript:ion.“ Nor are we concerned with people whose career

consists in working for a government or school system in the area of civil .

. ~

_right:s. Thus we exclude from our analysis sckhool 'T'it:le IX of"icers, Race and Sex

S |

Desegregat:ion Centers, state civil right:s agencies, t:he Offite for Civil Rights, |

h !

state  departments of educat:ion],-sapd the Cormnunit:y.Relat:i'ons Service of the L

. . »

Justice Department. Our focus is on groups)\of citizens who come together to

. . M . ><,.
monitor their school systems, and whose groups wiil disband when the monitoring

S -,
is complete. . - ’ R AN ‘
‘- . . .
. 4. There are several members in a monitoring body; it js a .
monitoring-groun, o~
+By this criterion, we exclude individual court experts, masters and special -
. masners, individual consult:ant:s hired t:o monit:or some aspect: of a civil *cight:s
. "R
plan, and \ind'ividual citizens who choose t:o monitor their children's school.
We ,are focussing on groups, which range in size from t:hree to over lOO. .
5. The groups have at least semi-official st:atus, and’ usually are .
mandated as’ a legitimate public body. : *
. e . . v, , ﬂ* .

This criterion is intended to exclude interest groups that choose to‘mo’ni'gor

schools but . are not recognized by the schools,; courts, or federal™or

state agencies as having any legitimate status. Some monitoring groups. begin
! . 3 ( ’ . . ~‘:I J

with p.rivat:e‘ fundifig and spdpsorship and later are accorded official

recognition, but it is not until that second stage that they. fall wit:hiﬁ our 7 ..
RS . - ;‘ .

purview. : V4 . ¢ ’ ,

v . ]

)
: ¢« 6 The groups.’ deal with more than one transaction and aﬁist:

. over a relat:ively long period of time. P (;f', . .

‘' ° \~

. We are not’ concerned here with task forces that are set up to- obserVe or’” help

A @

resolve a single, discrete prthem, such as t:he first: days of schodl desegreoatiOn
oy the establisﬁment: of a girls' Basketball t:eam. Monitoring groups do,cof

course, deal wit:h. such problems, but they are set up to deal with a variety of ‘

. o,
. R

N
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,’\ . L . .o . .
1s3sues over a celatively long period of time-=ranging from -several month: o

‘ o " an orvn-endygd number of years. Ry this criterion, o problem does not def{ne
the scope and limits of a monitoring Rroup; the gronp'must conéinue to cxlst
after a particular transaé&ion within the school sy;tem is completed.

“ﬁj ) 7. The monitoring groups address. civil rights complian;e only for

) studerits in elementary-and secondary public sgyools.,

By this «riterion, we exclude post-secondary schools, privétewscho§ls, civil

, ;
, . . 4

-rights isskes which concern only teachers and staffs, monitoring groups for

. . . . 16 - L' .
otner institutions such as mental hospitals, and so on. We focus solely on

. « - . ’

students of public, pre-college schools. ’}
. 8. Finally, the civil rights issues to be monitored arise from the '
) Fougteenth Amendment, as interpreted since Brown v.Roard of Education ,
, Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964, Title IX of the Education

Amendments of 1972, and Section 3504 of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973.

By this criterion, we exclude all citiZen groups mandated by other federal or
RO
state leglslatlon, such as parent adv1sorv counc1ls for Emergency School Aid Act

-

- 17
‘ programs or T:Ltle I of the Elenentary a@condary Education, Adt, ' We will

[y

focus only on those committees set up to monito¥ the. réﬁalts of 1mplementing those

.
. v 1y v ”

1

. ccurt cases or statutes listed abovi.

‘s
In sum, a monitoring group is several citizeng that are mandated to observe

‘\

and report on_ thg imblementation of Titles IX and VI, Section 504, and Fhe Four-

¢ ~{ :
‘teenth Amendment, fdoe-Students in public schools over a relatively long period
. T . 3 .
) of time. - [ o .
e

’ \ [y
The groups thac we have/Examineﬁ do not always have all of the e%ght

’

. characteristics*that strictly define a monitoring bodg The monitoring. groups
¢ ‘ ~ for race deSegr gation are ‘the most fully organized and most often fit-all of |
L . - \ - > [ . L “
thg.eigh; characteristics. Monitoring grouos for sex equity moreA;ften bégin
3  l , . .

-~ without an official mandate, blur the line between'implementation and earlier

stages of the policy process, and 6ombine observatlon vith more direct actlon.
. II They often have a less forrmal structure than race deseéregafion grouns. ‘‘onitoricg

~ .
. . ¢

e e

»
R
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. : S
groups concernéd with haﬁdicappeg\etudents often begin without a mandate, ~

combine implementation with earlier policy stages, combine observation with =
. . . ’ ’ s ) /

activism and have school s+aff aﬁd“public officials mixed witj private citizeuns. .
They are usually the least formally organized groups among the three civil ,

.rights areas, DMNevertheless, in all cases, we begin with the requirenent that
s ~ ]

-

citizen groups must have all eight characteristics to be defined’as ‘a monpitoring

body, and we relax that requirement only after justification in each particular

. AY
~——

case.

-4 S &
»

TII. WHAT ARE THE GOALS OF CIVIL RIGHTS ACTIVITY? -

To understand what monitoring itself is, we must first understand

what monitors are mandated to observe - that is, what are the civil
- - . -

rights goals that monitoring is supposed to jgster? 6nly when we under-

stand.what civil rights compliance is intended to achieve, and when we -
C~

understand how various civil rights.goals complement or 'conflict with one
another, can we,define monitoring in a specific enough way to be useful.

Thus this section identifies civil rights goals; the next defines monitoring. .

® .

. Cur research has identified four distinct civil rights goals: 9tatutory,

+

political, educational, and social. These goals°need not conflict with one

another, but they,may. At a minimum, those who hold different goals use . . ‘

different benchmarks to measure success. Most 1moortantly for our purposes, each

. 5 -
goal would be best fostered through a different type of mo! itoring body. -We™
e %
will briefly déscribe each goal, and then describe how a monitoring body should,
> st . .
be constructed to help achieve each goa;. -

P

A, Civil Rightg as Statutorv €Cowpliance

Probably the most common definition of civil rights success§ is a judicial

4 .

' or statutory one. In judicial tepms, the, school system should gomply fully

with the mandate of the Constitution, judicial precedent,.and pT vious and .

L . - R

current court orders. In statutory terme, the school system should comply fully

eith federal and state laws and their repulations. ] .

~ n

-

; 11 7

.
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Under this definition of civil rights success, the set of issues to bte

-

. - e v
‘ addressed {is relatively narrow: have the schools ernded de iure or de facto

Y ~ ' ..
dual systenms? The courts should {nterpret and enforce the fonstitutisn,

t 4 |
.

not

N . . 4 Q@ - N

. >~ ) -

™ _ ™ act a5 educators or reformers; . . T .

‘The dacisive factor [in desegregation cases] is the Consti-
«tution of the United States which protects all citizens from d
violation of theit xrights bv state legislatures or. other
policy-making agencies of the state. The elements which are
considered in making this decision are the wording of the ! !
, Constitution, sometimes history, precedent in...court de<
cisions, reasom and moral law or natural law. 3Rut contrary

to popubar thinking, the desire of the court to engage in social .
A . engineering is not a factor. 18 ’

~ L

. . ~ .0 .
Thus, the benchmark even for deep judicial involvement in the daily operations .

<

L3

¢ / 7
_0f"a school system is the question of whether such involvement is necessary to ’ .
/ A . » v,

.
»
-

make schools comply with the Constitution. The courts clgim no interest or

LY - ] - - M ol
role in the educational process except as it bears on eliminating susvect

r .
» « « ~

. !
categories of students or guaranteeing Fourteenth Amendment rights.
® * |

D From a statutory, as distinguished frop a judicial, perspective, the
1 4
. argument is similar. Lawmakers and regulation writers generallv have.no-

A .
g
@, ~

awvareness_of or gstake in . the highly subj&ctiﬁ% and iiosymcragic,concerns -

. ) of loc:i'educators and parents. Instead, they seek to ensure.natiopwide - {)
- . compliance with“a set’ of minimal standards, so tl:xat virtually . ) »
-“*'«..._ 7
r . no 'special etceptions" violate the law. Uniformity of rules is a way to S )
3 . " - v
) \; ensure that at-least some’ civil rights are, provided for all students. )

Measures of eonpliance withuchil rights statutes are usually quantitatibe

and tangible. They involve black/whit° (or male/female) ratios i schools or

. e
classrooms, and among teachers and administrators. They involve physical

.~ changes to accommodate'wheelchairs éhd people with minimal mobili€§: They

involve spending a certain “amount of money on a cértain set Gf- programs or-

«

studeats.’” In short, judicial and statutory definitions of civil rights success

® ' .

. reduire readily visible indicators of compliance with specified lavs and court - ’

" - B . A ' » .
w0, . orders. : .
A\ A

.’ - . [
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Te B, Ccivil Rights as Political Success ’ _Zf’ ’ ‘ : 3

-

For some people, civil rights success 1is measured accordin° to one of two

- .
0 .

political outcomes. The-liirst is "grass root democ'racy"--ei increase in the ‘ )

.

.

number and range of formerly roverless people who -now have a say in school

_'/ 19
system decision-making.

° .

Categories of such people include hlacks, women,- .._
14 » -

Hispanic or other minorities, parents in-general} special education parentsf

teachdrs, students--or any set of people who have an®#nterest in the actions ~

. of the school system but have previously had no power to affect those actions."

. The other type of political outcome--which may conflict with grass roots ro
s "} 20 g
democracy--is en expansion.of "interest group pluralism." By this we' mean an
/ . . é
increase in the number and, range of groups or organizations involved in cextain

(RS 2

school-related activities or decisions. Such groups may include local businesses,

. universities, cultural institutions, ciyic organizations, local chapters of

\

minority, women's or special education interest groups, or any other. entity which

. . -~ has an interesﬂ&in-tZe outcomes of schooling but has formerly had no involvement
#..‘:A ‘ V.

: ;'*; - . v » :
: in the process. ) . P . .

"2 : The difference between the two types of political ClVll riehts goals is .
. _&.*:4, i . e
* {eself political. The goal of "gf%ss roots democracy" is to increase the’

°

power of formerly powerless individuals, whereas the goal of ' 'igkerest group . .

.
- v

** pluralism" is to incnease the scope of activity,of groups that already have §z§§§§

2 . bases of power outside the school system. Grass roots democratization‘implies
. . 3 v ‘f’“
« vertical movement, from impotence to poweti:§hterest group pluralism implies <,

.
o
o

horizontal movement from one realm of power to another. .

A few more words may clarify,ed%i type of political civil rights goal.

- «

A . Those who seekcgrass/roots democracy want to air prohlems and complaints that ’
. [

2 : have not yet surfaced in the discussion of students' civil rights, and to give

-
-

non-school persons more say in the decisions about those problems. Supporters

. .

of this goal often feel that school systems are. closed unwilling to innovate,

.
. .
.. ° + N
. . - .
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-
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unaccountable to anyone, and unresponsive to the systen's true cliants——cﬁildrén

- ' -
‘4 ]

.» ' " and their pare.nts. They see civil rights activity as a process of opening: up

the system especially EC formerly deprived peoplei Their measures of succe-s, may or

?
'may'not differ fron th%se of people with statutory goals. They seek changes ‘
. ’, . M

—

in certain decision-maképg processgs, changes in,certaﬂn personnel’, changes

- - of style and substance within some classrooms,'and above all evidence thatt

-

" citizens have the right and the power to affect -such changes without fear of

/// reprisal or of being ignored,

~ ' . ’

.o Those who.seek interest group pluralism are less concerned with varticipating
) 7/

~ 1 A Y -
e
- in school decision-making, and more concerned about specific outcomes, however , |

<
I3

they are reached. They assume that each group will care about, and legitimately

can influence, only those schoql activities?that\are within the scope of its

other, nonschool activities._ Thus civil,rights sué%e;s here would be measuredh
o by'such things as the nurber-of minority, femaleﬁgr handicapped ‘students * ' ) .
. ' invollvediin ti’rork—study programs with local businesses or by the involvement, of
- the local VAACF* de/ or American Council for Learning Disabilities chapter in

Qprograms to aid blaeks, womern, or handicapped students respectively. Success

might a1so be measuﬁed according to which schools or c1assrooms are involved

> S

“a}/// in pairings with museums and colleges, or whlch extra—curricular activities aré

sponsored by local civie groups. Measures such as these cou1d indicate :

whether the process of=imp1ementing civil r¥hts has led to greater involvement
' -~
" By local groups in the dchools-4in ways thgt benefit spegial categories of students,

- o 5 . d \
l C.. Civil Rights as Educatiébal Success : '

P ]

. ~
RS .

A third civi1 rights goal bs a more expli tly educational one. In general
< . v

- w

terms': A : ’
p x 9 . h ( s . . o
i ) . «~Uniform mules {e.g. court orders3 presuppose that "integration" -,
% ' CoL- , has a common meaning from place to place, THat assumption-

I confuses desegregation, the mere hringing together of Blaéks




E" * o ) ) ) - * v v
A . integration, the linking of race and basic educational
) purposes....[Desegfegation] success or failure is not . )
i : s _ essentially a matter of numhets. Whether racial balance ’ '
: is achieved matters far less than the subtler and more ‘ .
" far-reaching changes in the very, nature of the education ‘
that the society makes available to its children.?l

- . e,

Although this quotation addresses only race desegregatien,,the same argument

N . . - . \
can, of course, be made aboutyother civil rights--that mixing boys and girls, &
. < 13
or héndicapped and nonhandiceﬁped'students accomplishes nothing unless the

thildren thereby learm nore than they would have otherwise. In specific terms,

there can be two educational goals—-improving the amount and quality of s
- v

educational resources availébiz to deprived individuals, and improwving the
achievement 1eve1s of deprived individyals, -

with regard to educational~resources; a major concern of civil righhs
' * )
activists is to improve access to educational opportunities for particular

.

« " categories of students. Compared to whites, minority children are often taught

’, ‘. h

by the worst or least experieneed teachers, receive the oldest and fewest text-

37, - ~ :
books and materials, attend school in the ugliest and least safe school bpildings,.

receive the most punitive discipline and are éiven the fewest incEntivesx "In short,
Jﬁhéy get inferior educations which result in markedly less oppertunity to 1earn.22

.
toL?

.- The desirable outcome of tivil rights ‘activity in”this view is the improvement

ey

of educational resources for tbese victimized students. UsuaIly that requites

s
’

mixing minority with'white students, to whdh the school system presumably gives

(r

more care, attention, and money. ‘ ) . , 3

e . . ’ '\
A £
— . . £ . .
The most common analogous argument for sex Equit:y focuses on women's

1] ’ L%
.

gthletics. Feminists poidt out that, although the President's Council on -
Physical,Fitness has given more awards for excellence to girls (1 261,942)

PT than to boys_(9l7,944), schools generhlly-neglect girls. ‘athletic teams and ' V

pnysical education courges. Schools.spend less ‘money on equipment ,- have less
.'. - l'“\-

&
. qualified ‘or experienced coaches,rest:p\;&g%m the' range of sports.for. girls and ‘
5 0 ) ¢ N o . '..'-,'- ~ ’ - hd

' - ‘ . : v
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generally give girls fewefkopportunities to excel physically'.2~l+ An educational -

—

civil rights goal would focus on equity'between girls® and boys' athletié¢ pro-
'grams and physical education classes, Finally, for handicaoned students; the

issue‘\res in the often limited‘and inferior educations they are offe*ed-—whether

- - 3 - -~

in poorly suppdrted special education programs or in regular classroons where.

-

their special needs are ignored. The measure of success in this case would also

be improved facilities, ranging from ramps for physical access to special pro*-.

grams and teachers, to training for ‘regular ci&ssroom teachers on how to "main-

stream” the handicapped.25

S ~ . .
Sometimes this goal of eaual opportunity to learn requires simply changing,

-

> « 3
the provision of new programs or the expansion of old ones. Girls rnust be-

the compositjon of students)in given classrooms.26 It may, however, require

-

. A A »
admitted .to auto mechanics classes and goys-to home economics classes--evén if
Ll

that means that'nore of these classes'must be offered.s Too many minority

LI
.

students leave school with no prospects for college and no saleable slills--so
'I
vocational education and/or college preparatory programs must be offered on

y )
2

sub}gcts and in locations that respond+to minority needs. Too many or too few

children are diagnosed as- "learning disabled"-so accurate diagnostic programs

_ are necessary, as well asoprograms tﬁat combine treatment with education. In
short, in this view, students are in school to leam, and remedies for the

deprivation of their civil‘rights consist of remedies for the deprivation of

their chance to learn, whether through ‘creating new programs or simply equalizing

. .

all students' access to old ones. ’ v —
Some people_expénd‘this argument to claim that civil rights implementation

“aP . . .
,may act as a catalyst to imptove,the education of all, not just deprived, .

children because it requires'substantiaf changes in the services scheols offer.
¢ b3 5..;'&,. b

These changes can pump newJ%Hergy into°schools so that old practices are

- B >




‘ N J
» ‘- . “ .
a . ; [ \ .

. ouestioned and new approaches are tried—-resulting in schools with 1nnovative

EER o N £ - o
* * * -

programs, nore resources, more caoacity for change, better trained and motivated

£2Y

staff and an eagerness to tackle ano sol;e a wide variety of problems?v Tbus. )
. . aiding soec;ia‘l\ eategories can have the effect of aidi.ng all student~s.27 ' . ‘
A rather ifferent definition of educational success for civil rights A
jactivity/focuses on makingvsure that:deprive; students achieve more than they - '_ :

did before implementation. People with this view seek, not equal prosnects in
the sense”of "saarting.line fairness,"\but outcomes of equal value to their
- holders. 8 They claim,’ for evample, that it is not enough--or more exactly,
that it is irrelevant;-to balance hlacks and whites in classrooms. Jhat matters .
\.is\that blachs learn more of the skills and thought processes that make one an
educated person? If the -only way to ensure that thev w1£1 learn is by putting
them in classrooms with whites, so they can take advantage Zf the extra resources

’ Y ” -
given to white children, then racial mixing is desirable. 3ut what matters is

- the quality of schooling, not the quantity of mix1ng Thus some with - this

» B4

* view. make an argument very similar to that of white oooonents of: busmg-—-why nove .

children all around if they are going to end up with the same inferior educatiom/\
theyv had before’ They argue that the money that would haveﬂgone to buses could’ ,
%q ‘J
be better spent on better teachers, more textbooks, better ecuipoed buildings,
. Y '

and so on.

+ A comparable argument can be made for sex equity cases; girls are dis-
] * . .

b
couraged from excelling in--perhaps even taking--hard science or other "masculine"

"

29

courses, and they are subtly taught that it is unferinine to co-pete and dominate:
N

Thus, civil rights success "consists in changing the classroonm atmosphere and s

school policies so that girls' achievement levels in higﬁ school equal or exceed

~

thetr d!hievgments,in grade schools;30 Thig improvement in levels-of achievement

-~

may even require, in the eyes of some, that girls remain in separate classrooms eoS

) * or have their own schools so that thev have no sex-related incentive not to
31 . * ‘
. complete. ~» Here is a point at which statutory'and educational civil rights -
. w & . . . .
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goals may conflict, sinceg§itle IX would not permit sing1e~sex classreoms,

-

even for the sake of what some would see as educational improvements.
4 - ’ oo

.
. . . IN

Finaily, the analégous argument for handicapped students calls for
focusing less on mainstreaming and more on making sure students achieve as
y : . e
much as they are ablé? perhdps through keeping them in special Flasses

longer than is gbsolutely necessary. This proposal too would be ppoblematic

) o —_ o,
. from a statutory perspective, since Section 504 calls for the least-

restr1ctive environment But those with the goal of equal educational' outcomes

will define remcdles for the deprivation of students' civil rights as doing

n A

- A

what improves the quality and level of their education, even if that means -

«

maintaini their separation.

. ¢
<.

h  Civil Rights as Sotial and Fégdxgégical Success L

The fougfn and final way to define A civil rights success is sociai:' Tﬁis&
is tne moSt complex goal in that there are at le
success. ;ney are' mutual apprecia::on and understand1 , self-esteen,
enhancec opportunfties, an&~imp:oved community morale. Let us briefly consider

t four definitions of gocial

- ]

each type of socia; ot psychologiqal success - N

‘e

First, tedu&ing racial, sexuak, ‘or gﬁ%sical isolation, and increasing inter-

acqion is desirable because it,leads people‘to understand, "tolerate, and even
‘appreciate each other's diffe%ences. Contacthéés not, of courss, automatically
. : : LK .
reduce ggejudice and stereotyéing, but proponents of this gbalwatgue that'
"prejudice can be feduced:.by%bringing students toéether under condftiens of.
equal status that emphasize‘common goals and de—emphasize individual (and inter-
group) tompetition. 32Suppor:ter:s of a social goal argue that 1t is unrealistic,
even undesirable, to seek "color blindness' or sex blindness" in interagtions’

among students; after all,’people often select friends according/fo similarities ’

in background, interests, and outlooks which vary more across races than within

' . .. \‘ ‘\\ -

them. And who espouses a society in which people are unaware of sex differences?
4 ‘,*%t '

g




.

But, say proponents of social goals, we can seek a society In which people

respect and appreciate differences when they are relevant and ignore them when’ .

they are not., Civil rights success in this view is measured by the amount of

.

‘cross-group coOperation among workmates and playmates. Iévsaz/also entail a

curriculum that emphasizes "uniqueness" as much as the "melting pot, and a

teacher who is sensitive to cues about when to ignore or focus on differences.

N )

Second, success may be defined as improving the self-esteem, achievement #
3 .

[

motivation or

-

self-confidence of children formerly discriminated against. The .

-

Chief Justice Earl Warren's

most famqus expression of this concern is )
. ’_‘ . . \l
comaent {n Brown V. Board of Education—of Topeka: :

. ‘ .

. / .
To separate [aehildren] from others of similar age and

qualifications solely because of their race generates a °
feeling of inferiority as to their status in the commun ity .
*thet may affect their hearss and minds in a way unlikely ever
be undone.
An analogous argument, of course, can be made for discrimination by. sex or L

handitap. Success in overcoming the deleterious effects of discrrmination will
i P

. be~achieved through decreasg teacher bias against'and increasing teacher

o ' T ’ -
expectations forminority students, reducing préstige rankings of different tracks

a

& ) M .
or‘eliminating tracking altogether, and using classroom and extracurricular activiti

X 4 .. »
to build students' confidence.3§ In addition, teachers themselves, guests to the

’school and classrodm study of historical personages and accomplishments can

- K

a11 provide role models to help imorove the self -imagze of disadvantaged
/

children. 7

T

hd
——

’

Third, success may be defined as enhancing the opportunities of disad-

vantaged students to obtain better college educations, jobs, and-statuses

@

than they would have- without the civil rights activity?6 Contact VICh people

. with attributes defined as more socially desirable——whether they are white,

1] . .

male or.without handicaps-—can\‘-ﬁyield several benefits to the disadvantaged. ‘

v
.

/

k3
-
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]‘ I First, access to college or jobs often comes about hecause of access to infor-

«

mation about their existence, *accessibility, and desi\ability. This kind of

Ky

information is espgcially lgkely to come from friends and associates. Second, and

conversely, people often admit students or hire workers based on )

’ ’ :

ngéonal "informat{on “ about them. Developing contacts and networks !

betweeén advantaged and disadvantaged students may, in the long run,\enhance the
<
. 7 criid. | - ‘
opportunities of the latter? Third, by interacting with advantaged peers,

. bdisadvantaged.studegts can develop the social skills anfﬁfflf-confidence
N < .

o . .,

b . . \'D -
necessary to be effeét;ve in later interactions with professors and bosses, v
- ¢

who are dispo%;ionately'likely to be white, male, and without handicapss In

short, Chis "networking' version of the social §oal seeks to dupiicate and

v

compete with the Ivy League's "old boy network” which putatively runs the
pol}tical, business: and academic worlds.
. These three versions of the social 'goal of civil rights implementation
all focus on the students éhemselves. The finai social goal focuses on the
adult memh;rs of the coﬁmuﬁity. fn this view, the schools should be a symbol
- and spearhead of community spirit and closeness. Ending civil rigﬁ;s violatiéné

- . v

in schools may be the best way to end long-standing.sp ;Es and animosities, /

1]
.

. . . , ,\,!fA -
pull the town together in a constructive project, and increase the local talents

and resources from which, the schools can draw. “Desegﬁ§zgging the schools can

g . 3

? . galvanize people into meeting others froin different cultural and geographical

H , ' ~, i. - . . N
enclaves. "Sald one former teacher in Memphis, for example, "Integration is ¢
: - : ' ‘ e

1.
our highest necessity; we've got to have it..., I%i;é'; no real community. The
r o . Y

people fighting busing define community as that area served by their branch’ -

bank. "38 , ' | | ‘

v

. 4 .

{"‘ ;iﬁ&qummary t@gﬁ;*"civil.rigﬁﬁs success’' may be defined as any one, or some

cpmbfq;cxgn, %géfour different goals-- statutory, political, educationai, or social,
. I : . . ) : .
o : .
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The goals do not necessarily conflict, but they do imply different measures
- - -

of. success, and different priorities and strategies for .achieving that

E success. Each goal also implies a different type of monitoring body to aid

in its achievement. We turn now to a generai—definition of monitoring, and

. specific models of monitoring bodies best suited to pursue each goal.
— - . . - - L3 .
e - . ’ — < ’ '
°IV. WHAT IS MONITORING? ' ) ' o

b
A. General Definition of Monitoring . .

Because of the wide diversity of groups that claim to be\"monitoring,"
J

- -
because citizen monitoring is at such an early stage:of developrent, and
S *

because so little has been written about monitoring groups, ,we do not offer a

-

\X B
Lrigid definition of monitoring. The activity must include obser§e§ion and

Fad ' . - 'S : .
evaluation of the actions of another body as it works to implement a glven\
. d oo - ; .

1 -
public policy such as a law or court order. Its purpose must irmclude the
. 1 .o ..6 ’ B

goal of directly or indifectly controlling the actions of the body being

moni tored. Control here is defined as’ constraint -Qr shaping;_monitoring is

* . ~ B 5

“ one tool for getting schools to behave in_ways that they might not otherwise
L oL ' ’ . 14
have done. - 7 .. . S A

Beyond this general definition, we offer four more Specific_types‘of

v

monitoring that correspond to the four civil gights goals discussed above.=

L]

Just as' the four goals are described “as sharply different from ohe- another .
. »

in order to highlight their distiﬁctive features, so too-are the four types of

°

. 4  monitoring sharply* distinguished from one another for descriptive purposes.

.d</ And just as the four civil rights goals may spmetimes be cqmpatiblq'with one
. .. . ) _

another and/other times be in conflict, so ihe four types of monitoring may

B - .
. S~ - . .

sometimes complement each other and sometimes conflict. )
- ’ . - - s

B. Outlines for Models of Monitoring Bodies -

. Each type of monitoring body has distinctive features. They are all

’ - . - . N f .
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described in the same format for ease of comparison. That format is;a chart-
. ? . . fow ) * . w‘f V‘ ‘ _. -'.
. which id®ntifies the type 3f -body, describes its likely sponsor, mandate and
4 . '
resppnsibilities, authority, strucfure, membership, res0urces such as staff

- Al

1 ¥

~

The case studies in later sections also use the same(chart, also for ease of
é \ S

3

comparison.” ' However, they add a few elemep®™s to thebcharts to-iYentify the -

date of establishment, term of existence, sponsor'’s cigillrights goal, and
‘. . F .- .

more specific responsibilities. Each case study also orovides information - Lo

" on the history of the issue, the economic, demographid and political -

o -

circumstances of that school district, other resources and'strategies of the

.
S
.

group, and the effectiveness of the group.

C. Monitoring Statutorv,Goals : . et

- i,
+

¢ ™~ Civil wsights cases involve public law 1itigatjon, which is unlike traditiomdl, - \--

- litigation‘iﬂ its party stryctur?, the Hature of the dispute, ‘the form of remedy,,

and the rolle of the'court. The traditional lawsuit has two unitary, opposed S ’;'

v
- :...av-v
»

*parties, is about a retrospective controversy,usually addresses private concarns, -

o S ‘

determines the remedy more br less directly from the finding of right, is a self- -

contained episode, and is initiated and controlled by - thé concerned panties.

~ ™ * »

Public Law litigation, however, involvés disputes between public agencies over

statutory or even Constitutional pdlicies. As a result. .t ! i -

The party sfructure is spfawling and amorphous, subject to change {
over the course of the litigation. -The traditional adversary relation-
ship is suffused and intermixed with negotiating and médiating

processes at every point. The judge is the dominant figgre in organizid%
and iguiding the case and* he draws, fot support not only*on the parties
-and their counsel, but on a wide range of outsiders-—masters, experts,

Py

- and oversight personnel. Most {mportant, the trial judge has in- . L
creasingly™become the creator and manager of complex forms of ongoing ) . .
relief, which have widespread effects on persons not before the court” —— .

., and require. the:;udge s continuing involvement in administration and, o
{mplementation . 7} , . . o PRE SR

. - 1
& , E I -

Ln short, judges are now structuring, overseeing, evaluating, and\even
ie

mangéing a bureaucracy - which presents them with enormous difficult

. s
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and funding, meeting and report procedures, outputiJ and desirable strategiéS ST
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Courts.have always had notorious difficulty in enforcing their edicts--indeed
" BE

thev cannot do so--but at least historicallz they could tell how to implement

¢ ‘
their rem%y, whether it was being implemented, and who was to blame for any - .

- . L

dereliction. Now they carnot. The new kind of party, bureaucracies, have

charactéristics that make them peculiarly difficult to evaluate, and direct.,
-

It is hard to tell who within the institution, can be held‘accountable for

. ® .

certain of its acts, Resoonsibilitv is diffuse; outcomes‘are results of

separate discrete decisions and actions and may bear little resemblance to

»
-

anyone's intention, people with apparent authority may have little real

control.\ Furthermore, institutions and their component parts respond to a

wide variety of incentives and pressures and‘the interactions among all of

these factors are 1mmensely complicated Finally, people within‘the oséanization
'wdo not always know what others are doing, and it is extraordinarily difficult

n
for afi outsider to achire kﬁpwledge Exom a hostile bureaucracy? In sum,

]

institutions such as schools have a bewildering/number of fa“Ets which inter-~ ‘
act in often unpiedictab ,‘counterintuitive—-or at least extremely convoluted--
. - ) . -

. .
. - it
. . -

ways. , -
- Db% » - - ” -
iously, a judge can neither fully unravel past cause and effect, nor -

hel !

isolate those elements of the bureaucraﬁy'that, if changed, will produce out-

comes he seeks. Perhaps no one can do these things, but even the attempt

to devise and implement a remédy requires more sustained attention than a judge
can give. So he or she turns to a monitoring commission or special master
for help’in determining and managing complex forms of ongoing relief.
‘ . R ~ 5
The -same problems arise for an agency tryving to igglement a federal law.
.e issues are highly.complex. National and_regional staffers cannot properly’
;nderstand‘and weigh local idiosyncracies, or properly evaluate different

perspectives and-recodmendations of local -actors, or quick resolve unanticipated

problems As described above, the school bureaucracy, even when it is acting in‘ ‘

@ ~




good faith, is extraordinarily difficult to change. Thus a regulatory agency -
. . ’

cannot fully oversee the implementation of a civil rights plan from afar--it

0
[l

needé a local body to feed it information about th*\degree.and nature of compliance

» 4 >
with its rules. Even more starkly, .OCR and 'state agen!ies usually do notvhave '
the personnel to QO afy monitoring at all-~ no matter how'insufficient -~ of some ‘
negotiated plane for compiiance with civik,righcs\lewsl Citizen mecitoring groups |
in this case &re no fonger an iwgrocement in.cversigﬁt‘-- they are the qgig_oversight
jhus, ye weuld/expect a .scacucoryi ‘monitordng group to appear-in a

.

school district where a court case has devised a remedy for schcol systed - R
. . * : a
ﬁalfeasance,'or where a regulatory agency has chosen to enforce a civil rights

« law., We do not expecc any'particular economic or demographic configuration of
> ’ .
"a.school system to be associated with a court case or regulatory review. We '

, N

-

would expect the¥e to be a long history of litigation'or controversy over the

law, so the social and political climate is likely to be adversarial, or at *

,

.

"least tense. ’ . o g
. " . ) . ' A é . ‘ . B
The type of monitoringﬁbbdy-that seems best suited to determining compiiance

,{' with a court ‘order or law is described in table 1 In brief, it should be a

N .

highly Q;ofessional body whiech is d)cicatei to objective, systematic,g;/antitative

date-gathering and reporting, and which limits its interpretatlons and recommen-

’ﬂmdations to those comments which will aid in achieving compliance. It is, as
¢
"

(or the agency.) . |

.
»

.50 many people\]told us, thsﬁ;yes and ears of the court:




SPONSOR:

MANDATE:

AUTHORITY:

)
STRUCTURE:

' MEMBERSHIP :

@

{é Judge, OCR, state civil rights agency .

Makeé it clear to schools and community

* .
Tary
o

® TABLE 1

"Model of a Statutoty Monitoring Body

0
» *

Provide systematic, objective informaqion to sponsor about compliance
with court order or statute . i .

petermire individuals or institutional” processes that stand in the way of
compliance and recommend ways to alleviate that problem '

Legitimize and depersonalize court’ order or law in eyes of conmunity and
implementors . .

‘\ v .

Access to school data on studens, faculty, and staff

and possible .

\
Access to sponsor and authorization to use his leverage when necessary

Possible authority to speak for sponsor on reasons for and elements of .
compliance - - * o

Sub-cpmmittees determined by issue areas; i
s, J

Single spokebperson with authority over whole monitoring body

Relatively formal organization ;‘,‘ -

- ™ N

Experts-on policy implementation and evaluation,

.- peducationp or the particular comfiunity * .
Not necessarily representggiVe of-gexual, racial or ﬁandicapped groups
Not necessarily powerful ou.well—known menbers of the community
Some members must have standing in community to legitimize gigy

order or law to community and implementors “

Need familiarity with. court aystem and litigation, or with agency and law

8/

. [N 55"
o § e o % e

not necessarily experts on '

that compliance is-inevitable;'necessAry,




-

RESOURGES --
STAFF:

FUNDING.
'\LI ( oy N

£ \
w\.
LEADERSHIP :

bl
) K .

. ‘MEETINGS:

. REPORTING PROCELVRES:
: ER

-'/ »
N o, -

OUTPUTS:

1

‘;smxracfv,: .

Y ST G T R I T By ot e €

J . .

/ ' .. . |
: e

N

" Large, especlally legal and analytic experts

) 1) A stance as objective, uninvolved observers of the school system .

s

) a . / -, ¢ |
@ ' { g
» ? B;, ©
» . TABLE 1 - o -
>
fodel of a Statutory -Monitoring-Body —(contiwued) - = —
L +*, -

' 4

Strong executive director . Y

Objecti\ze and trained monitore L. o .o
1y ) -

. |
Subetant al =~ need staff ealaries, computer; qunds, large amounts of <7 i
" materials and supplies, training and perhaps reimbursement for l

AN .~ gchool monitors - S .
: Completé’ﬁ\dependence ftom funder .
) ' 7‘1", .
: Strong executive and analy.tic skills '
Public spoéspereon (noﬁlecessarily ‘same person) . : %
- - “ .
When neceeeary to direct, respond to staff ) te
" i
Closed to publi¢ ' * . . ‘
. , ¢ v .
~ , , . \

Regular repous )to sponsor : . . \
Disr{ersim to echool, media, community etc. at sponsor 8° dJcretion \
) !

Rbgular reﬁorts with systematic analysis of specific —mpics
Printed explanations to- co;nmunity and implementors of requirements for

compliance i R

-

. -
. ‘ + \ \'

0. 2) A minimum of expreeeion of personal ‘Opinion and ideology, and a /.

- 1imit on recommendatiom to the extent desired by the sponeor

N ’




, TABLE 1 ¢ ) °
- > Model of a Statutory Monitoring Body (continued)
- N Q

5
B v N

¢ L4

- 3) A.high degreé of autonomy for the staff, especially in gathering and
analyzing the .data, and a strong staff director

4) " A single public spokesperson, who prbvides only as much publicity as’
.18 necessary to legitimize the order°or law to the public ,

5) Information gathering that is system-wide, verifiable, not focussed -

on individual problems, arid chosen‘'in accordance with components of
. the court order or law ©

6) ‘A perception among members and staff that they are all the staff of
the sponsor, and that their role 1s to evaluate compliance with the
plan, not the merits-of the plan itself . '

. . . . P N

7) Formal presentation, preferably in writing,to the community of facts

about the litigation or law and actions needed to comply

.
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~D. Monitoring Political Goals

Wonitoring bodies can: shape the political’ configuration .of a school

O

system with regard to civil rights issues. 1In this view, the court order

or statute is less an end in itself than an action-forcing tool for changing

*

elements of the school system, and monitoring is directed toward this end.

Y

'Thus for a grass-roots view of political change,amonitoring 'group can be

‘

an "organized vehicle that enables them [parents] to becomé directly

i&nvolved in the schools

" and with the school system to an unprecendented degree. The citizen parti-

_cipation groups give an organized, effective voice in education to black,

%
]
do [
?‘%( )
b -
;
4.
3
.
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e

’ - ) . ) o .

white and other minority persons.” The monitoring group is the vehicle for

¢
.

. K\
breaking down old Egrriers between schools and parents, for onening up a closed
A

and rigid system, and fot calling the schools to account for the wvay they have

treated formerly deprived students. Thus members of a grass-roots group will.

expec% to question and challengé" school actions, even though their activities

.

are "bound to bring probplems to the surface" and increase tension. Their

challenge is justified because bringing information out of, and participants

2
into, the schools will eventually "stimulate and nurturg positive =
relatigns among parents, teachers, séudlnts,:principals, and headmasters so
1 41

\

R
they work to create and meet challenges to improve education.

NAlternetively, monitoriﬁg bodies can provide a forum for previously

s

uninvolved groups to become involved w the schools. Tﬁe_monitoring bodv can

-

help to channel money, expertise;, and volunteer enthusiasm into the, schools,

&a

and a greater say over aspects of school activities out of the schools. 1In

particular, it can give racial, ethnfc, or sexual minorities a way to move

into the mainstream-of school-and community power. One goal of school deseg- )

negétien,{pr eximple,mfy be to permit blacks to ettéin‘control over their

children's eddcation by increasing the number of black adminis;rators -and

S
.o »

’

i




.

v . - - -
. .
£ - .
.

teachers.' A further goal may be to use the school system as a's:arting point

for moving into other aren;§”3f“ﬁvwer. A monitoring group can help to achieve

|
’ ; such a goal by providing a platform for mmority spokespersods, bz overseeing .
|

the hiring and transfer policies for teachers and staff by channeling relevant~"
1n£ormation to people who need to know it, and by developing programs ‘that

involve students, faculty, staff,- and minority leaders outside the schools.

The type of monitoring body best suited t@ political definitions of civil

.
' .

. <
rights success is described in Table 2. In brief the grass-roots body seeks
change by working to gather information and promote reforms. The interest- %

. group body acts mostly as a conduit between ‘the schools and community organi-

zations.

One would expect politically oriented monitoring groups to appear in

relatively large industrial, urban school districts that have a long history

-

. . - .
. of adversarial relations among the relevant groups. We make this observatiom.

o

. , )
. _ because the political definition of civil rights success may be the least ‘

obvious goal, and the idea that a monitoring body can be used to achieve

“

power may require a considerable degree of political sophisticaticn. Further-

more, radical activists may be a more common phenomenon in large cities than in,

v

small towns or rural districts. We suggest; also %ﬁat ) politically
-"**\w\ ‘

oriented monitoring groups are most likely to appear in»race and ethnicity-
related cases, then in sex equity cases; they seem unlikeﬂyﬁfd‘occur in handi-
\cappéégtelated caées. Out reasoning here is similar; the de§ree o{ political
sophistication and, anger {for grass-roots bOdiQS) or concern (for iﬂterest-

group bodies) necessary for this kind of monitoring to become predominaht, .

RS

< likely to occur pdly with long-standing and intensely disbuted issues.

a5

,.id to the handicapped and even sex equiity issues simply do not .build up the

head of steam that race desegregation issues do, and S0 the ‘former concerns are
-~ 1

.

less likely to becqme-politicized than the latter.
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SPONSOR:

L d

>
MANDATE:

AUTHORITY :

»

STRUCTURE:

8 § -
e TABLE 2 :
Model of Political Monitoring Body
interest Grbup Model ’
' Local community organizations, civic leaders, institutions in conjunction, ,

°
-

with court, school system, or agency

-

- i .
«

Should be flexible
Provide information on civil rights aspects of school programs and
"~ to community i ; .

o
Provide forum fgr—édhmunity to express concerns, become involved in, civil

rights implementation : . /\/j . .

policies

" Egtablish programs that bring group resources into school system

Establish channels for groups to influegce relevant school policiés and programs

—gz-

@ \
Provide forum for expression of claims and complaints by disadvantaged groups _.:

Establish contacts between school administration and group leaders
i - . . - v
Access to school documents and officials relevant to.'hat group's:arena of

action ) ) ‘ ' R
Authority to set up &hd 1mp1e&ent programs 1in conjunctiék with schools
No single spokeéggrson - _ - ~ .
Largely autonomous suBEBmmitxees, organized according to interest group

and/or program area ‘ . \

)

Informal structure

* 1

)
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\‘a

MEMBERSHIP:
2 ,

RESOURCES ~-.
STAFF:

FUNDING:

Lm?aqg:f

MEETINGS :

REPORTING PROCEDURES:

»

" No dominant ieader; each member

. Lo S

~__TABLE 2 (continued) .

i

Model of Political Monitoring Body
Intierest -Group Model

Residents of community _
No particular expertise, excépt wide contacts in community, organizational skills,
- angd high *credibility in school system )

High-level representativee of local orgauizations, interest grbuﬂs -
Not necessarily all strong advocates of civil rights goals .

No particular proportion of disadvantaged groups .

> 1 -
Relatively small, purely administrative ’ .

If necessary to set up programs
Try to raise funds from'individual donations, private foundations, federal and state
grants : 5

: A ,
should be powerful }eader dn own arena

Chair should beg facilitator, above all

Als*‘“ahould control and have access to external resources (eg. expertise, ’ e
money, volunteer labor, training and jobs for student%&ythat schools need

Open, often,in various locations around town

.

Non-technical information on activities to schools, media, commcnity ) %

Make recommendations -

«
\Qq : )
’ 33 e
. b

e

Lkt
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’ : TABLE 2 (continued) ) :
o~
Model of Political Monitoring Body . .
é: ) Interest Croup Model ~ Lt
‘ . w . r - , .
“OUTPUTS : : New programs . “ ¢ ! .
New resources into schools . -
Advice to schools ) ( ' .
STRATEGIES: ’ 1) .Informal, cooperative, friendly relations with school administrators
i -2) Combinations of monitoring with recommendations and activism
‘ ' e S .
;‘ 3) More interest in substantive poﬂ*cies and..programs than in decision-making
%&(ﬁ [ 5 - P, ’ ) .
s : 4) Pluralism and equal felations among committee members
+. 5) Selective efforts to involve the community, and responsiveness to i
selective elements of the community; good two-way communications
* with community leaderk — .
6) ' A perception-of independence from he sponsor among members
7) 1In some cases, an effort to use the monitoring body as a step towas%
further public office . -
L .
8) Cultivation of favorable media coverage of programé '
‘ . ) ! ' A ’
B s
“':{‘\: L f‘&. ¥ 't;‘%‘ " i L AT : - L T ) ;' »'




SPONSOR:

MANDATE:

\umoniw’:

STRUCTURE:

-7
- {/-‘,u_.a‘,e

. Seek redress of citizen complaints

PRV SO

_Grass-Roots Model® -
- /3 > ) . ’ = . U
e P . )
Local community‘organizations seeking €hange,- local political movements, ( ,

parents' groups . v

-

$hould be flexible

- = f
Provide information on civil rights requirements for school programs and
policies to community ‘ ) ,

Substantiate and publicize problems in civil rights implementation

- £
P

Develop mechanism§~for previously uninvolved citizens to become involved in

hiring, transfers, promotions of teachers and staff, and 4n atmosphere

and substance iq-classrooms . . ,v ASBE R

Provide credible ‘threat to school system in case of intimidation or refusal /
to address citizen claims . N .

Provide forum for citizens to bring complaints, develop networks

.
S

o

Attend. meetings of school board and civil rights-related staff ™

Access to Intfra=school system communications

Sponsor or comniittee abilicy to'prévent reprisals against members or constitutents’

Obtain informatfon on representation of disadvantaged groups in school .
decision-making organs . . . , o .

(e N Y

No single spokesperson; no dominant leader :
< .

" Largely autonomous subcommittees . ] el
Informal structure . ’ :
Subqgmmittees by geographic area and/or by members' concerns : o




Grass—Roqts Model (continued)

MEMBERSHIP: Residents of community : ;
. 2
. No particular expertise, except wide connections in commundty
¥ ' Representatives of previously disadvantaged groups, including students and ledders
< y' E | ' . ’ Activists, strong supporters of civil rights goals .
e : ' . Ratio of groups represented even or in proportion to their numbers in the school
: [ : s » '+ system S )
: ) RESOURCES — ) , , .
STAFF: Small, primar{%y administrative .
@ . ‘ o x - ,
. FUNDING: Little; to reimburse pdog}partigipants, disseminate information, ' .
facilitate meetings .
: ‘ . Preference for private funding, ‘with complete independence from funders'
¥ R ' and no obligations to school system
;‘ ' . LEADERSHIP:, l f . "?&gronQQboliticsl and ideological spokesperson . 4"..3
b ’ Good facilitator of intra-group differences -
" ~—t, o . . 4
'g%& . MMETINGS: Open, often, in various locations around town ) .
oL ‘ . REPORTING PROCEDURES: Nontechnical informatfon to media and commun.L\y of activities ki
' Seek-to reach normally uninvolved citizens
»
* OUTPUTS: \a‘ Institutionalizatfzn of citizen involvement in school decisions
»«: - ' ﬁ'l‘RATEGIES: + 1) Frequent adversarial or confrontational relations with séhool administrators
i N o . ©o et
2) Mutual support with some teachers and low-level staff
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3)
4)
5)

.'6)

7
8)

9)

10)

%% N
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Grass-Roots Model (continued) : a
¢ ,, g
Efforts to combine highly qualitative monitoring with activism
- .

Pluralism and equal relations, among committee members

i

Open meetings that solicit community involvement N

Efforts to dé‘lrmine.and redress. individual grievances of coméunity
members, rather than to do systematic analyses

. ‘ . -
Strong efforts to have good twy-way comnunications with community

-~

A perception among members that they are independent of their sponsor

strong advocacy of civil rights goals with strong recommendations for .
implementation C

gfforts to obtain and retain participation in school decisions

‘
.

. . ~ ‘
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'brought to light.

~ ~

E. Monitoring Educational Goals

A N . .
" Som@times monitoring bedies are used to shape the education of

students ingéfar as civil rights manddtes touch upon educational questio:;.' i
onportuﬁitie% or results, but for

a crucial function of the monitotring group is ensuring '
. that civil right;vefforts do not backfire and actually.r;tard learning. More 2
po

Such groups ﬁay focus on equaliziég either;

either variant,

p051tively,;qne can—argue that the job of civil rightS'implementors "is

to iﬁvise a system -of pains and penalties to punish constitutiodal(violations
B w .
Rather it is to desegregate an educational system in which

¢ -

the races ha e been kept apart, without, at the same time, losing sight of the

A

~
court order or|agency regulations.

Ty
Those who focps on opportunities want a .

\

monitoring bod§ to act_as an extension of the” professional educatiomal system,

minus the rigiduties and inflexibility that any large zf&\g}d institutiom -
The monitoring group should help %o kq'p angry parents
/

ﬁ:i.;ably develops.
an ansient do—gooders’at arms length.froJ the schools spo that the educational

process, which: began before amd will continue after the civil rights focus,
Y ) 4 )

can persist with minimal disruption. Itﬁg&oulg work for the benef%ﬁ of dis-

»

. B
advantaged childrem primarily by helping tg\integrate them with advantagedf

children and to steer them into new programs, but it should not neglect the

effects of changde on all children,’ ) : ) .g/

-
- ~

’
-

+  Those who focus on Emproving‘the achievements of disadvantaged stude

want .a wonitoring body to be m&ch more forceful in its relations with th{echool

3

system. The ‘body should, in this view, focus only on the scheols' efforts to
compensate previously disadvantaged children for their past harms.  Evens if

M y

compensation entails some harm to previously ddvantaged students, or if it
> ’/ » )

44

entails Reapapg the groups separate, . that is acéeptable: ﬁUndésirable side . .
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‘receive as good an education as’ all other students.

. .

L 4

W
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effects. may be an inevitable accompaniment to ensuring that all students .

.

) ¥ .. :
}}ble 3 describes the two variants of an educationallv-briented monitorin

e

body.. The first focuses on.equal opportunities -+ it oversees the process of .
‘ .2 - b : Q( * ;
. giving fqrmerly deprived students a chance to learn as much as thev arge
able. The s&cond focuses on equal results -- its oversees the process of
. . ' P ¢
. ¢ - }
. i
giving formerly deprived students enough extra resources so that they achieve .
« as duch as privileged students. ‘
. i , There are no obvious derographic characteristics of a school system .
D
which seem most appropriate to an educationally-oriented monitoring group. The
-* first variant seems most likely to occur in a system which does not have a long
. . . - @ . R
history of litxgggigy or agencx’oversight, in which tensions atd ingrained con-
., , i i v . . *
troversies are not great. Therefore, it will appear in the early“stagfs of a .
’ ’ » .
race desegregation case, or in sex equity- and (especially} handicapped cases. °
. e ake - .
It also will occur in a relatively wealthy district wheére the deprivation
has not been great, and the resources for new programs are quickly available. .
. . -~ . :
AR ' . . - 9
+ " The second variant is most likely tq occur in a system with a long history of ~ -
. litigation' or oversight, in which change occurs s}qwly and Een;ions are high, "
R\ ' LS » ’ ¢ : - ' w
o It will occur in the later stages of a race desegregation case, or in sex ., -,
. - . , ,‘ N ’ . . . N .
- 'L equity cases; it is ufilikely to appear in handicapped cases. It can also be
ol 7 " ® ‘ ) v : ! “
%é." expected in a relatively poor district,”in which some students have been
e . ! r : M hd
" . 1t . ) - M » ' - s
o . . . severely "deprived and in which ameliorating resources are scarce. e )
> %{1 ! .‘ . v \ o » b Y ' ! ) e -
A . . e .
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’ SPONSOR:

- ' MANDATE:

' AUTHORITY: *

- . ?

-~ " STRUCTURE:

’ MEMBERSHIP:

. .

Predominantly educators

. TABLE 3

Model of an Educational Moﬁitoring Body T
> p J
Equal Opportunities.Model

e . B

Schoolk sysEEm, in conjunction with }ourt or agency

; s
Clear boundaries and authorities ¢ ' - : .

Oversee improvement of educational offerings for formerlyadeprived studéits
‘by monitoring assignment of students, teachers, resources, monitoring new
programs and policies and analyzing results

civil rights programs and policies by
.establishing procedures for complaint filing and resolution
.providing buffer between schools and educationally dysfunctional
citizen protest
1nterven1ng with court or agency to suggest modiffcations of
. civil rights mandate inappropriate to that system

Access tor school édministraticn,- especlglly at high levels . ’ .
Access to data on students, teachers,and staff ) ~
Access to sponsor ' . -

[ Py ' N
Relatively informal c .

‘ Subcommittees by grade level, speclal programs

Locdl residents predominate -- wellw.respected but not necessarily well-Known ;

. . yer

Some representation of deprived groups, but no pucessafy ratio or number

. ° 'y .
b

, .
~ ’
. . , . :
. A . R
. ‘ B . ¢ %
‘ : %
B
t . v <

" Help to minimize‘dféruption of. é;hool functions attendent dpon“implemencation of -

- ) e

-9%&-,

E—
2




ESOURCES -- -
STAFF!

'FUNDING:»

LEADERSHIP:

7 v
Ty .

{MEETINGS:

4

>

11 mostly educators and data analysts .
’ -

.Low - for administrative purposes some data analy

.Need strong organizing skills, good p

K )
”§EPORTINC‘PROCEDURES:

- OUTPUTS:  + .

TABLE 3 (continued) 2

o % .
. Model of an Educational Monitoring Body - °

Equal Opportunities:Nerl v
- ) . o5 )

»
A

IS

sis., Could come from

school system 7 .
ublic presence, credibility among

-
L3

educators

when needed, open but not wi&elj;advertised 3 ’

Reporté to _sponsor and schodl district as needed .

Reports on studént participation in new, and’ old progrdhs

Institutionalized procedures for redressing student grievances and -

alleviating dysfunctionally rigid rules . )
?" a,

1) Cooperation and close communication with school officials.at all

levels, but especially-in toB ndministfation .
2) Obje ctiwe data-gathering’ combined with recommendation but not
necessarily activism : . R -
meetings and reports' open

'3) Open but not extensively putlicized

. communication channels with all segments of community
- N * . <t

~
1
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 TABLE 3 (continued)’ ' . ’
. ; . .
Model of an Educational ﬂonftorinh Body
Equal OpportunitiEs Model

4) A combination of system-wide observation on some issues with ad hoc
indiy}dual'brub:z;rsolving on others

o #

5) Indepéndence frém the sponsor but an attempt to work closely with Kim |

H
-

: ? .
6) A focus on integration of deprived and privileged students ~
>
° -
} ”
H -
-
- e
‘ - ?
- ' ] »
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&

Pqual Ychievement Model

~ ’ ’ D : ‘ ' )
\ . . ‘.
members of deprived groups, local groups, p;hintiffa (possibiy

SPONSOR: Parents, ’
R in conjunction with court or agency)
. 14
MANDATE: _ Strong, fairly flexible : -
o . <Evaluate changes in achievement levels for disadvantaged students

Induce schools to compensaEé students enough to make *? for past .

e I - deprivations . .
* Help to modify aspects of court order or statute that impede achievement’ of

deprived studentg, even if that’enta#ls maintaining separation of
deprived and privileged students .. ‘

N

- Establish-procedures for complaint filing éﬁd’fesolution

.'ﬁg%itqr, substantiate and publicize diffevénces in treatment among

. s » . groups of studen -
" AUTHORITY : - Access to data bn placement, achievement etc. .
, ] ) ’ ‘
ﬁ5‘ ) - Aécess to information on how programs and policies determined- .
- ~ 4
STRUGTURE: Shbgommittees by grade level, special programs
’ Informal
‘ Volunteé;—;;;TEb{flfft necessarily part of committee -

. e v v ' ' . N
MEMBERSHIP: ocal residents, with credibility in community even if not well-known ,
. ' L 4 .

) * 7/ Predominagtly members of deprived groups
*Some educators - ' L .
< . - ~ \‘,




RESOURCES=-~
STAFF:

T «  FUNDING:
LEADERSHIP:

-~ = .

‘o ﬂEETINGS:

REPORTING PROCEDURES:

) ()U'°I'R§TS :

L4

» ;‘"
N

AP S'TRATEGIES:

24

M. |

ty . - . :—"‘;i

.
. > 3
/ \ -

R

. ’ @

Equal® Achievement Model' (continued)

Sma}l,. for administrati%e purposes and to oversee volunteer monitors ' N
« . . . }"
Fairly low —- to train and compensate monitors, do some data aﬁi}ysis,
. compensate\members if necessary

Need strong political skills, ability to be ideological spokesperson
Meﬁber of formerly disadvantaged group .

Educational credibility dearable l T

% y

When needed, open and widely advertised —

-

Reports to sponsor, school distrtcc, parents, and community as needed

e

Reporcs on changes in students achievement

Institutionalized procedures for compensation to déprived students as Y.
long as necessary - *° . . 2
» . A . - P,

1) Confrontatiﬁqéi or adversarial relations with'the school system
]
2) Investigation ‘of specific complaints or problemgl‘_gi’p focus on
deprived students rather than systemic analyeis )
- /
3) Investigation of issues not specifically related to civil rights
issues if they affect student ach%?vemenc
4) Efforts to generate ‘media coverage and communitv involvemenc, '
egpecially by parents and deprived groups } ) “ Y et

5) Control held by public members rather than staff

6) Efforts to become.involved in thie 1mp1e%encation process as well as ]
to make recommendations _ 1‘='i
" 7). Considerate monitoring wit_liiﬂ. schools and classrooms of dailyractivities 49 .

. & , - N 4
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F. onu.m.iu" Socinl Coals!

N -
-

i . ! . e,
Finall)",,“monit:oring bcljdies can be devised to help achieve. the social civil ‘

©

<

right&@goals of tolerance| and appreciation of differences, increased self- ° '

esteem of formerly deprived groups, increased oppoxstunities for t:hose qrouos,

»
-

-and improved connm.}_nit:y relations, In -this context, an important funct:ion of
the monitoring body is ‘tq act out in a'nicrocdsn what it hopes to foster -

across the school distrigt -- that is, achievmg oood social relat:ions w it:ha.n

'

«

the monitoring group itsélf is an important part oif its role.. It should also -

PR

‘W K O .
-y s “
try to enfance relations |among constituent groups, protect formerly de,p_riv’

IS -
-

children's physical safety and'-psychological wellz}-being, and help to defuse .

hostI¥ities within the s¢ hools and across the community.

»
LY

The ideal—typical n nit:ormg bodv for social goals sis descnbecf in Table 4,
In short:, it: should bi‘i g as_ manv people o,f diffenent: groups t:oget:her as.

possd.ble, provid@‘hs fort:able and mutually respect:ful an at:zos“"ere as

6 o @

g§sible, be part:icul‘ar Y. séinasi%giv,& }p* specisalé;‘neecLs of the deonved, "and try
p 124 )

Q) .
to make sure t:hat:.t:he chools are d ing thes ‘Sﬁ&g% "'E“It is, ,or could be, a >
N L., -'r"a ! o ' -
socially conscious éx highly observan;: P’BA., IR Jfgf‘ 5 " . /
W° ' gg‘ 4 2 -
This type oﬁgo t:ormg group. is likelygt:o pc&pr eit:her in districts wz.t:h —
- SN, -~

1ittle tension and
!

ost:ilit:y among grOUBS, or in disi:rict:s with a long historv

[ . : -

and host:ilit:y. Itiis oro.bébl’y mere agpr’,p_riat:e to small

i

of greay tension

ra;"her than to lafge districts, 3nd i/s ‘more 1i'.:e1y to’ occu,. in economicall%

¥
. - . . - ’ .
homogenéous communities, ™ v . " , .
0 %‘ -6 * . -
- .1 - -
’ ¢ ° ‘K - I . A
/ S 5 LY
: N . . , ® . N
o . § . T
! o , 1 hd . il N
o . - - —
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Model of a Social Monitoring Body

‘ -
- i,
- .
v e N

’ ‘ -

SPONSOR: * . Community organizatiou;and institutions civic leaders, interest . _groups

e n "~ FUEYOR

_ MANDATE: Flexible broad -
,Mpnitpr in-class andlextracurricular activities, resegregation, push;ouus
3 . . and dtop-outs, guidance counseling, discipline

.

Sponsor activities to bring differqnt groups together, such as workshops
and social gatherings

Sponsor activites to provide role models, contacts, favorable images to

L_,/;7 o deprived groups

i Receive and investigate complaigts by deprived groups of discriminatory
hostility or jisolation

’

Generate support for school system in community.g,
. . - . S

AUTHORITY : Monitor within classrooms ' . SR

, f

-~

Promote or perhaps induce activities and pnograms in school "

STRUCTURE: LA subcommittees balanced among relevant groups » s
» x c .

Subcommittees by activity or program area *

MEMBERSHIP: Approximately equal representation of all relevant groups, all political
P ‘ viewpoints - .

Residents of community

s

\\\\ No particular expertise, but widespread connections and community respect

-§ desirable ] .

- Relatively large. group
- e

Ll .
] «
. ¥
. L ‘ / | 5 |
o P ' .
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Q‘*\
RESOURCES -~
STAEF: ' . ‘
FUNDING

LEADERSHIP:

‘MEETINGS:

REPORTING PROCEDURES:

OUTPUTS:

STRATEGIES:,

Relatively small, for admiﬁistrqtive‘purposes
Moderate —-'support for activities, reimburse participants, publicity for actions

No single spokesperson; leader mainly facilitator with widesbread public respect

Co~chairs of different groups for each subcommittee
Often, open, around town, in various forums:

Regular newsIEECeq, disseminated widely

Perhaps television, radio shows, etc.

Commbnity“activities
Reports on school and classroom atmosphere

References for students on jgbs, .educational opportunities, cyltural events, etc.

LY

Programs in schools presenting historical current accomplishments of members of

1)

2)

3)

- Model of a Social Monitoring Body

s

* deprived groups

Working closely uithvalltlevels of the school system, avoiding adversarial
relations in most cases ’

)

L4

TABLE 4 (contfnued)

-

Pairings of cultural, educatipnal, civic groups with schools or classrooms for
speclal programs, job training etc.

A willingness to be more confronrational on issues which affect the

safety or status of formerly deprived students

Mixing observation with making recommendations, devising remedies.and )
helping to 1mp1ement them '

‘

‘ s

W
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t
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: TABLE 4 chptinued) - . o
} Model of a Social Monitoring Body BNy
o i e
. \ - - R
. 4) Pluralisqrﬁé;hin/the committee, with cooperation ameng different
! groups within the committee

. e
~

5) Bfforts to achieve wide and. favorable media coverage -
- 6) Open meetings, reports etc., which solicit community involvement;
efforts to promote considerable involvement by all groups in
'comminity ' ‘ .

7) A focus on school-by~school observation, responding to problems as
, they arise o ! ",

8) some system—wide monitoring of special programs, "treatment of r
~ formerly disadvantaged students’

y .
" 9) #ighly informal procedures . ’ e

A 10) independence from the sponsor, ’ T @ .

11) Commitment to good ,community relations more than strong *advocacy of
- a particular civil rights goal ) .

&




G. Conflict and Failure in Moniforing

. —¥ T v
- : . L
. - . A

In order to evaluaté the nature. and degree of effectiveneégLamong'

o

. monitoring groups, we must distin'guish between inevitable, ™ useful forms - ‘

- ‘ - v A
. Y 3 &

of conflict and ° unnecessary, destrubtive forms. Monitoring bodies are )
vf*! . - ’

. set up in order directly dr indirectly to help to control the actions of
lgchool systeg{ as they implement civil rights réquirements. Even groUps
ghose mandate is only tp gather and report information are implicitly )
Mq @ s
part of a strategy to constrain and shape school actions; if they had no
o .
v, such role, no policy-maker wouid bother to set them up (assuming, that is,
. - good faith on the part of the policy-maket' see our second recommendation )}
Thus some conflictzbetween the school systém and the monitoring body is

-

inevitable and, probably useful. If there were none, the monitors_would be

~

n *

eithEr,superfluous or -co-opted. The amount of useful conflict will vary with

N

the civil rights isgue, commanity resources and sentiments, personalities

- .

. . ,
of the actors,ability of the school system. to change, and so on. Too much ' ‘
or the‘yrong kind of conflict can be disastrous, but some is simply. an-

7 iﬁdication that the monit6ring body and'its sponsor are doing their job.

. 0 "- ] A different kind of conflict is also kikely, although not desirable; ¢

within the mSnitoring body Because ‘the group is primarily observing, and

Y s T o \

I . perhaps facilitating, it is not primarily acting directly tp achieve civil -

rights dandates. Some members may feel ‘that the rather limited and passive B .
! ) * 164 EN o 5
_‘* S role éf a monitoring group is~too narrow, that the group should act on the

information it gathers, or use. its resources to help the school system or

1 3
- » Y wr L & . R

citizen activists diréctly, Perhaps it.should so act'- but then it is no

.

‘onger only a monitoring group. Thus conflict will arise bdth because the

|
|
} . monitoring group is fostering change, and because it is not creating change

-

" frself. .o ~

~

* . Other forms of confiict are perhaps likely but even less useful to the ‘




’ Lt f . ’ X 4
. . . ’ greatest danger is that it will come to- suoport, or he perceived as

supporting, continued segregation.between advantaged and deprived gicurs,
’ . and that it will blame the school svstem for circumstances and results
) that are dae to more general economic and nolitical inequities.

+

A . 4) With regard to social gaals, the greatest danger is that social relations
within the committee, or friéndly but superficial monitoring and programs

- within the sch qlsy; will blunt the edge of the committee's mandate to -

- protect and boos for:;;lycgeprived students. The committee may be

. . ‘unable both to éditicife discriminatory treatment and to encourage
‘ cooperation and respect, &nd it may drop the formét task in favor 'of
.. -~ the much more enjoyable latter task. ' ’
. - -\ ' )

-

~ To summarize this section; there are four models of monitoring
E W N . p “

AY

bodies to help achieve the .four major goals of civil rights implementation.
The statutory > monitqring body seeks justice. It should concentrate

on accurate, systematic, objective data-gathering -about compliance with the

letter of the court order or law. The political monitoring body

,

seeks participation.‘ It should provide a forum for formerly powerless

- “ .

-~ individualsj/r formerly uninvolved groups to learn about the actions of the
.” school system and become invole;d in reievant decisions, policies or programs.
7 The educational monitor-ng body seeks' learning. It should make h
o ) sure that formerly deprived students are non getting a fair share of educational
& resources and'that their special needs are being met, even if the letter of

-

' the law must be modified to fit local circumstances. fhe social
- L e AN )

_monitoring body seeks fellowship. - It should provide a forum for different'
P " groups to come together, to develop contacts and mutual appreciation,;and to

> help enhance the self—image and oppdrtunities of formerly deprived students. L
! P -t e . . ’ N
‘ Each group needs a different structure and diffe*ent get of resources, and "i

4 » -

should use different _strategies to~cart¥\out its mandate.

y.  RESEARCH DESIGN AND MODES or ANALYSIS v

r‘«,

. E 2
In this section, we describe how our research sites were chosen, how our

papey c

interview subjects.were chosen, how our topics for c0nversation were chosen,

o L

A -v,*,::,&' Alry b g
W
’
-t
=p]
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monitoring graup or the civil .;ights implementation process. These for-n,:s\of .
' © confligt, if severe enough, will lead the group to fail in its tasksﬁ?fges of

failure that are general to all four models of monitaring anlﬁde:

1) no clear sense of the civil righté goal, or of the committee's mandéte
to help achieve that goal; -

2) disagreement among sponéorsf between sponsor(s) and cormittee, or

within the committeevfbout the civil rights goal and monitoring body
role; - '

4 - »
i ) - 3) having an inappropriate structure, wrong or insufficient resources, .
g .G - or incorrect strategies to carry out its mandate;

o

. 4
« @ e .

a - 4) having an environment that is too hostile to permit much civil rights
implemeatation at all; N

.

« 3 .'
- *5) having a sponsor that' {s unwilling or unable to act on the committee's

findings, so that its observations and activities can be ignored with
impunity. ‘ !

~ - - ’

i

. 6) achieving symbolic success =-- e.g. publishing reports, changing the
racial or sexual composition of certain committees, holding forums -- which

»  -takes the place of real change. . )
Other types of failure are especfally likefx for particular models of .
f“ . ¢ . . ’ ‘
monitoring, For example: . . .

. 1
hY

1) With regard to. statutory goals, the greatest danger is that the committee
loses its sense of being an objective, impartial, reliable observer and
becomes caught up in adversarial relations with the school svstem -- or

- that the schgol system perceives it as an enemy rather than an uninvolved
obseryer. . . ] v - :

2) With regard to political goals, the greatest danger for a grass roots com-
mittee is’ that it will become totally’ engrosse? in its battles with the
school system aad both sides will hardea into implacable enemies. For an

- .- ‘interest group committee, the danger is that it wiTT become preoccupied '
- ¢ with internal political contests or with political jocteving hetwean pérg}-

. cular members and corresponding elements of the school system. In short the

Ky danger here is that members of the committee will be, or at least be*

\Hmwwk\ ) perceived 3s, more interested im. their own political goals ] s -
: \x and careers than in' the civil rights issue per se. ’

P

\\ 3) With regard to educational goals,- the greatest danger of an opportunity-

. lpriggted group is that it will be co-opted by the school system, so that
\///it hecomes an apologist for schools that cannot or will not change to meet

s civil. rights goals, If many. committee members are themselves educators,

" and if they come from the sghool system that they are monitoring, it may
. be verv difficult fer them to maintain pressure on the svstem to change
while working for .that system. For an achievement-oriented srous, the . .

~ ’
*

. . v
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and how we evaluated the effectiveness of mqnitoring groups from the infor- °
mation we gathered. Since there.are more monitoring bodies for race déf%g-
régation, since they are more formally an? deliberately organizea, and since

they have a loeger history involving more‘persons and issues, we examined thenm
more extensively and intensively than groups monitoringesex equity and the
handicapped. For that reason, we will describe methods for analyzing race

) desegregation'groups separately from sex and handicap-related groups.

A. Selection of Race Desegregation Monitoring Groups

HWe first compiled descriptions of citizen grouoshThvolved in planning,

implementing, and monitoring race desegregation in 28 schocl districts Since

9

the late 1960's. Second, we compiled a chart describing 19 relevant characteris-

tits of 33 cities with citizen monitoring ér advisory groups.l‘6

*

an unworkably long set of criteria, its main ourpose was to give'us clear
L oo .

'and precise bases upon which to compare various cities.” We then reduced our

3

A

list of possible criteria to the following, listed in order of importance:

bl
; ’
Id

‘~range and scope of dctivity of the monitoring group; «

’ _-apparent goals and 'sponsors of the monitoring group,

-the.scope of change required for civil ‘rights’ implementation, and

-geographic location, degree of urbanization, and size of the student
body-' M , - ¢ '

« We conducted'preiiminary site visité in five cities??and full'gite visits in

$

-eleven o:hersfe—we will describe seven of those school systems in 5ection VI’

3
Ay v »

B. .Selection of Race DesegrAgafion Interview Subjects \

v

In each of the eleven school districts, we interviewed bétween eight and .

°©
’

.o o . . D o
. twenty people, for approximately one hogs,each. We chose respondents according .
to their occuypation and reputation as informed and influential participants or

‘ spectatSrs in the civil rights prg%ess. In each schoolidistrict me‘spoke with

- _ o7

mdst of the following: the school superintendent and/or administrators \

pes
T

of course, this was

re




‘A

)
¢ f

<

responsible for civil rights compliance; members, former members, and staff =~
! S f ¥
of the monitoring body_; persons anvolved as parties in'th.e judicial proc‘@i’ngs, .
)the judge;‘attorneys for the plaintiffs and defendants, members of other -organi-
v -

zations i:;BIved in desegregating the schools such as clergy, civic leaders, .

éﬂsiness leaders; teachers, parents and students; representatives from cRs and/or

4

OCR; education journalists; and academic or other observers of the issue. Yo '

one refused to be interviewed if they were available on the days we were in

L4

their area. BN

<. . . ’
c. The Interview Schedule for Race Desegregation

»

S

The interview schedule appears in Appendix I. It was designed to investigate

\

the following main topics: the respondent's role in the process; his or her

civil rights goal and preferred role for the mod%toring body; his or her per- +
4

ception. of others goals and monitoring body mandate; the respondnnt s understanding

of the Iesources, strategies, structure, and daily operation of the monitoring

body evidence and explanation of success and failure of the monitoring body;
i & . . ¥
evidence and explanation of the effect of the monitoring body on civil rights

implementation, importance of the type of sponsor and power and commitmen

“‘Qfey»,

the sponsor, and recommendations for other bodies monitoring tace, sex, and

handicapped civil rights implementation. ) : ’ - . y
I re - 5 N . 0
D. Selection of Sex Equity and Handicap-Related MonitoringAGroups '
1 -

We wrote over 200 letters for each is e to relevant intexest groups, local,

}

-

o
state and federal officials, and other otential sources for information on

possible monitoring of sex equity and handicapped concerns. These groups

included local and state chapters of NOW, PEER, WEAL Sex Desegregation

-

Assistance Centers, the Math-Science Networka Association for Retarded

el °

Citizens, American Coalition of Citizens with Disabilities,.and Children's

Defense Fund, \From the responses and further corréspondence, we compiled a .

1~
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1ist-of over 150 groups and individuals whom we then contacted by phone.

. B . &‘D
Finally, we chose eight sex equity groups, some in singls\school dtsﬁricts

and some extending_across statesAor regions, according to the following criteria:

©

-range and scope of the monitoring activity;

-geographic location, degree of urbanization and size of the student
bodys and \ -~ ¢ ) .

.
7

v

-varia&ions in thetstructure and sponsors (and presumably resoturces
and strategies) of the gro//;.

(o

In selacting groups*dealing with the handicapped it was more a question of

finding any that were doing significant monitoring than of selecting a few
~ - . . .
from a large.universe of possibilities. Where there was a choice, we used

the same criteria as we used for sex'equity. Ye interviewed members.of seven .
- [ f ‘

- handicapped~related groups?qwhose focus ranged from a single district to a

. . 7 " N . . o <. .

o
L

state or region of the United States.

‘e

E. Selection of Sex Equity and Handicap-Related Interview Subjects

"

For each of these fifteen groups, werinterviewed from two to eleven people,

«
s

for approximately one hour each wé chose respondents according to their

“

occupation apd reputation as’ informed and inflyential participants. In each
r & 0
school district we. spoke with most of the following: school staff and teachers
: .. & . :
involzed in the monitoring process, memSers of ﬁhz monitoring group, and _

)

members of other concerned organizations. In some cases those organizations .
were directisponsors of the:monitoriné ééoup; in other cases they-had informal
connections. We also Spoke wi@h ptate officials and members of national or
regional interest groups who were monitoring schools themselves or closely

" involved with the district-level‘groups. ) d

F. The Interview Schedule for Sex Eguitv‘and Handicap ~Related Issues

¢ -5 g PS .
We'modified the interview schedule that appears in Appendix I to make it

appropriate to the different circumstances of sexual and physical civil rights

. J—

«e -

monitoring. For example, virtually none of these cases stemmed from litigation,

°
3

»

.60 ,‘ ' e




Pounrs g

.

.. : . N —_—
" This is the easiest type of effectiveness tg’ﬁétermine; one can simply ask

. PLOCEeSS, o

3
.

or'q‘sggyt ordér, so most references to prior court actions were dropped. More
‘ G

of these had state, regional, or evéq national ties, so we addéd(questions
about relations among the various chapters or local groups, and between local

aﬁd central organizations. Nevertheless, the main topics of investigation
desgribed in Section V. C remained the ;ame- The changed questions are in App. II.

e

G. Criteria of Effectiveness for Evaluating Monitorirg Groups

It is notor tously difficult to dé;ermine{exactly what aét;on caused what

effect whengver one is dealing with human be hgs; with the qualitative, nonexpéri-

D

mental eﬁidence we have here a strict determination of cause and effect is

} -

impossible. Instead, we have devised three criteria of effectiveness for

) R
-evaluating the impact of monitoring. They are: >

1. Did the monitoring body achieve its own goals: was it effective
* "in achieving a goal that it saw. as important? Each committee
has ofe or divre of the four c¢ivil rights goals' describéd above, -
and each goal has an appovopriate set of committee outputs
associated with it. Did a statutory body, for example, turn
" out the number and caliber of reports it thought necessary?

2]

‘members wpat their goals were and compare these goals to_Eheir 6utputs. It

v . o
is also the least stringent standard. The problem with it is that achieving .

this form of effectiveness may have no impact.on the civil rights implementation

i

-

Zl\ﬂid the monitoring body achieve the goalg defided for it by its
. sponsor; was it effeetive in the sense that it d;d what it was
- set up -to do? Each sponsor of. a monitoring group has one or more
. of the four civil rights goals described above, -and each sponsor
. has ‘at least a vague notion of how the monitoring committee can
help to further it. The question then is, if a sponsor defines
civil rights success:pblitically, did the monitoring committee satfsfy the
sponsor's desire to provide.a forum for powerless ifidfviduals or. un=~
fnvolved groups to develop an appropriate role fn the school system? .

This is a'harder type of effectiveness to determine; one can ask sponsors

what they wanted the body to do, and 1£'the bodf-did those things but more .

judgement is required from the evaluator than is réquired above. It is also ‘
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a more stringent standard. t™fs inapplicable, of course, where there is no

sponsor, as in many sex equity or handicapped-related cases. It is also
misleading in cases where there is a spdﬁ?or, but the sponsor has little clear
sense of what the monitoring body should do. The fact that a sponsor may be
vague or muddled should not mean“that by definition a mounitoring body cannot

be effective. The finalvproblem.with.this criterion is that achieving this ° ,
form of effectiveness may also have no impact on the civil rights tmp}ement&tion

process itself:

-

3; pid the monitoring body make the implementation of students' civil
rights any easier or more successful that: it would have been if the .
body had not existed? With this ‘definition of effectiveness, we
move completely to the judgement of the observers. The question
here is, can we as analysts argue that the monitoring body s

! existence or actions caused one or more of the civil rights
goalg to come noticeably closer to _achievement?

A

o

- e ’ .o e 3

—This is the hardest form of effectiveness to judge, and the most stringent.

We use three main criteria for making these'judgements.' First, was the monitoring
group the only body supporting some school system action to further civil

rights and did the school system then take that sction? In this case, the \\’”“43

-~

. ' ® problems- of cause and;effect are not extremely difficult: if only one actor

»

desires an outcome) and that outcome occurs we can make at 1east an

L4

g .
. educated guess that he actor caused the outcome. Second was the monitoring
oL - j% N
group part of a 1arge configuration supporting some school system action,
et .
and did the sehool system then take that -action? In this case, ve must rely

‘on_our judgements about whether the monitoring- group was part of 3 !ritical

“ ?

"

mass, such tHat it was necessary but‘not sufficient to achieve a"desirable
outcome. Third and finally; did the monitoring group contribute significantly

to establishing an atmosphere which induced the school system t to,implement -

civil rights more fully, more quickly, or more willingly? In this case, we
] R

must rely on qur judgements about a lot-of facets of the situation ~=  the

\ - .5
y
)

g it s meemed
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"atmosphere," the meaning of " significant," and- evidence of "contribution."

- . i

Forpthese last two criteria of effectiveness especially, we shall use the

. . - o
judgements of interview subjects, written materials from the districts, '
.other studies of the same district, and comparisons with other school

. districts. Pinally, in evaluating effectiveness we will keep'in mind that

"the pace of educational cbange approximates that of a wounded turt:le,"51

. so we will striye to. avoid excessive criticism that does no good to anyone.

VI: CASE STUDIES OF RACE DESEGREGA?}ON MONITORING BODIES ! ; )

‘A. Tri-ethnic Committee in. Dallasf/Te;as
/ ~

-

The Dallas Independent School District (DISD) is the eighth 1argest school

- 5

52
system in the codntry with 131,000 students’ in 182 schools. In 1979 there were,\‘
. 53
“31.7% Anglo students, 49.6% Bladks and 17.5% Hispanics. The DISDKis an urban

' [
-

"school district, * R .
w ' -~ ' 7 0:;*
. DISD has recently been in litigation over a desegregation plan originally N

ordered by the Districﬁ Court in August 2 1971 (Tasby Ve. Estes 342 F.Supp. v

1] r «
945N.D. Tex, 1971), revised in April 1976 éfd implemented in September 1976.
1} ‘ . N
In that order, Judge William Taylor divided the district into six subd stricts

° and directed that within each, students in fourth through eighth grades be

bused to achieve racial balance. Yuunger and,jlder students qere exempt from

atory busing. -Judge Taylor alsd}eiempted' 11 students in. two areas from.
- 4 ’ . . P - @ . ,
the plan, one area because it is naturally integrated, and‘the other-~the . -
- ' v 4 _— L * '
predominantly Black East Oak Cliff area——becanse of problems of “time and . v

- distance. The NAACP appealed the 1976 order because 3Q. one~race schools
[ }\

tol i nained after it was implemented, Tuenty—seien of the remaining segregated

| ! !

-

'pols were.in the East Oak CLIff sﬁbdistrict. IJIApril 1978 the Circuit

At that point



. be scrutinized and their existence.jﬁstified, A new plan is now in

* preparation. \

- g 3 ~ 3 .
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declared finir(/ lhe Supreme Court granted~the deféndant school district
certiorari in March 1979, and Geard arguments on Ehe case on October 29 of .
that year. On Jahuarr 21, 1980, the‘Supreme Court decideq~to leave standing

the Fifth Circuit decision whicﬁ.ordered that the .remaining one-race schools

b
s/

'Tnere was vir;uall& no organized opposition to desegreg{Eion in Dallas,
although many city 1eaders’totallonpposed it. The Mayor and City Council.

remained neutral prior to and during the 1971 hearings. Upon Judge Taylor's

) strong urging, business and civic 1eaders helped to'plan and imolement the

_ the Alliance addressed desegregation, and essentially devised the 1976 plan.54

1976 order, known as the Dallas Klliance)plan. The Dallai Alliance was an

ethnically balanced citywidelorganization set up by the C

A}

amber of Commerce

“to tackle pressing urban prohlems of Dallas. The Education Task Force of

7.

|
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ESTABLISHED: .
TERM:

SPONSOR:

5
SPONSOR'S CIVIL
RIGHTS GOAL:

4

SPONSOR'S. MANDATE TO
MONITORING BODY:

RESPONSIBILITIES:
Ie
15
AUTHORITY :
j £
STRUCTURE : A

Y

TABLE 5

TRIETHNIC COMMITTER

14

August 2, 1971, reestablished ‘April 7, 1976

Indefinite

Federal District Judge William Taylor, Northern District of Texas, Dallas Division

¢ -Statutory

s
-

DALLAS, TEXAS

)

.
~t

7

—

¥ .

"To provide the Court‘with an objective, comprehensive and ongoing flow of

information from...parents, stddents and other patrons of the school system
who are significantly affected by implementation of a desegregation order.

)

n55

Review operation of transportation systém, teacher aggignments, majority to

minority transfer rule, selection of school sites 5

~

Facilitate public awareness of plan, implementation process, facts of court.
order; dispel rumors -

Report on problems with regard to physical plant,.safety, etc.

Advise court on community reaction to proposed changes in school system

™ Where need exists, attend selected public meetings ‘of Board of qucation and its
. variqus ,committees, DISD.
Seek evidence of noteworthy DISD achievements

L

To hold hearings

staff meetirgs

» -

¢

[

\

L

.

To make recommendations to the school board in connection with hearings held
"The Committee serves no judicial role." ,

Chairperson (Victor Bonilla) LY
" Vice~Chairpersons (2) ) ‘
* Executive Committee' (3 chairpersoﬁs, plu

3 a3
v
E: .
. [ :
.
“

.

P o

CCon




. MEETINGS: -

(Table 5 continued)

%

MEMBERSHIP:

STAFF: N

%3

" FUNDING:

RE

v

REPORTING PROCEDURES:

OUTPUTS :

I3

Al

67",

Subcommitfeéa:

1971
Curriculum
Transportation, .
Personnel
Student Assignment -
Site Selection & Construction

Chairpersons appointed by Judge Taylor.

‘b Higpanic, Anglo, Black. .
t

1977 ,\ , .
Magnet schools .
Transportation

Discipline-

Chairmanship to rotate annually between

her two members of Executive Committee chosen by TEC membership.

15 to 21 members approximately one-third Black,-Anglo, Hispanic.

$a . L

Members to represent cross-section of protessional occupati, nal civic,economic,

and religious bhackgrounds, . 5

Appointed for staggered 2 year term, subject to reappointment

-provided member

exhibits sustained support for TEC objectives, satisfactory a§5endanoe at
meetings, availability/willingness to perform TEC assignmenj?
)
‘ §

1971
3 staff persons:
Administrative coordinator (1)

" Administrative secretaries (2)

i 2

* By DISD from Emergenoy School Assistance Program funds o
1979-80 Budget:$ 63 843 “n

1971 .Budget; $44,761
Monthly, or as often as necessary
Open meetings

Simple majority needed. for quorum
At 1east twice a year6o

1971 ~ once a mgnth, u\inimum61

21 reports to Judge Taylor' on subjects of magmlt schools, transportation,

discipline, etc.
Various press releases .

e

1979-80
3 'staff persons:
Staff coordinator (1)
Assistant staff coordinator Q)

Secretary (1)
% ™~

EAN
- M X
. " ~ ¢
Ed

I3

1976 - when TEC deemed nécessar&62

-
Pl

n : . ;, -

o
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o
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" TEC"about the resolution @f complaints 4t has submitted.

in the minority communities in 1979 to hear grievances.

'Y . N M

s 1

3

Resources . .

.
- °

™ Funding: With DISD fanding, there haye been problems about whéther funds‘
would be provided. The Court had to order tRat they be given in one instance.

There are constant conflicts over the type of services and items DISD was

- supposed to pay‘for.°oFor example,oDISQ refused fo pa} for expenses of con-

sultants TEC brought .in and Judge Taylor did not order them to pay.

Access to Informatioanrom School District: TEC has had problems getting

statigtical and other inforpation from.the DISD. .Apparently TEC members can
attend school board meetings but must be very careful about expregsing their- *
! - & .

. -
views, as the school board may construe their expressions as representing théd

views,of the TEC and thus gs pgblic criticism by the TEC. However, one member

.of the school adminiStration stated that the DISD always reports back to the

a

- Communications with and Support from the Community: Before implementatign

9 B
in 1976, there was no effort to communicate with community members. After the

L]

°

’%%16 implementation, TEC began.to receive complaints from the community (parents, |

» . L4 "Z . . . ‘
students, teachers) on problems which arose as a fesult of desegregation.
o s - . -

- Complaints were received in public meetings held around the city, in letters,

4

More specifically, TEC served as an important communications link between
DISD and the black community, especially during first years of desegregation

F-
(pzio;fco the 1976 order) Parents brought complaints to TEC, which sent them to

the appropriate-DISD person for resolution. Black support of TEC has dwindled N
in recent years hecause the community apparently perteives the powerlessness

of TEC. For example, few peOple attended the public hearings that the TEC held

- -

E

SZE”- from people who contacted TEC members in thei} schools or neighborhoods._



_ to early confusion.about the TEC's role through editorials describing the TEC

e , ’

e e .....l..m..........‘.....-,.*...\b ¢ edrermr . i b i na a4 a ——a—nta e pay e »

/f\\\ ' -56-
Hispanid’support parallels Black.support, it started strongly, but has
dwindled"%o almost nothing. : ’ <

“

" TEC,was seen by most wﬁixes as troublemakers because of press editorials
and the portrayal of TEC by school staff and administrators. Cfvic and

business leaders, who had ‘their own orgaﬁizations (such. as the Chamber of ! g

Commerce, Dallas Alliance! and *Citizens Council) to deal with school desegregation

seemed not to take the TEC very sériously. There Ras been lfttle contact and

- *

no overt support. However, ‘most religious groups apparently do support the TEC.
Clergy have been members from the beginning, and a theologian,Reverend Zan

Holmes, was the first chair. : ¢t
S

Media Coverage: No one described the media coverage as "positive"

although one staff'member of. the TEC described it as “fair;ﬁ The press added -

»

as a federal or supeg school board. The editorial tone was generally negative, >

sportraying the TEC as worthless at best and troublemaking at worst.

-

Newspaper reporters attended most TEC meetings between the 1971 and 1976

LRy

court orders, although TEC made no real efforts to sell ftself fn the press.

N

P

1 toA - :
However, the TEC has sent-some articles tq the newspapers that have never been

printed.

AT

Government‘Support' Thexre is no apparent local or state gov%rumenfal
support. At-the federal level, the Community Relations Service (CRS)

advised Judge Taylor on the best way;-to’avoid violence in Dallas. It also

had some contact and did some workshops with TEC. OCR has not been {nvolved

in tﬁe‘Dallas case,.and some respondents claim that its  lack of activity is

due to close persconal ties between some OCR personnel and school district staff.:

“

Clear‘Mandate' ALl reSpondents concurred that Judge Taylor: did not

sufficiently tell tﬁe TKC wﬁat to do, However#,the 1971 court -order establishing
A B

the TEC and the printed/"Guidelines seem clearly to set out fts role. This

+

N
. . .
’ 4:\\ ) : ~
' e .o
- . - .
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°

contradiction may he explained by ‘the Judge'a unwillingness‘ to support the .
- . i - w -
TEC when {t was confronted with pressure from DISD and the press. Thus its

"real" mandate -~ as distinguished fr:m its public mandate e~ s unclear. .

Commitwent of Sponsor:; <Judge Taylor gave the TEC only the power to make

.7( @

. reco.nnnendations to the school district. It explicitly had "no judicial role."
’ L4
Furthemore, although the TEC.appears to be independent from the DISD; it

is not. Through their relationship with the judge, DISD administrators -
apparently have veto power over the appointment of TEC members, and are able
‘ S to ask the judge to tone thenf dowan. A few fo‘i:mer members claimed that Judge
Taylor had dismissed them from the TEC for publicly criticizing the DISD, and v
. one fomer member summarized by stating that the judge went out of _his way to
accommodate the white community in setting up and overseeing the TEC.
© The court made no provision for the TEC to obtain outside technical
servicﬁes. When the TEC . sought advice of planning and desegrégation experts,
Judge--Taylor upheld-the refudal of DISD to pay their expenses. Some” advisors
have had to pay their owm expenses. . , - ‘
There is a provision for an internal audit by DISD in Judge Taylor's order.

The audit is public and TEC members need to evaluate these statistical data .

, if they are to monitdr acct‘xrately However, they have no funding for official
access to data analysts Th.is is a particularly serious lack because some

respondents who have analyzed these data claim that the DISD uses them to

mislead the judge and. the public about” desegregation progress.

- Member's Commitment: - TEC members sseem committed, to monitoring DISD but
. - .

' they are very ‘;rustrated about the lack of power. . . . %@

Effective ‘Gonitoring Body Leadershi:p' During the’early stages of deseg-

s regation in Dallas, the three TKC cowchairs obtained comnuni:ty backing By
'ﬁold:t.ng public meetmgs in tﬁe_tr respective communities to ascertain &:eople s

feelings and to\ﬂcplain the TEC. . Now, however, t[my are unable to overcome

,“’ ‘

AJ

Coswn omp gy P
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j

the (probably accurate) perception among community members that ,the TEC has
’ no power. The currert lack of a strong chair may be one reason for the loss

support, and some argue that Judge Tayfor deliberately chose a
/v .

of communit

weak second chairperson,

the first chair, Zan> Holmes,had a real talent for molding

the commigt:ee int

-

of each ethnic group to feel that‘it had power, so TEC worked on consensus

e

y theory. The high morale has apparently dissipated within the committee,

cohestve group with high morale.. He was aware of the need

to the best of our knowledge. . ) . ' s

Strategies . ,
Reiat:ions with the School District: Judge Taylor intended ﬁor the TEC and »

DISD to have a cooperative relatfonshifp td resolve problems which community

people would bring to the TEC. The compromise relationshig did not: develop,

%&n‘
however, because of the resistance of school officials to having a group of
4’ .
‘ citizens looking over "their shoulders and because of t:he“feeling of some’ ear

TEC members that they were "watchdogs" ‘of the rights of minority children.’ As;'

. —_ 4,
® Y

a result confrontation has been the modus operandi since the beginning.

_B..asuiexs_m_Effenti!eness.;'_The TEC‘faiQ]jed to use the medfa, one of the

'-'mos‘t: effective wea on's ‘agvailab]:e to-a group wit:h little formal power but much
initial community gupport. The TEC was in this way polit:ically naive ofe -
former TEC member argued that good media .relations were less important t:han N

get:ting things done for the k.ids.' As a result, the polit::fcally sophisticated
business. community and ?chool syst were.able to use the media ’t:o discredit
. the TEC. - - < |
'me other min problem f.qr t:&e TEC has Eeen%mal. It was never set up
to do systemat:ic monttoring, But’ only- to receiye and help resolve individual ’

compla:mt:s. It was never gfven any legal or polit:ical pom, :tts efforts to N

4
s LI

. ' deve_lop a power Gase of fts own have been limited .by Judge Taylor, in’ the

— -
W - S Yy - . ' -
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view of various respondents. In fts frustration, the TEC sometimes accedes

>~

) to questionable DISD policies in order to get anything at all accomplished.

> ~

It hase been forced to accept a DISD requirement that a scﬁool staffer aCcompany
[

all TEC monitors.in their actiyities witBfn the schiools. More dramatically,

©

at least one former TEC member seems to have been "coopted" By the™schoolw.

‘system. He used to be a severe critfc, but "*I*m a P-R person for the schools ™ -

\
now."

Outcomes

The main success,of the TEC has been its role as a resource for the
community. It has provided some information on the desegregation process.
More important, it has served as a "lightning rod" for local citizens hy

creating-a public forum for people to vent their emotions and frustrationms.

It has not always been able to solve their "individual problems, and it has *

had little systematic impact, but'it was not, given the tools or powers to db so.

11
N The TEC ‘has had one system-wide effect. Basedxon one of its reports to -

Judge Taylor, a uniform discipline system has been instituted ‘which provides
a three party hearing for‘btudents charged with infractions of the disciplinary

code.' TEC members take part in some qf these hearings as observers.63
o

“- ke . . o

- ' q . -

B. Cémmunity Education Council in Denver, Colorado e

.

The first desegregation ordér in the Denver Public Schools was fssued on

July 317/1969 CKeyes v: School District #l Denver, Colorado, 313 F. Supp. 279

(D.Colo. 1963).) Aftér complex litigation, the Supreme Court in 1973 upﬁeld
‘use of Busing to achieye d egregation, and held that systemuide degeg-

..sation is justified if‘it £3 determined tﬁat "an.intentionally segregative

policy is practiced in a meaningful segment of & school systan"64 and 1if the

system cannot show that segregation had other causes. This was .the



-60-

>

-

"first important Northern desegregatfon case to he decided by the Supreme.
. ' Court,"sgnd a major victory for desegre.gationists. Litigatfon ended with a *
. final order on &arch.zs, 1976 By Distrfct Court Judge 'illiam Doyle.

The desegregation plan developed By the court appointed‘expert, Dr. John |
'.'Finger, reguired’all schools to be betwden 4Q and 70% Anglo. Tﬁis‘was to be -

. achieved th}oug& rezoning attendance boundaries, pairing minarity and Anglo

k
e
- e

Kexy

s schools, satellite zones, and desegregation—related busing of about 20,000

. - S
out of about 90,000 students. It was to be implemented during the 197&—75

St 1% foon
.

dehool year. .

» . In 1970, the racihl-ethnic distributiop of the 96,000 student population
was about 22% Hispanic) 15% Black, and 62% Anglo. By 1977, the number of

students had declined to 70,000 and the proportions were about 30% Hispanic,

-

217 Black. and {.77: Anglo.®
-

Organized opposition to desegregation came from the school board and

<

‘ ’ administration, which vowed to oppose the court .order in every way, and from private

“citizens. CANS (Citizens Association for Neighborhood Schools) was the most

v

- 14

- vociferous opponent. It claimed 15,000 members, and held public meetings,. .
letter-writing campaigns and school Béycotts. It also conducted a state-wide

. . 67
campaign which resulted in an anti-busing amendmentweto the Colorado Constitution. ’

. ]
’

There was also unorganized and violent opposition. School buses and facilities
1

-were bombed, .and key participapts in the litigation of the case were threatened-

R
. 'Rowever "despite evidence of fairly substantial opposition “to.school desegre- .
» . N
) gation; community reaction in Denyer must-be characterized as relatively
68 ¥ : .
peaceful and 'mfld." D — P e SERE
. L A

LY \
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TABLE 6
’ -
g COMMU’\IITY FDUCA’I‘ION COUNCIL
0 -
o DENVER, COLORADO o ,
39‘_ e
. , ‘ﬂ‘«, N
ESTABLISHED: a) April 17, 1974 , b) October 14,\l977'( reorganized
by Judge Matsch)w.
TERM: ) Initially to June 1, 1975; extended indefinitely-
SPONSOR: %) Federal District Judge William E. B) Federal District Judge Richard P, :
: B Doyle ('74-~'77). , : Matsch ‘77- ) ——— ] |
SPONSOR'S CIVIL ' Statutory;- Educational ’ - g _
RIGHTS GOAL: . ] ’ B .
- SPONSOR'S MANDATE TO = a) Ajd and assist District in implementing  b) Advise court on matters relating
MONITORING BODY: . plan ' to desegregation implementation
- ; Furnish assurance to communia Recommgnd changes or adjust:ments to
Educate community about plan plan
'RESPONSIBILITIES: ‘a) Coordindte community efforts to imple- b). Less emphasis on monitoring and reportin:
. ' . B ment plan v to Court, mote on community education
. \ ‘ . Educate communn:.;y“on court's findings : Develop speaker's bureau
and requirements of plan . Aid community groups with programs
* - Receive complaints from community, try, in schools :
. _to resolve, report resolutions .to : o - T
* . P . “Court and parties ) . X T -‘_,,:"l‘{'””_
Monitor execution of plan, report %o
. . Court v T
7 :) - R . v ' ¢ . - N i N * LY F} .
_ AUTHORITY< a)  To request information and assistance b) ¢3uld meet with parties, exchange ,, -
. - from Denver Public Schools . information, . Y d o ,f
’ ‘ ’ Access to school facilities, officials, &

records : e

. . . . L3
, A . . . b
e . . .
i . . . \ . -
. . A 3 . g .,
v " D ' ”; . . ..

. L] . . . 3 . . . .
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(Table 6 continued)

a) Chairperson (Dr. Maurice Mitchell)

’ i

4

T A n ety e Ty

s sy el gaw s P (ramew e

e

RIS v

[

(SRS

STRUCTURE: _ 'b) Chairperson (Dr. Francisco Rios)
> Executive Committee (9 4p 197?; 5 1in Vice Chairperson ’
1975) : Executive Committee
Committees ’ * Committees
. 1974: Monitoring (14) .o .1976: Monitoring Liaison
"~ Transportation: (3) ©) . éﬁ .
School District Liaison (9) '
Community Education (6)
- Voluntary .Agencies Coordinating .
] (8~‘ y
Volunteer monitors (approximately 200)
» Note: Some changes in committee ‘structure . -
and numbers in eucceeding years. . .
MEMBERSHIP a) 1974: 46 members, 1975 and 1976 64' b) 1977:,19 members for 2 year terms ~
. members Représentatives.of 3 racial/ethnic
. Approximately equally divided among Anglos, groups . \
Blacks, Hispanics . Judge especially interested in o
: Outstanding members of the communitys - appointing prominent citizens. oo
cross-section of educators, clergy, ’ ! ' ‘
eldcted officials) media persons, . ) » N\
. z " business, civic, gdd labor.leaders, and ' Vs .
) students . . T
. Note: After CEC waglreorganized,’ members ) *
- - had to be Denver residents , :
STAFF: a) . Part-time secretary < b) Secretary - . .
FUNDING: a) Denver Public Schools paid for b)( Two year budget to ‘be devised which would
clerical support, office supplies | ' be paid by DPS v ,
. " -and printing, provided office space o : * }
* MEETINGS¢ a) Open to public but-only Council b) OOpen.:o‘publﬁg;,meéffht various schools. o
: . . mbers could speak . . ’ - .
” . . N — — . . fu . " -t . .
._‘. Y \;.a . W > ’ . , . e..,‘ \?[) | 3 3 ‘
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(Table 6 cou.:nued)
Sy v
. REPORTING PROCEDURES
. .
bu'rpj'rs: -
N [ 3
2 ¢
-~ -
” .
_—
< M _
* -: .. &
. . , - ) * .‘
.\
Ay .h * . -
. .
N ¢ ,
. . 5"
. ’ -~
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_a) Subcommittees report to, CEC

" CEC reported to Court and parties
when necessary

a) 13 geports to Judge Doyle

»
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b)

b)

N\

v

Report to Court, parties quarterly
with supplements as needed.

.
]

£

6 reports to Judge Matsch
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) . » Resources - . R L . .
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. ndigg, The‘fixst CEG uas £cxced to oh;ain a court order to insure that

the school district would reimhurse fts expenses. The reorganize( CFC Ras a

. EQ;; two~year budget, and funding,prohlems Rave eased, - .
. : WMM‘ Despite tﬁe 1974 court order,
Tel the £ \irst CEC had ‘great difficulties oEtaining iﬁformation from the schools,

In fact, during the 1974-75 $chodl” year the school bolrd refused to Deet with
. the CEC, despite repeated requests, ~On several occasions CEC wmembers had -

> o '

, to contact Judge Doyle to obtain access to the schq;Zs. Relations with teachers

-
<

N ". and other building personnel were. also strained although CEC memBers insist- that

they never attempted to keep any secrets from' the schools. For examplé ‘monitoring

ay

A

reports were shown to building personnel Jbefore monitors, left buildings. Bow-
e . ever, top school administrators perceived the CEC as highly critical and

anXiOUS— --tos discover pxoblems. One described CEC reports as selective and -

e e ¢ TO 1 . -
prejudiced . T E <

Almost all ,regpondents now .describe the school‘CEC relationship as ;;,—/(/

y
. workable. A School Board/CEC Liaison~8ubcommittee has _even been established

* which provides formal monthly contacts between the two bodies. The new super- - -

'h

intendept of Schools also is.apparently more willing to meet .with the CEC than

. former superintendents had !u'h..en.%a . D ) - )
o . - * 4__‘ v B
' .. . Cotmmu nications with and Support from'the Community. Although Judge Doyle-

hoped that the CEC woulﬂ educate the community about the Court's ordér and its

« 9 L

constitutional bases,,the CEC was never effect e In that task. It did however, ot
o ‘ [}
B act as an Informatl rpmor céntrol center during ‘first year of desegregation.
oL ) In 1976 Judge Matsch.ordered the CKC to copcentr .less on monitoring and more
. s idn educating the cammunity hni tBéIeTT§ 10 eyidence that the CEC hasxﬁecome "2-_ -
° “}3 .’
. fore etfective or conscientious {n that task, . : : s
. - . qo ‘&f’ N [%
. ¢ Fid v ! o A S '.) [ g P
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) * - The CEC does receiyve complaint:s from comm{y members, and t:ries to
N a
5 s résolve. them bz re.ferring them to aﬁ:riat:e school persor\n'él. It }:akes

—— e

? complaints to the judge or the media t:ﬁey are serious enougﬁ. or whem %he

L ) school resfdse b.as been unreasonably’ prolonged. ' : . *_ . ‘ :

.

N * 'The CEC has«had varyﬁtg degrees of support: from Blacks ‘and wﬁit:es. Sotne ¢

»”

« " whites® perceive it as pro-busing, wﬁ.ic& apparently hurt its ﬁnage ih the whi:e
- "> % -
comﬁmnit:y. Several respondents ccmmennt:ed that t:he CEC made t:od lit:t:le effort: ,&

t:o seek communit:i' Support:. Perhaps as a. result: of the Iack of communit:y *

e o s

education ‘dnd outreach, the considerable at:t:ent:ion that the CEC generat:ed inn -

-

t:he first: years of desegregation hds “dwindled. At present, a,pcerding to one

v °
~ ©

Kispaﬁics ware basically opposed to desegregation but t:hey have used the . T

» 4 . . . _— 3
\ former member t:he communit:y has forgotten the CEC exist:s " g a

- y
CEC to make complaint:s t:o the Court and DPS.

e

5
. »° The Chamber of Commerce, a prominent banker, apd other business and civic ° s,
qo % L] .

’

leaders support:etl desegregat:ion, and some~have been membeés\of the CEC . Religious

- s

[

o leaders especially supported desegregation, part:icipat:ed on the CEC, and pro=- _ ’

. 0 “.vided meeting places in. t:heir churches. . ) ’ R P
. T 0w - . e

Media Present:aoion: .Sote CEC members feel that the media port:ra.yed

. . CL , ’ - ‘
" desegrfgation unfairly and that they were too #illing to sensatfnalize to .
. . ‘ - S .
/ get the public's attentien. ' At one point: early in-the deseg?egat:ion process the.
CEC's media relations commit:tsee met wit:h v and newspaper management and asked

s . U S

-, Qem to tone down t:heir desegregat:ion*-related- treport:s. }hg\group met yit:h

.,
?

limit:ed success:ﬂw}jgyever, most CECsmembers felt bittatt t:heir group was represent:ed s

. L —————
- : o , ¢ J 'z

fairly by the press. Alt:hough. chairdan M:Lt:chell used the media to ‘make points

L ©. effectiyely and quickly, one fom;.r memBer and a ;journalist Le.lt: t;hat: the CEC »”»

o

o

did not use the media enougb., e.specially to educat:e thf. ‘communit:y about: t:he

. ¢ ' »
. ]
. court: s orders and t:ﬁe CEC role. o < . Vv o
: -
v@@' ; - ! . . .
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. .. Support of Governments; We haye no indication of support or opposition
. [ E] i . / * "

LYl

. * I .by'local, state, or féderal govermments. At one point CEC' memBers contemplated '/
~ " . - , - - . ”
b ‘ . contacting CRS .for_'advgce In performing their duties but there was apparently ’

J.

»

o * a*consensus against ft.”

Clear 'Handat:e: Part:s of t:he Judges' orders were unclear. Por example, .

N

t:he CEC had to fighr. t:he schools, and finally get a court order, to, get access;
> . .o

-~ Lo to schools for members and monit:ors Because the Judge had . not: specified what

form- he wanted mopitoring to t:ake. More generally, Judge Doyle did not explain

its own role and lebal status to the CEC. One former CEC member' relates that'

Lo . ‘Juc}ge\Do)"le gave the f?.;st: Cquncil members some information on the decigiop, 1
g told t:hem who the Chairperson would be, then told t:henl to go home and set up.
, . " . -the cEC. . “ C o
- o ) Comnitment of the Sponsor: Cour;: orders gave the CEC pcj}\:_co see all
[ - .

R

. school district proposals for program changes which would affect desegregat:ion,

L]

‘

- ‘ to make recommendat:ions on. such progosals,and to Init:iace hearings with the

. :

judge. This last power,which gave thenm quasi-part;y status, is rare among

- - . monitoring bodies and indicat:es st:rong coumitment: from t:he 1udges.

oo . Many in the communit:y oerceived t:hat the CEC wasyrun by the Court. However.
. ) o —_—

- . the CEC was givén the right: to, and does, operate fairly aut:onomously. For

-
e .

- example, inchis April 17, 1974 order Judge Doyle was careful tgysay that t:he

guidelines which He had sét out in creat:ing the CEC were merely suggest:ions and

SR : that the Council was free t:o.formulat:e its own program. .
o . %

. C Nﬁitbér judge ‘made any provtsion for out:side t:echnical assist:ance for the |

R _—CEC, alt:hough.many of its members had legal or husiness expertise. '

g‘ ] .- o, - Memher eomi:tmenm" CEC ne:nbers. a.pd monitors Have Been very. comit:t:ed to -

. -_‘ . t:he monicoring 1dea, but J‘.nnerest: Ras decreased in recent years. There are
s o “aay
:._ o . several reasohs for. t:h.is decline: CES served as g st:epp.ing stone “to highor .

sta:us for t:he most ambitious and’ act:ive members, the schools are doz':ng t:heir

A N - ¢ . ’
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'diséarate élements ,of the CEC by allowing a lot of discussion.and dispute

-y [ . - A - .
. b ' - . . - .
. o a'a Lo . [l

- . N . A * b4 . Ll .
job correctly, and there atveu horror stories to motivate A -

. 9 . .
action; and new members Mas activist or as committed to desegregation

p ' B
as former members were., L

Members are still in conflict over the extent of the mandate given to the CEC.

-

Some,primarily the businessmen and lawyers, emphasfze that tHe CEC does not

have party or judicial status, .ana that fts only role&ts to monitor and

report. Others, primarily parents and community members, emphasize that the

<

"real™ role of the CEC is to facilitate desegregation, and that If the schools )

are unable or unwilling to change on thgir own, the CEC must help them through

.pressure or direct action. THhus members-remain committed,- but they

cannot agree on what they are committed to.

.k

Effective Leadership: During the first few years €he Chairman, Maurice’
* .

" Mitchell, was nationally .and locally prestigious —— a former member of the

By R

Civil Rights Commissfon 3Ad Chancelbr of the Uni\fersity; of Denver. He was

well-known to the commu iéy and h:is strong personality, apparer;t],y alded him :

in interesting the co nity in the Council. Some respondents Attribute some ‘

of the declining .comnmni\ty support”}fd the CEC to the less dynamic styles of

leadership of succeeding chairperéons. All CEC chairpersons have been skilled

!

in internal relatioans. Beginning with Dr. Mitchell, they have held together
: N

among membt;rs, and then deciding on a comsensus which they induced others to

ar - v
) <

accept, «. ‘r , . } _
Training: 'The CEC distributed pa&nph“iéts to 'a;l;l school monitors on their \
- v ‘ - < : - N .
duties, reporting responsibilities, and authorfty, Monitors were also trafned  J

through two or three general informatiflon sessions and a training sessfon each

' "qgatte.r;%n partiéul'anprohlem areas. 1

- /e

. .

°




Strategies

Relations with the School System; Denver had 210 yolunteer' in-school

monitors responsible fd{ discerning the commitment . of school personnel to

- ° <

effective implementation of the desegrégation plan. Monitors were encouraéed
\ . = ‘ .

' 71
« // to develop harmonious relationships with school staff and nof to appear adversarial.
\\

" -Many, Xowever, did act as ddvocates for change and sometimes as adversaries of

- 5
o » VL

’

the’;zhno}‘system. ’ - ’
When the structure of the CEC was changed in 1977 'to give it quasi-
“ party status,it began to deal with the DPS as an equal. Largely because of
» this change, as well as fbanges in specific perspnnel and generél political .

climaEF,the DPS became much less obstructive of CEC activities, and were “more

-

helpful to CEC requests and investigations.’ There are.still adveréatiai, -
o ; A

o

relations between\the CEC ‘?nd the schools over several issues, especially an
’. in-service human relations program which the schools have developed but not

implemented, and affirmative action policiés for hiring teachers and staff, :
Q

. - &
%, * - The CEC was basically a political, and especially a grass roots, organization,

Most originai members were selected from an ad hoc committee, "People Let's

»*

Unite for Schoolss' which sought peaceful desegregation. The members éelec;ed
the "200 inwschool monitors who ) wére primarily parents and commiinity
t

< S Y
h\&éctivists. The CEC has also had some community ieaders, and the goal of at -
w . ) . .

Jeast one former member was to get businessmen ‘into the schools, and thereby

*

committed t?_the schools' successful functioning, To this end, that respon- - FY
o 2 :
dent insisted that having virtually no staff or budget was key to the success .
+  of the CEC, staff and funding simply create a dew bureaucracy, he claimed; s
v . - g ™ . . L
w;thout,t&d%a crntched, CEC members were forced to go into the schools them=
- . . . . t . - . , <
sclve;{<it:rn'ﬂﬁat was and was not happening, afd use theixr influence and T,
- presence to creite ﬁéhessary ch;;?Es. . Coe s .
t QD' - ."- '\ * 4 .
- e . 4 . w .
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. . il ” ‘
Approach_to Monitoring;: The CEC was oriented toward cemplaint resclution '

. - . C k- -

rather than sy$temit analysis. CEC members went to schools and bus stops,

.

" talked to parents, teachers, and principals,‘ and t:\;;ted to deternine what the
o problems were tin individual schools and pax.rt:iculgr cases, They then concentrated .

on the problem -areas rather than exanining the whole syst:em‘ to see how problem

areas differed from successful areas,

o - e o

Outcomes
- : ' 3

The simple fact of in-school monitoring was one of "the CEC's main achieve-s

T ments. Denver Public Schools opposed all intrusions by the CEC into t:he schools,,

-

and at:t:empted to thwart monitoring efforts by insisting that only t:he\court:-

4

appointed members be 'permitted to monitor. Judge Doyle refuged to support -

-

the DPS' ‘and ordered it to admit the CEGappo%volunteer monitors to

-~ . -

. the schools. The judge glso refused.'to allow the District tq circumscribe

ues and.locaci'ons which would be subject to monitoring committee scrutiny. T

L Partly as }{ result of this controversy, the schoo"ls are now more open to ~
5 3 .
_community medbers, and more people understand and\'have an opinion on school. .
»,

actions. Thus\by our’first: definit:ion of effectiveness, t:he CEC was‘~successfu1.

0

. Cne CEC member described it as effect:ive in smoot:hing out: many of the
) I t:ransit:ional problems which go a.lan)g with the ins;it:ut:ion of a busing program, L .
part:icularly transportation problems. During first weelcs of implement:at:ion
[

. , CEC members made recounnendat:iqns to Special Master Dr. Finger about: changes to
the plan which would hasten smooth implementation. They focused on issues that -

. ' : they, as nsident:s of Denver,_had' more intimate or accurat:e knowledge about
4 »\ . ) (] .
:h;n e_xt:ernal experts. For e.xample, CEC members suggested chédnges in student -,

.
r -

~

" t:ransfers wﬁe.re. geographical barrie:rs were ptesent: . Their recoinmendétions

i generally 'are.re. accept:ed. Later | on, monitors rode buses, s&ood at Bus stops,

0 ‘o or met the buses at sc&ool ‘30 tﬁey were aﬁle to clegr up sope t:ransport:at:ion .
> . ’ .
problems. whe.n they- first Occurred Th.e CEC was also instrument:al in getting

v s
' . v . [ R . .
. - .
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‘ i
ke segregation?eﬁgazhsoa?dcdid not act on tlhe Committee s recommendation for a

Castocm = m P T A T,

. ¥

Rea b b emard  w s we .-

- 1. 4.

the Judge to order activity buses for children who wanted to participate in .

<

Aiw -
* afeter-gchool extracurricular programs, -

[
Q‘Several CEC.members claimed that its most Important achievement has been

to gain the trust of the school board and of the superintendent. The School

' . - < .
-Board/CEC Liaison Subcommittee now meets monthly. Respondents were not able

. ¢ N .
to point, to any,specific accomplishments of the Liaison Committee, partly
N . ;

becauagéit began only recently and its members are just oeginning to deal with
controversial problems. But they claimed that its-verv existence, the fact

. that the school system was now willipg to deal regularly and in a friendly
‘fashion with the CEC ,was a major. achievement in'its own right.

(21 2

Finally, the CEC has used its quasi-Dartv status td*petitlﬁn the tourt and

obtain héarings on affirmative action, in-service training, long-range plannin;,

° . L4

and pupil placement. \These hearings have helped to keeo the court in touch witk

) LN w
-, N

che problems of imolementxng desegregatlon. ' ot

v
* ‘e

.
2 .
L]

C. Communi'v Coalition for School Integratlon in Portland Oregon

~Th£<Portkand Public School system had in l977 l&Z btack 67 other minorities
. 73 * -
‘and 807 “white students. There has been no litigation in Portland, although HEW

B

has been,active in the case. " In 1962, ‘the VAACP charged the Pottland schools /f«\

wittj/egregation, and, recommended pairzng and careful selection of new school )
sited to desegregatea In 1963 "the school board appoinged a blue ribbon

Committee on Race and qucation (also known as the Schwab Committee) to’ .

v o 4

examine the problems of segregation and low achievement among black students,

he School board adopted .the Committee™s recommendatigns to sat up model °

»

'schools ‘in poor neighifrhoods and to encourage voluntary transfers. \However,

)
-

the effect of the Mod Schools program on educational achievement vas

"inconclusive,"7§nd the voluntary t:ansfer program had a neglizible impact on

LI . ‘ -

long-range plan to rational ze tfle who lf school system. X ) “
g I/’\ <
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that the school system was in violation of ESAA regulations,. In 1977,
. o _ N * - ‘
the Community Céalition for Schooil Integration was formed. It arose from

\ -.community opposition to as chodl poard policy that wohld'ﬁave mandatorily.
] , t. ‘ {

H
S

bused bléck)high school students toawhité-high schools on the other side of

"o . "Desegreéation efforts qgntinuéd in the 1970's, partly in reaction to findings

9

3
o

»

town. "The major concern centered on the discriminatory mature of the-plan, -

.

only students in pﬁedom;nately Black neighborhoods would be méndatbrily

b 4
.

s busgd. "’ 71n response to opposition, the school board defemred action‘on the

2 @

redistricting pla‘! and*asked the NAACP, the Urban League, and the Metropolitan, -

- * .

Human Relations Cormittee to develop alternatives.

s

L . ‘
These groups opened the
3 . .

pProcess up to.any volunteers and broadened their investigation 'to a "District-
- o Z=2strict

o °

. . L
wide examination of school desegregation.v78 Ihé resulting Coalition is

- Ll B 2

.described in Table 7.

L)




-

v

: - ’ S A ’
T *° ! - v - - y
/ a - * .
‘: : - L. ‘o~ ¢ * .
) e Wy .. . ) } - - : ha v ’ e *
d . . _ . TABLE 7 ) . .
-~ . . ,
COMMUMNITY COALITION FOR SCHOOL INTEGRATION i . .
) . ' PORTLAND, OREGON & : ,
t .o ' . P b
» . : ’ - ¢ ' a /—
ESTABLISHED; = - July 25, 1977 . E :
. TERM: ) ‘ ° i]nt.il recommendations completed (NO\.I. 1978) ’ . o s )
< . . . . ’ :
SPONSOR: ' -School Board :
. N * .‘ ; N ¢ & .
. . i
SI?ONSOR'S‘CIVIL EducatiomaXequal opportunities model); Political (interest group model)
. " RIGHTS GOAL: . ' ‘ -
* SPON?OK'S MANDATE TO . Identify common concerns 1n.commun1}:y regarding deseqregation O
MONITORING BODY: . Develop policy recommendations which would enhance equal educational opportunity
. ) and thereby maximize the potential of every student to achieve
a e ~ . . » . . \ ‘ . - , »
RESPO‘(SIBILITIES' : v 'Open-ended' ‘ e ’
R e T MThe open and 1ndependent ‘nature of the’ Community Coalition contrasts with the v
. . seledtive and restrictive nature of the only other comprehensive examination
' .of racial segregation in Portland..:!Unlike the Coalition, the...Schwéﬁ‘—m‘ _ . |
Committee [was] appointed by the School Board and given a specific charge." _
4 \ ]
, AUTHORITY: " Hold public forums and cond\:\ct research . - ' ' 1 .
: i . .. ' N -
STRUGTURE: » Chairperson (Harry C. Ward) : ’ N Lo ' .
- ’ tor Vice Chairperson (Mary C. Edwards) - . _ ) \ - - '
: L ' Cogrdinator . S ) L ’
Committees: - - . . A . - . - y
> , - - "+ Task Coordindting .. ' , . .. . . :
. Research . . - ' \ ' ‘
o L . Resourcgs: . ¢ A . ! . o f
o a . - _ Conmunity Involvement .
) Part)L ) ‘ i
. . W ' ® A
+ Y \ i
* N R L3 i P ‘§
8,9 ¢ o . ° . . £ & 90 \ '
T, ] e . 3 -, K &
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° MEMBERSHIP:
R

(Taﬁge 7 continued)
N .

(L

FUNDING: °

MEETINGS:

REPQRTING PROCEDURES ;

OUTPUTS : ¢

3

All volunteers accepted_;ntil May 1, 1978 .
105 members representing 38 organizations of parents, teachers, students,

administrators, businessmen, neighborhood associations, churches and other
.. civic ‘groups . )

Full-time coordinator (David~3i Johnson) ) ‘ ‘ !
Assistant Coordinator ' ‘ i )
Public R&lations staffer ) ¢
Secretaries (3)

Aid from Multnomah County, City 'of Portland, State Department pf,Education;
© Portland School District, private businesses, and own members,
Total funding: $69,001 ~ S

Periodic meetings
15 public forqmsT—JanuaryﬂMarch, 1978,
district.. " - !

' . . B
in every high school feeder area in the
. . \
Recommendations to School Board on racial imbalance.and redistrictiﬁg plan,
December 1977 80 8l
March 1978 ) '

ReporE to School Board;
Report to School Board, November 197882

- . _\4 <

& s 4

Reports to school district and public

€

, S Y
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w‘ , Resources A ! vV ¢

-
. - . .o, N
v . . -

>

o L. Funding‘ - Funds came : from yarious sources. ‘The school dist:rict: S
‘ . 5 .
P provided office space, secret:ary, equipment, ‘funds for a professional .

- "" .

. : survey,- and ot:her in-l'ind services, thé County gave the Coalition 'a grant to.

v a
e ™Y A
-

o hire & coor inat:or and a cléri;:al/research p‘erson “the Urban League obtained N
~ q! . a s - . ., » N
. - » * . , “ sd . . S }

CET'& funds fer an assistan{coord-inat:or, a.nd ..t:hg 'ﬁounf:y, City,, State Depart:menr. '_ i;*
- . A . £. 2"

N w' - P v
of Education, private businnss and members of t:he €oalition providing addit:ional .

-,

funds. *The Coalition had no apparent problems in obt:aining t:he amount of

funding it needed or in feeling free to spend its resources as it saw fir.

‘ .Q_mmLic_:_igns_i_Lc_hg_Q_l_m_r_i_c;_ ) Tne Coalit:ion had access to all t:he-w, o
school district information it needed. Its relat:ionship with the Dis trict was
posit:ive because .t:heQ sc?ol had solicited the Coalition's aid, and it was in )
the interests of the schdol system to retain t:he support: ‘of community leaders
- ‘ : for t&}e desegregatiop pla.ns it developedsa.nd implement:ed.

.
»
N

mmnmmmm_mm_fmhemnmim The Communit:y«

'%_gyolve%ent Committee .of the Coalit:ion or'ga.nized 15 public forums to neer ’

citizen concerns about desegregation. :].‘fme 400 participants in the forums. also

2 ‘ . [ 4
completed a quest:ionnai;e on important issues in dese’g/regat:ion in Portland.

, These data were analyzed and used by the Committee to evaluate citizen concerns.
’ e LN ) S )

Representatives of over 35 community organizations weme Coalition members so/ :

- there was presumably informal connnunicat:ian *betWeen community groups and the o
. L, A,
oCoalition. . - . o

" The -black cofmnunit:'y generally supported the Coalit:ion, although some
s B R . . . ’ .

- feared that the large number of white liberals on the Coalition might slow:

v . v

desegregation. After.the school board refused to accept some Coalition pro=

o Ay AR Y|

posals rmxcl'x,black~ support shifted to the Black United Front, which seeks

L) °. . -

quality educasfon regardless:of whether there .is desegregation®> The white

hd . . 4 ‘e -
4
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'

* fidancdal support.  The Portland NAACP ,-League. of then Voters, and Prban

LW
AR

T e 2 Clea; %andate., The school district directed the NAACP,. Urban League and

L o - .
? oo “-
¢

community'seemed to support the work of the Coalition. Many civic grgﬁps had

’representatives in the Coalition and some 'business and civic groups providtd

o9
. '

.
- -2 h. -

'League chapters were ragtive members of the Coalition, as were representatives

of the Albina Ministerial Alliance, Church Women United, Ecumenical Ministries

. \
N [l

n -

of Oregon,and NationaI‘Conference of Christians and-Jews~ ’ N

‘,— ‘.

uogort of ggvernments° The city and county governments contributed tunds -

to the Coalition s efforts. There was no indication of any federal

»~
- -

involvement with the CoaIition. » . h » e

-

[P}
-1

\j~ ‘)"-.‘ p‘.
Metropolitan Fuman Relations Cdmmission to pr‘pose recommendations “for relieving
|13 . = * A
racial imbalance at one of‘Edrtland's high schqolss Althougﬁathe mandate was .
N
clear it gave no guidelines or parameters within which to make proposals. The ) {
G - '

groups decided on 3 structure, after soliciting additional members from the

« o~

commnity. In addition, the Coalition expanded its mandate and surveyed the

t - : ' -
entiremln;ortland school district, making recommendations on the best method for’ ‘
feducing racial imbalance districtwide.

-~ Cormitment of Sponsor: The School bdard made no commitment to accept

Coalition recbmmendationsl Since the .oard gave the Coalition %hatever power

it had,Coalition leverage was nonexistent. The Coalition was not really

-dutonomous, although it. was free to obtain any technical services it needed

and to make any proposals it wished. " As an advisory group to the board, it
/
was not intended to be autonomous. . /

Member Commitmeﬁt: _Coalition members were very committed to the notion

] Of helping the ‘school board work out difficult problems of desegregation without

beihg forced into court. ‘The members seemed to understand and accept their

ma}ldatq. 3 o @
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. Effective Moxfit:ofing Bodv Leaders%‘ip_: We have little’ information on the

!

)
. . & g

‘ . . act:ual leadership of t:he Qoalicion, alt:hough its, abilit:y to werk well together
! [N

v
-

o @0 and perform its task :Lndicat:es some cohesj.veness and direction. There was no
- “ T R
) provision for training of Coalit:ion m‘embers.

* a

St:rategies s ) ’ '
T . : uembgr;d;‘g Structure: " The (,‘oalit:ion-was basically a grass roois group. .

e Any person or organization was free to join. The Coalition apoarent:ly did not

v seek out members, but: the’ membership cut aér\qss all sectors of the community.
. \ - ' )
. Approach to Monit:oring: The Coalit:ion analyzed the entire Portland
. ‘5
T ‘ school ‘system rat:her t:han at:t:acking problems as they mighr,arise. It con-

— ) ducted, analyzed, and used a quest:ionnaire given to all participants in public

> - ] N )}
fo ms (not a random salee, but a wide selection of interested citizens),
al
It conducted research on the results of school desegregation nat:ion-wide, the ?

/
history, and current pract:ices of school desegregation in Portland, legal issues,
. a.n{oopulat:ion and hofxsing trends in Portland. . It did not, to our knowledge,

L g conduct’ in-school monitoring.: S

-/ . i~ «

Relations with School System: Relations between the schools and the

Coalition were amicable, The school dist:ric't: compr.omised or rejected some
/ recom;odations, but the relationship was never confrontational. Some black )

paft:icipdnt:s and citizens felt that the é?glat:ipnshfo was too amicable, that

some white Coalition members had implicit¥y or explicitly agreed v;ith schoof

‘personnel that the schools need not accept the strongest recommendations for
. ~

change. These blacks formed or supported the United Black Front, which

. -~
4' made stronger educational demands ‘backed by a successful one-day school,

.boycott during t:he spring of 1980. . ' N

-

. Out:comes 7

~

January 1978, the school board accepted the Coalition's initial recom-
" 1 .

»

b mendations to drop ﬁui’i:her consideration of a'red:[/st:rictihg plan .that yould
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have bused Black ét:udent:s to achieve more racial balance. The Coalftion
1

v
-

" report pade recommendat:ions in ten areas—— administ:ration, student transfer,

curriculum, teacher t:raining,\ student dis‘t’i*p‘line, minorit:y hiring, minority . .‘*
k3

O Vo

teacher plate.ment: int:egrat:ed housing, adyisory boards, and fut:ure relations

o between schools and the Coalft:ion. The Superintendent publicly responded to
/ -
. these-reconmendatlons,. accepting all of them in principle except the one

dealing with student t:ransfers.4 On April 14, 1980 the School board adopted a
Comprehensive Desegregat:ion Plan which incorporat:ed many of the recommendatioms
« ©of the Coalit:iqn§5 The United Black Front sponsored a school boyco;t: on May 19,

1980 t:o‘_pr\o.t:est: and draw attentionjto ot:her recommendat:ions from at least: some ”

.
-

members of the Coalit:ion that were not accepted.

The /School board plana has not yet begn imp¥emented, so we have no kr—
mation on its civil rights results. *- - -
¢ : ’ ) ;oo ' . ’ Y

. ° A . » .
D. Citizens Commission-tn School Desegregation in Buffalo, “New York

—

\ Desegregat:ion began with tﬁ re.medy order of April 30, l976 (Arthurv: . .
Nyquist, 415 F. Supp 904 W.D.N.Y. 1976) This ruling prov\ided for compulsory
racial balance of high s’chools and volunt:ary inducemencs in grade schools ¥

rd ‘ N

h magnec el nt:ary schools, a Qualit:y Int:,egrat:ed Education (QIE) pro= o

gram, and one way b sing of inner-city blacks to peripheral ﬂhit:e elementary ‘ &

schools, The plaintiffs, however, challenged t:he effect:iveness and disprooort:ional
burden of these programs. On June 6, 1979, Federal Dist:rict/ Court: Judge John T, - ]

Curt:in found t:hat: t:he "Bu‘falo plan” of January 5 . 1977 left too mar!y (15) all '
e

minorit:y schools intact. and "that it placed t:oo igreat: a burden on blacks and . T

other. nonwliite children."87 On August 8, 1980, Judge Curt:in accepted the B/ard

of Educdt¥on's plan for desegregat:ion, which relies on nine school closings, /
. -t

threé new magnet schools, and voluntary busing to ach’:l‘.eve racial balénce.

. "Ju'dge Curtin also- o’rdered the school system to hire ° nfinorit:y teacher for B
~ -~ RIS <

. . every nonminorit:y hired in the future. The plaintiffs, t:he Buffalo €hapter of
Y . S 4
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t:he/NAACP, planned to a@.peal the _desegreéa,t:ion order and ask the Circuit Court of
‘ Appeals to delay the orﬂer until the appeal {s settled. The teachers union .
T 88
., . ray appeal the affirmat:ive action hiring order. , \
g The Buffalo schools will have 47 000 pupils in 1980—81, of whom about '
50% are w}hit:e. N Lo . .
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. ~ - : TABLE 8

CITIZENS COMMISSION. ON SCHOOL‘DESRGéEGATION

' . BUFFALO, NEW YORK L :
- «b' FE , " .
ESTABLISHED: ' September 29, 1977. - . . (r- ) o e o
) L. . . . - .. . .
) TERM: T Originally through Bhases I & II of desegregation order, -‘Dissolved November 21, 1979. .
N before Phase II completed P AN oo '
b “ . ] . . RS
SPONSOR: U, S District Court, Western District of New York Judge John T, Curtin
\) ’ - .,ﬂ
SPONSOR'S CIVIL Statutory Ll | -

. RIGHTS GOAL: \ 5_ e . - i't . e L) L. o ce”
SPONSOR'S MANDAfE’TO fhe goal ig tp facilitate cipizen partic@patiogo n the desegregation process and
MONITORING BODY: tojdeal with problems if an orderly fashion. " ) . .

2 . [ li‘ ° g K
t ., "ﬂ";? B ‘ : o, ? . s
B RESPONSTBILITIES: " "o .foster- public awareness anhd inﬁ%lvepent in implementat}on of the court's k ’
' . désegregation plans," D

affected by court order.'

RS . )
"To monitor desegregation at :ignet schools, QIE schools, and all other schools
"To gerve as a conduct for co

unity" input into school development." . °

- - ) "To encourage cooperative effo{ts by local universities -and colleges, cultural .
1 institutions, business, ligious labor and community organizations with the
A Buffalo.Publié Schools. o
[N . R . »

AUTHORITY: : "To identify 1mp1ementation pro lems, to attempt to resolve these problems thriagh
. E ) mediation and conciliation under direction of the court, apd to bring unresolved .
53&3 ) R problems to 'the attention of the Buffalo School Board the parties, the court, Or(‘i}

- - . other appropriate persons." 92 J\« o

o

"It is not a substitite for the:’ chool Board and has no authority or power to give )

- direction to any member of thel\Roard or staff",93 . o
¢ i DN
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. . « s »

B z} . i
(Table 8 continued) : o * cot
STRUCTURE: - Commissfon Chairman appointed,by the court(Max\Glenhi‘Carol Streiff)
. . Executive Committee appointed by, chairman
B ’ L . " Executive Secretary appointed by the court (-second year only) J .
. o Subcommittees (7) established,by the Chairman and executive committee, )
. . ' 7 -
- MEMBERSHIP:. . 30 - 35 members .appointed by the court for one year. . . .
i - : "Representatives of major groups and geographic areas in the community who have, . )
as 1nd1v1duals, demonstrated deep concern with the welfare of the city and .
- its school system."94 . « .
- ; : Included .Plaintiffs ‘ e e !
w— H . C i . - L
Nt ) ¢
STAFF: ‘_}; Professional (law school graduate) staffer and clerk typist
e : Clerk typist (second year only). . - :
¥ ) ©
.. FUNDING:. From school ‘board for "all legitimate expenses" v
. . R [
+ . MEETINGS: Full committee méetings monthly with subcommittee meetings at the discretion
of the subcommittee chairperson . e P .
. A L
? . ~ [’
REPORTING PROCEDURES: Supposed to report to Superintendent, School Board and staff, and court, but 1n ' 5
. practice reported only to the court / ‘ .. ‘
OUTPUTS: - A 2 Annual’ repoz't;S‘95 C : = ° ’ )
T : "First Semi-Annual Report or Implementation'of Desegregation in Buffalo Public .
. - Sthpols", dated June 15, 1978, . ‘ .
- "1978-79 Annual Report on Implementation of Desegregation in Buffalo Public -3
. A Scheols", dated July 26, 1979, (
! .
' . , . o . ' Y v . . “ ‘. : . ' \
T : . . .o . . 4 g ’ . .
. ) N : . ’ ~
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. Resources . .

Funding and Staff: There were few conflicts oder funds. Membere served

s
N

"voluntarily, and the school system péfﬁ all necessary expenses without

T . - - -

. -

dispute. The proﬁessional staffer did Aot work well with' commission members;'

-

. some perceived her to be’secretive, almost antagonistic, and responsive to

the court rathe? than to the Commission. ’

. .

Access to Information from School District: Gathéring information was a -
. - : Fied

.constant s?urce of conflict between the Commission end the schools. Judge Curtin

was forced to intervene on occasion. i . . N -,

.

~ \ ]
- The school system argued .that with their.previous demonstrations of "good

faith," an external medidtor was unnecessary. ‘The. schools were invited, but

L. declined; to nominate anyone for membership. As a result, the Commission's tilt

toward the plaintiffs' perspective hampered but did not entirely impede the s
Py v . , e S A ’

Commiséiois access to school informaiion. Criticism.in the first Commission ,
Semi—Annual Re-ort furthey fueled the Roard' s resistance, Fven with school board.

representatives on the Commission during the second year, school resistance to

. ~

and attacks upon the Commission and its work continued. School officials

L] .

. continued to insist that the informational demand diverted too much personnel-

time and effort. N ‘ . ‘ .

¢ - . - N
[

Community Support-and Information: There was little community interest in

or support for the Commission;\what support it had from blacks1:nd.white'

% desegregation supporters declined over its two year existence.’ memiséion
- . ' f s

. membe%s received cbmmunity (black and white) cgmplaints and comments although,
y
with the exception of one public meeting, these comments were never particularly

solicited. (One former member suggests that this public meeting was one

.

reason for the Commission's dissolution.) Another member suggested that

- . : - . _ . . (
because the'Commission was'charged with confidentiality (only the Chairperson

" was permitted to speak publicly for t:he "unified Commission"‘ .members could ask .

@1
~




1

-

T

-Strategies ‘ . o . §

. N . - ‘
. [ PN
~

A‘though,Judge Curtin_ intended the,Citizens Commission to be only an

_ « N\ ”
objective, statutory monitor, medidtor, and informacion gatherer for the court,

~

the fact that its members were passionately committed  to desegregatioa led the

school system to see it as an adversary. The schools behaved antagonistically

{ to the Comnission, which responded in Kind; Commission members and plaintiffs

L
-

both comolained of the schools' "paranoia"‘and,"intransigence." Thus even’

members‘who'began with an_ intent to be.objective monitors eventually became
advocates for the Q}aintiﬁfs as battles with the schools contfnued. . - o~

The adversarial relationship naturally impeded the flow of information ‘ . ;

» 3

betweéen the schools and the Commission, and colored Commission reports. The two

annual_reports were the Commission's only outputs, only strategies for ihducing a

— $
change, and their onlynmteﬂalintervention in the desegregation process. Both

.
-

-éporcs_gener_nedygreat controversy. The court's preferred Teporting procedures .

® - 3 |
- [

. called fbr ‘the Commission to appzoach school personell  first when it detected

problems. Only if the school could or would not solve the problem was the ' $
. . . g ~ %
Commission %0 come to the court. However, the Commission either went straight to

"

the court with complaints or waited to publish them in’the reports. Furthermore, the

» ]
School Board wanted to comment on, and possibly even to edit, the. repogss begore

their release, but the Commission did not give it the 0pportunft;'for the first.

" report. Sirice this oractice preoi.'ed the schools” from taking any régemdial
Sean ) - - f ’ Y ‘ <
actions, and since the report was highly critical, it met great hostility from

. . ] . .
‘the schools. For the second annual report, the procedure was changed.The schoolrsystem
A -
received a rough draft four weeks before the printing ‘date; it verbally, and then
' )

in writing, requested that one section be deleted and other changes be made.’ The

Y

- Commission wrote to the court to -answer the schools objections,- and J'everythin&

~

pretty much stayeﬁ as it was.:" The Comgission and- the schoolsJai& ho&d one meeting

[y ’

to discuss the report, and a few changes weve made, SO the hostilitv was a bit

¢

lower the second time. The report still was controversial however (e.g. one footnote

- —_

RIC . 103




high school was highly publicized and disputed) N . Y

- - - W

Outéomes < .
— ——— N N . Qés;

-

Apparehtly inadvertently, tbe'Commission has probably impeded progfess in

the case, since its composition made the séhools defensive and hostile and

therefore unwilling to listen to other’proponents of desegregation. Perhaps 1if -

the Comnission hag been more willing to‘deal directlv with the schools, #t could
have overcome some of ifs own and the scnools' intransigence. Judge Curtin is
aiso partly reSponsible for the Commission's.failure, for several -reasons. First,
he could have taken a more active rqie in selecting and overseeing the ‘members .
of the.éommission,’and coulo perhaps have defused some_of'the bunker mentality on
both sides. More importantly, he sent miied signals, he asked the Commission to
be objective monitors- bringing information to the court, but he also asked them

8

to work out a%_many problems as possible directly with the schools. Those are ~

LY

. . ¢ . : v
two Separate roles; at a minimum they require a relat\ﬁely r'elaxed atmosphere if “

both roles are to maintdined simultaneously. - '

flowever, the -Commission had some positive effects.’ It brought problems such

-«

as resegregation of the high schools to the attention of the court and community,

and it raised the whole idea of citizen participation in desegregation to a high

level of consciousness. Controversy over the proper role of citizen$ may be

? f—

proferable to the assumption of no role for tbem

,
~

E. Citywide:Coordinating,Council (ccc), Citvwide Parent Advisory Committee (CPAC),

- Y

‘Community District.Adyisory Councilg (CDACs), Recial-Ethnic Parenb‘Councils

(REPCs), and Racial-Ethnic Student Councils (RESCs) in Boston, Massachusetts

—

Largely because of its division into inwardly 1goking ethnic neighborhoods, '

Boston is "very polarized,... a city with pervasive raclal problems."96 School

v
~ -

desegregation has been, and continues to be, an explosiye issue.

L |

“The city's sixth.

- N - -
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many but, answer only a few questions from the public. This may have impeded -

community interest and involvenment,

LY - -~
.

The business community and civic groups took an active role in the deseg-
Tegation procest (e.g. banks adopted. certain schools to help. fund administrative -
costs of implementation), but neither worked much with thé‘Conmission. One |,

Commission member worked at a lpcal computer firm, and gave assistance with

analysis of the school's information network. Most religious groups also ignored

. -
P} - . »

the Commission, although it did receive clerical work ératis from Buffalo

Area Metropolitan Ministries during its first year, when the Winistries head,

Max Glenn, acted as chairperson ,

’ Media Presentation: There was little media coverageaand in turn, except

’

f%f the annual reports, the Commission put out few ° uress'releases. The

CommiSSion in short, did not act to promote positive--or any-—media coveraga.
TN Government Support: There was no apparent suppott from local. or state |
governments. The Community Relations Service’conducted a tvo-day training seminar

for members. Member reaction varied between "good" and "excellent," depending
e ; v A . ; :

-,

' on their prior knowledge of schools and desegregation. CRS also advised the

City and other barties on how to avoid violence. . .

L

Clear Ma“ﬁatg All members agreed that the mandate, responsibilities,
(

and autho*ity wera clear as well as broad enough to ﬁermit wide flexibility in

,
.

a

selecting issues they chose to monitor, . o :

Commit ment of Sponsor: There was no provision for leverage on the school

“

district. . The'Commission was directed to try to'resolve proglems with the ' ?

schools befere” taking unsolved issues to the Judge, a directive!which does
’

not'suggest intense involvement by Judge Curtin. Some respondents claim that .
£ Lt
the judge was th really committed to the idea of ‘citizen monitoring, that he c

. Occasionally joined in a tacit alliance with the schools against the Commission. fl

. . \ - ;/

s
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O
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-
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his inability to unify the Commission and deal with details. Some members’}

B,
ér
4

£
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Members Commitment: The members\began with sufficient commitment--some
7 \ .

-

were‘plaintiffs in the casef-but as the. Cormission's effectiveness waned, their

" motivation did also. They also-argued among themselves over their proper focus ‘

3

and strategies. However, during the Commission's last six months, under the’

new chairperson member interest rose and the organization and, effectiveness

-

improved. .

" Effective CommissioQ\Leadershipr The lack of a strong, leader was a major

. stumbling block in the first year. _Rev. Glenn was not seen by memhers &s a

particularly good administrator or organiéer despite his major role in

~

structuring subcommittees and setting the agenda. Most members complained of

believe he deliberately misled.sectionsN:k the Buffalo community. Others
believed him to be a puppet of the court and schools. Members also complained

because Rev. Glenn was not from Buffalo; he had moved there only six months
befdre bein§ named.chair and he left the city spon afterwards.
Commission's effectiveness increased greatly. She is credited bv all parties except

the schools for turning an otherwise disastrous operation into something of a
\

_syccess. §h5>was particularly good with details. The only complaints were

¢

that she was not as sfrong a leader as she might have been since she preferred

to do virtually everything by cornsensus of the entire Commission. 'Foweverz
the schools were more receptiLe to Rev. Glenn than to Ms. Streiff because of

her demand for information and plaintiff orientation. Finally, "personality
. )

problems" between Carol Streiff.and the professiénal staffers are reputed’

" to be. a princiga; reason for disbanding the Commission. Allfrespondents either

R

agreed that this was the case or pleaded ignorance of the matter. Those , Lo
1

dgreeing sided overwhelmingly with Carol Streiff

=

Under the six month tenure of Carol Streiff, the Acting Chairperson, the ‘

.

&
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year of school desegregation...proved every bit as tense as the first,"

o ~ - v
R . given incidents in which school buses cartying black students to South

Béston High School were stoned by masked whites, a fifteen year old black

football player was shot and paralyzed and black teens in Roxbury attacked .

-

passing motorists. The absence of strong business, civic,or political legﬁer-

\

ship in support of the faderal court desegregati%n orders is seen by many as

: the reason for the continuing strife. Others, howevef, point out that only

a few of thé 200 scheols were violent when desegregation began, that the School

.~

Committee has had moderate pembers during the 1970's, and that desegregation
A ; .
o "™ . -

has become a fact of life for most resiéents.

The first federal desegregation court order came on June 21, 1974 (Morgan

. 98 . . . 4
v.‘Hennegan)i~,/;n that suit, Federal District Judge Arthur Garrity Jr. found that.

the Boston School Committee had establighed ard perpetuated an unconstitutionally

. .- segregated school- system, effects of which were evident.in every school, De-

»

segregaaipn was to take place in two phaseé;T’PﬁZse I, which &as'implem?nted
o in September 1974, was a shoft—term imbalance plan. It was devised by the
_State Board of‘Educati;n in 1973, and was intended to reduce the n;mber of
" . imbalanced schools (éhose with more than 50% nonwhite students); reorganﬂé;d
the grade stéucture, and re;ssign-;tudents. Phase II, beginning in September
l975,'rquired full desegregation Ehroﬁgh red?sté?éting} magnet schools, and
busing. The coﬁrtmrﬁf?f found ?hat neither phase had Peen imple;énted
— acceptaﬁly, and appointed a panel oé fo;; special masters to redesign the
Phase II plan, which was implemented’ in Seppembé; 19Zg as Phase Ii ?f'

Judge Garrity also sét up an elabotate styucture of monitoring and

adviédry committees to facilitate desegr&gétion and insure implemgntacién of

his orders. Their characteristics are sumarized in Table 9. Boston has by .

r A . ‘e
.

. o ) 107 g
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» . ' L .
( far the fullest complement of monitoring bodies of any school district .
4

’

~

undergoing{desegregation. ’ ) . .

The racial composition of the Boston school district in 1978 was 45% Va

. "black, 39% white, and 15% other minorities.ﬂ? The school systeq,_liye

the city and state, is facing severe cutbacks and possibly even closings

-
.
.

in the spring of 1981 as a result of the property-tax limits of Proposition

2 1/2. The school system ha$’ often run at a deficit in recent years, but it
must balance its budget, - close for the rest of the year, or mortgage next '

.
-

year's revenues in the face of the new mandate for fiscal austerity represented -

by the Proposition. This situation can only mean bad news , at least in

the short run, for the desegregation effort and the heav11y—financed monitoring” .

bodies.

-

4 .
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ESTABLISHED:

-
.~

TERM: .
SPONSOR:

SPONSOR'S CIVIL
RIGHTS GOAL:

SPONSOR'S MANDATE TO
MONITORING BODY:

RESPONSIBILITIES: -

-

7

a) June 5, 1975 . .

g) August 24, 1975

. ' TABLE 9

CITYWIDE COORDINATING COUNCIL
< 4
BOSTON, MASSACHUSETTS

Ty -
< June 30, 1976

v . M Vi

b) August 24, 1976

\
b) August 24, 1976 - Angust 31, 1978

Federal District Judge W. Arthur Garrity, District of Massachusetts -

‘Svatutory; Fducational

a) "Foster public awareness of and 1nvolve-

»

ment in...impleméntation of the court's
desegregation orders,-.be the primary
body mogitoring ihplementation on '
behalf of the court.'"100

- =

a) “Work to develop the cooperative efforts

.public, the parties dhd the Court.

of uqfversities and colleges, cul%gral
institytions and ‘businesses and lahor

organizations’with the Boston schools, ...

attempt to-identify and.resolve-prob-
lems by mediation and conciliation,...

A

act with awareness of the needs of non-

English speaking groups and communities
in the city,.. .bring unresolved prob
lems to the attention of ‘the parties,

. the Court or other app¥ropriate per-'

sons, . .communicate or publicize its
views and recommendations to, the ~

The
CCC will not co-manage or make policy

.

b) "Court's prime agent in monitoring

-~ and nurturing desegregation by
coordinating and supervising -
other monitoring bodies,...obtain,
synthesize, and disseminate...
accurate information purtinent to
implementation of thicﬁpurt s .
desegregation plan."

b) Stope was restricted to monitoring of

citywide issues (e.g., vocational
education, municipal fiBEnEes) and
to working with CDAC3

"New jemphasis or public' information .
functton of providing accurate and
adequate 1nformation...with respect
to the plan and its implementation.,"

Also fogus on-citywide community liaiso
and district council lipison-- e.g.
facilitate involvement of all
community organizations .in deseg-
fegation process, and oversee CDACs

“

'

.

n

103
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(Table 9 % ~d) L o ‘
' (responsibilities } .for the Boston Public Schools. Neither )
continued) will it assume ‘the responsibility of ;
’ the Boston Schooll Committee and the ~ .
) Superintendent and other defendant:io4 T - -
to earry out the Court's orders." .
- ~ Aﬁ%HORITY: - _a) Hold public meetings, conduct hearings, b) Supervise and coordinate CDACs,
; ® R make written reports, inspect school especially their monitoring
. facilities Hold elections of REPC members to
‘ ., . Parties shall cooperate and provide105 CDAC- and CPAC.
- ] ’ \ reasonable access to information e Oversee staff of CPAC to ensure
. . . . , - _its  desegregation, strengthen
< - . . ' .+ ¢ CDAC¢ generally 106 b
: - ’ : . . Rest same as before
1 , i -l } .
- STRUCTURE : a) Chaifperson (Arthur Gartland) - ., *b) Chilrperson (Dr. Robert Wood)
. Executive Committee (10) Subcommittees:
) Subcommit tees® .+ Community Liaison (3)
Public Information (4) Distri¢t Councils Liaison (3)
Community Liaison (5) .
. CDAC Liaison ) . ' - ’
’/’//;f Education’ (8)
. g School Liaison (7) n __
* : Public Safety & Transportation (5)
MEMBERSHIP: - a) gelected and appointed by Judge b) 15 members, appointed by judge, by
ey L "White, black, Hispanic and Asian same criteria -
— ,x“f o ethnic groups, parents.,..persons - Student participation eliminated
& . from educational, business, labor . ‘ Number of parents reduced; designation
% t civic, religious and community of special parent representatives
- . organizations" 107 R from: each CDAC .
R R - : Two members from CPAC, two members R '
e from RESC |, .
- . . ’ P . .
i:l;l- - :STAFF: a) Executive ‘Director (Rev, Michael Grogen) b) Executive Direé@or (James Breeden).
. Deputy Director v R Associate Director (liaison with ]“1‘
Administrative Assdstant. " school department and court)
: Court Liaison b ' . Associate Director (for momitoring)
Monitoring Coordinator e . . Clerical Staff (4)
. ! CDACS Coordinator : ' ' ’
-t ;0 . ‘ 4
(“El{llC ~ y ' ‘ - )
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(Table 9 continued) . . ' . ‘ -
- -~ 3 , : oo ‘ ; ) ‘
(stqff continued)- Public Information Coordinator - ' l .
) " - Publi¢ Safety & Transportation . -
. . Coordinator . LA

—_—
Rpar= SRR

Community Relations Coordinator
‘Bi-lingual, Program .Coordinator

§ ‘Clerical Staff (ZT - - A
FUNDING: ~ a) $280; 000 (?); paid by defendants b) $100,000 in 1976-77 i8h°°1 year;
‘ T paid by defendants
RN ‘ $270 000 in 1977—78 school year;
_ ’ paid by defendants 109
+ MEETINGS: At least once a month; subcommittees Eliminate provision on frequency
‘ ¢ twice a month © Met bi-monthly
gt . "~ Agenda publicized; meetings open - ]
-~ . ¥eet with school committee and . R 4 :
/ - v superintendent at least once a V- . /
. month . ) : Co
REPORTING PROCEﬁhRES: Monthly reports to the court and ¢ Quar}erly reports to court
. parties . ' . . .
M All reports public N ’ ¢ .
. R , . .
OUTPUTS: . a) Annual Repert, 1975-1976 110 » *b) "Quality Education " Report,
' , . Public forums in all 9 districts March 1977 1
- ” - Analyses of proposed staff reductions Final ﬁeport, August 197.8.113
. "Accurate flow of information to fhf . a '

court on countless subjects.”

~
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(fable Y co ¢ tnued)

ESTABLISHED:

TERM: ‘

-

SPONSOR:

SPONSOR*S CIVIL
RIGHTS GOAL:

SPONSOR'S MANDATE TO

MONITORING BODY:

<
RESPONSIBILITIES:
o -

AUTHORITY:

STRUCTURE: —

5

Fad

Q‘ schools" 121

—T

v R ,{\
. . -

.

A .

CITYWIDE PARENT ‘ADVISORY COMMITTEF

‘BOSTON, MASSACHUSETTS . ‘ .
- L
Octobenr 4, 1974 . ‘
. ~
Open-ended
Federal District Judge W. Arthur Garrity, District of Maésachdéetts
Social
L
w 119

“To coordinate -activities and disseminate information among school REPCs
"[To be] the body exclusively composed of Barents concerned with resolution

of racial problems within the schools"
Ypromotion of racial harmony apd resolution of racial problems within the

1

V4

_Supervise, support and coordinate local REPCs : \

-9

. .

Work closely with community liaison sybcommitted of CCC -
Monitor citywide aspects of court orders on student discipline
Screen applicants for administrative jobs ]
Pisseminate information to RR££S ] ’ ) ‘
Liaison with other community groups =

Reasonable access to information from all parties equal to that of CCC and CDACs

Receive information directly
Request meetings with school committee and superintendent 4 times a year

Co-chairpersons &% each racé

Alternate by lot in presiding over meetings By ' 5

-— ‘ ‘

s
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(Table 9 continued)

¥

MEMBERSHIP: -

. \?‘mgf:

->

-

FUNDING:

MEETINGS:

REPORTING PROCEDURES :

OUTPUTS:

/
5%

.
~ . 3 2
< - .

Two from each of nine‘distriéts, one black and one white, elected from REPC members
Two Hispanic .and two Asian-American parent representatives elected by citywide

caucuses of parents of Hispanic and Asian-American students . . . .
y N ! —_— ) " NN . .
Coordinator of monitoring (1978) R .. - /
Centrally located permanent office and staff with equal number of black and ,
white employees p N “ .
\' 3

" Amount unknown, provided by school district; "new budget pfbyisions" (as of 1978).

- ¢

At its discretion

(Superintendent of schools may attend but not vote)

Cooperate with REPCs and.sé%ﬁdT’péfsonnel to‘produce annual report of progress for 59_
each school, to be consalidated by district and citywide
§ _ .
Trainiqg_workshops, other advice and aid to CDACs, REPCs, .
” . - _ N ’ ; “ M i « v ‘
/ .

”
-




(Table 9 continued)

k.
Y
-
ESTABLISHED:
TERM&
SPONSOR:

/
SPONSOR'S CIVIL
RIGHTS GOAL: °

£

SPONSOR'S MANDATE TO *

MONITORING BODY:'

RESPONSIBIEITIES:

-‘(
et

'

oo

L

AUTHORITY :

STRUCTURE:

- e .

MEMBERSHIP:

/

... Monitor at thie district level, on subfects such as e

li . - - .
~ » “3
\
. . - \, -~
COMMUNITY - DESTRICT ADVISORY COUNGILS,’ g
BOSTON, MASSACHUSETTS  ° . . - -,
June 5, 1975 L
! < i .
Open-ended o
- k‘ /
Federal District Judge W. Arthur Garrity, District.of Massachusetts
_/

Political (interest group model); educagidnal

.

. ‘

1

“"provide a structure for community pa;ﬁicipation" 114

Monitor implementation of plan and qb;hin corrective action at school or at
the level of the district superintendent 115
‘Wact as advisory group to district‘school department ffgsonnel and monitor

implementation of the plan on the district leved", .
cation of students, repair

Y 4

and construction of facilities, tramsportation and safety, special educational .

programsf desegregation of studénts and personnel, involvement of other civic

groups st
Reasoffable aecess to information fromksPe parties
Chairperson elected ; . u,

Members

One council in all nine districts
Maximum of 20 members, iﬂcluding 10 parents, 2 students, "representatives of
‘teachers, police, school department administration, business, university,

labor or community groups" _lﬁ\\“§‘~ﬁa .~ )
Parents and students elected by REPCs amd RESCs / . - o J-
Others nominated by CCC,‘appointed by court ’ .J//xf’
No more ‘than hq}f the members may be of 1 race -

: )
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(Table 9 continued) i > . ’ (
' S T
STAFF: * Secretary .provided by -each school distx;ict,.(..w’/S; T
A Coordinators and other staff (1976) | vy = .
. . - . ‘ ’
FUNDING: ¢ . Unknown amount; provided by school district (estimate - about $300,0007?) v
MEETINGS: . At least once a month ) N . ' '
, REPORTING PRQCEDURES:: Send reports and bring unresolved matters to CCC .
OUTPUTS: Varied by district3 some did systematic monitoring and reports and others concentrated \
b more on advising schools . _ .
- ) A )
‘A
- ’> ,
v \ ‘ - i 4 . :zﬁ -
- * [ .y ’ ‘ i3
~ ’ - R
_ . ) 4 x:,
- 4 oS
1
. . v .
- p . ' 2 l
<
y | \
, . . v * .3
' - ' 4 ’ ’ - ' -
A
l’ » a - - -
. - >
- ty . : -
‘ -
- M*': -
: — 122 ¢
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(Table 9 ccnqinued)

A ESTABLISHED:

TERM:

¥

SPONSOR:

SPONSOR'S CIVIL
RICHTS GOAL:.

SPONSOR'S MANDATE TO
- MONITORING BODY:

RESPONSIBILITIES:
i

.s ¥. AUTHORITY:

I
-
oy

- STRUCTURE :

MEMBBRSIIIP H

Open—endgd

Ao

[

RACEIAL-F.T}{NIC PARENT COUNCILS ¢ |
/ M s _
BOSTON; MASSACHUSETTS :

b ' ®

October 4, 1974 ' ’ ‘

Federal Digtrict Judgeaw. Arthur Garricy, District of Massachusetts

4

Political (grass-roots model); Social ] . |
’ -° I . Y

Investigate and recommend on racial problems in schools

Create means of communication and promote understanding and common purpose

among parents, students, teachers, staff’ "ff that the best available
education may be offered to all childredf .
“Prowjde mechanisms for goncerned parents to address racial problems in their
children's schools" .
"“Not intended {to] shoulder major responsibility for school safety and racial ..
harmony, .. [ should] "share common concerns [with} parents and students_of othet

races [to] understand differences in views that have common roqt's"A1 - v

o
Authority to visit school during school hours, send out pamphlets, propose .
modifications to student activity ptog;ams . -

Access to school records and information from principal and'ataff

\

° ¢

.Co-chairperson elected by members of .each racial or ethnic,group

Chairpersons rotate by lot in preaiding at meetings . o

Elected annually by all parents of students attending school’a N .
Elementary schools: three from each racia} or ethnic-group e ].A'i
Middle schools: four‘from each group

High schools: five from each group ‘
Include Oriental or Hispanic representatives if more than 60 students in séhool (1975)

-
o .

s




(Table 9 continued)

STAFF:

FUNDING:

MEETINGS:

REPORTING PROCEDURES:

OUTPUTS :

-

»

Part-time clerical or inQestiggtiVe assistance ~
» - 4 - q .
Expenses reimbursed by defendants
School department services to be used before outside expenses made
Now budget established by school department - amount unknown
At least once a month; agenda distributed in advance
All but one member of each racial or ethnic group must be present for quorum.
(Give notice to school principal and faculty senate chairperson, who may attend
but not vote) . ) :

To* principal and CPAC v
Vary by school

, [ = ' L]

+ ’ * 'Y

-96-
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(Table 9 con - d)
' - | RACIAL-ETHNIC STUDENT COUNGILS

BOSTON, MASSACHUSETTS _

ESTABLISHED: October 4, 1974
PR - s
TERM: ~ October, 1974 - August 1976 /2~ , L
. SPONSOR: Federal District Judge W. Arthur Garrity, District of Massachusetts . =
. SPONSOR'S ‘CIVIL . soctal . . . {
" RIGHTS GOAL: ) p
™ - : °
SPONSOR'S MANDATE TO To deal with racial tensjions and problems at the individual school level .
MONITORING BODY: “"Share common concerns of...students of other races,[to] understand differené@h
T in views that have racial roots." 125 - .
RESPONSIBILITIES: See REPCs. - ' !
ApTﬁORITITY: No access to school records .
) v»:v ot . ; . ‘- N %
¢ STRUCTURE: See REPCs - 7 .
? ’ ¥ - MEMRERSHIP: Elected annually by all students attending schoolé-J/ -
4 / ‘ ‘ Middle schools: four from each racial or ethnic group _ -
: ” o High schools: five from each group ‘
STAFF: Unknown B
» «W" R ,
» ots . hd
FU:;}NGimw' " Unknown; probably none
JpeTINGS ! See REPCs . ’
- ) . ) .
" 1ﬂ~ﬁ7 £;f§EPQRTINg'PROCEDURES: Sent to principal o . . 1
; - YA - : p . . Qo
‘}‘ig; QUTPUTS : ‘ Unknown : ©S
Y . Y —
/7 - — «
" } t . ,
'/,z s -* .
L '
' .’ (2 N - b ‘-%‘7.




* ey
W

« % -

Resources of the CCC

® Funding: The €CC, described by Judge Garrity in 1976 as "the Court's principal
r — :
monitoring agent," had.1975 and 1976 budgets.of $220,000 and $100,000 respectively,

provided by the school district. The budget was to cover salaries and other

expenses of the CCC, subject to the approval of Judge Garrity. IT had sufficient
financial resources and autonomy to accomplish its tagk.

. FE .
Communications with School District: Relations between .the schools and

the CCC were initially hostile. Distric{ personnel refused to cooperate with

the CCC at all in the beginning.‘ In August 1975, it went to Judge Garrity

°

seeking an order to require -the district to release information to it. Al-"

though the president of the teachers union was a'member of the CCC during its

s

.&:

- )

. h S

first stormy year, most teachers saw the CCC as the eremy.

The Executive Committee of the CCC met monthly with the School Committee
* /

L4 .
and the Superintendent, according to one former'member of the Executive Committee.

The frequency and mandatory nature of those meetings was changed when the

‘ ‘ ) -

Council .was reorganized

After the CCC was reorganized relations improved and the schools provided

information more fully and willingly.

~ ! tions With and’Supporc From the -Community: There' was apparently

- little effective communication between the CCC and the community. The ccc
.receivejﬁfnd passed on complaints rather unsystematically during its first year.
It was set up to include members of all active and interested groups in Boston?”

v ’ so that members could act as spokespersons for their group to the CCC, and

s
) S

. vice verea. In this way, its soonsor hoped, communications would flow freely
o »

i . to and from a wide‘spectrum of the community. This communication flow did

P —_—

apparently occur, but CCC membens had such a wide range of views on desegregation )

- - N
=y .7

-

: 4 that they - sommunicated little among themselves. Thus thé informatiod -

o ' Q ‘ \

vy

pt
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that came out of the CCC was less than\pptimaily useful. and the information.

o;ha;_gamg_igtg the committee was not well used. ¢ - ) .

2
kN

When the-CCC was restructured and given entirely new members in’ its .

b
' e
second year, communications within the committee improved, but links with <

-~

outside groups declined. Tts new members generally did not reside in Boston,
or have clese links with many Boston organizationms. e
In the community in general, there was little support for the CCC among

blacks, and even less among whites. Many b£a§ks and other desegregation pro-

ponents mistrusted the CCC, because they perceived its members to b& wealthy,

.

WASP, liberal suburbanites who did not truly understand or care about Boston
schools. Many whites .opposed desegregation, which they perceived the CCC as
supporting; most whites who were active in school ‘affairs belonged to or

. &
looked to the Home and School Association (HSA) for information about schools

)

and desegregation; and Boston histdrically has-been-a.system in vwhich a high pro-

/’ .

.

portion of parents -- both white and black —- are simply yninvolved

. »
with the schools.. Finally, Hispanic and - ) ‘

A

Asian parents apparently offered the least support of all ethnic groups -

«eu,
perhaps pa;tly because the language barrier was often.great. _
®

TTTTFew Business, civie, or religious leaders gave any worthwhile support to

desegregation or to the CCC. With the eXception of CCC members and perhaps

a few others, "until recently the city's social and religious leaders have

4
126 : : ‘
skirted the race issue,' or even supported the anti-busers. Several respon- ,

dé;ts identified'the vacu%&gof leadership among -the religious and political-

leadership as the source of many of Boston's. .and the CCC's, difficulties. Some
: ]

businesses, universities, and cultural institutions have paired themselves’(or been

paired by Judge Garrity) wit %schools in order to enrich students programs ard e

-

offer tﬁ_ﬁ greater access to jobs and education. Althouzh this activitv indicates at

[

least acceptance of desegregatiir, it had little effect on the CCC.

[
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» -_—
. Media Coverage: The CCC failed to use the media effectively. It received

‘ considerable attention when it began,. but gﬂd not keep %'self in t:h§ papers

E < :
.and in the public eye. IF only scheduled one prlég conference, fdr example,
A4 . %o '
and that one at the same time as a major speech by an important political

. , A o ‘-'.\-
figure. One reporter appeared. - ®

. ) AN
Support Of Governments: Local gpvernments;—Eafticularly.the City Council, -

opposed desegregation and anything that had to do with it, such as the CCC.
oy P o~ . ] 1 . ' .
hough the Mayor did not take a stand agalﬁst_desegregation he did nothing

o unite the city in support of it, and there i&_no indication that he gave

the CCC any aid at all. . v 1 ' e

‘ ) - - ) Nt ™™
The state's Racial Imbalance Law Precipitat@d much of the desegregation

activity in Boston; state officials wrote the first plan to be implgmented, and

Judge Garrity named the State Department of Education as a defendant in the case.

Nevertheless, we have no evidence of eitHer suppere-for or opposition to the

-

' ) «CC from state ¢dfficials, v

* '

The Federal government, in the form of the CRS, was very influentiaf in

. the formatidén of the CCC and other:monitoring groupé. CRS Regional Diréétoq

Al \ ' .
Marty Walsh had a major role in presenting the idea to Judge Garrity, dgvising

the structure of the first CCC, and choosing its members. «
LY ) T T ‘ . . - N -
Clear Mandate: The Court's Tmandate to the CCC was clear; however, it was

£ -

so broad that it left committee mémbers too much room to dispute over, what to
do, and how to do it, Judge Garrity gave ng—specific gﬂidelines on how the

CCC was to "foster public awareness of and involvement in the process of

implementation,” or how and what it was to monitor. He established no organi-

»
-

. g o ) . -
zational structure for the CCC, aside from appointing a Chairperson and sub- |

H X committee chairpersons,%i?r did he define_the CCC's relat§?nship with thg
? schools, the medfa and the comﬁuni;y. _Combined with weak leadership, great

‘diversity among members, and a devisive and emotfonal {ssue, ﬁhis'lacg of",
: . J — ladl ..
f ' - *
. L e ' -
. N — 3 1 » é’;‘, . , P °l .
R . . L Wy 7 ?}" -
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specifQTity in the mandate led to great confusion within -the CCC, in the

By $

-

community, and in the schools about bhat the CCC's job was. , .- °

“ "‘é ""

Cormitment Of-éponsor: Judge Garrity gave the CCC no redl pdwef_oye%.the

¥ o . _,%y" ) ‘

school district, and specified that it was not to "co-manage or make poli

for the schools{ or "assume the responsibility" of the school committee or
staff in solving desegregation-related problems. Bu} the@judée met with the
b g ;

group at least once a month Quring the first year, talked vith members aﬂd/or )
. e
staff almost daily during.the first year, read all of their reports and -

2

s

lad

-

) e

t

comunications,and responded to their recomm%pdationé. t
Judge'Gatrity.rarely tgld the Céuncil what issues or areag ;6 invesgig{te,

and it apgarently agted independently of him as mgth'as poééiﬁlerwithin the

'Fonstraints'of being perceived. in the  community asjan‘exteﬁsion ;ﬁ tﬁe court:.lH .

One former CCC member indicated that Council was free to ask for any kind.

of outside services it felt it needed but that t@e group rarely used any.
... ‘ =z - - G

. . ' ' LN
Member Commitment: Serious questions were raised, particularly by anti-

~ ~

. ' J .
busers, about the commitment of some CCC members to the Court's mandate. They

alleged that the Council members were more interested in gaining political power

for themsglges.pr some group they represented than in monitoring desegregation h

\
~,

implementation. 30n the other hand, the inclusion in the first €CC of 6§aepent§'
of deségregation, or at least of mandatory transportation, suggests that many

members were not fully committed to effective implementation of the court order
regardless of their political ambitionms. . § T s
\ ' . . " -

‘In the smaller, more homogeneous'ccc of the second and third years, member

‘commitment to the\CCC mandate was more uniform. Fowever, several former members

; rgported that .they began to perceive the CCC as ineffective, so theif petsonél T

- -
»

commitment declined. )

Effective Monitoring Body Leadership;. Respondeﬁgs concur in describing

-

the chair of ‘the first CCC a8 a very personable man but weak leader. He was

unable to pull the disparate -elements of the Couﬁci& together and stop them
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-

§§ from "retrying the case." He was unable to'createla_positive nublic. image or to

‘ . create and maintain an agenda. He did fetain all CCC members' respect and

jj' saffection, which may have been a-major accomplishment under the circumstances.
‘ The second CCC continued to have too many ''rap sessions," and .to reformulate

t

its agenda over and over. It was,however, led more effectively and accomplished

(33
¢

_more tasks., Until the fall of 1980, its chairman, Robert Wood,VWas superintendent

of schools, and its executive éirector, James Breedon, dieected the -Office of -
\‘“’ Yﬁ Planning and Policy. Dx. Wood was dismigsed by the BSC in a budget dispute.
' ccc dembers did not receive training in monitoring or in the proviSions of
thg court orders and desegregation plan, despite their monitoring and Public

. » : /

education mandates. .
. 0 .

Resources of CPAC, CDACs, REPCs, and RESCs

_Funding: The remaining three monitor;ng bodies (the CCC has been formally

disbanded, and the RESCs are skeletal at most) have had, up to how no funding o¥-
: . ' staéf shortages. They have a joint budget of over $600,000, part-time staffers
& . PRI
in each school, and full-time staffers at district and citywide levels.

Communjications with School District: Relations with the schools are just

o as difficult as relatiors betwegh the district and thé CCC were. One, former

CCC member described the CDAC - school district ralatiohship as adversarial

+ .,

' ' ' althouqs Judge Garrity had envisioned the CDACs particularly as entities
n

."///7/ * for fosteri

,vlocal councils have friendly, helpful, and open relationships with their
particular schools. ' _— . 1 ’

1- moﬁltoringﬁﬁﬁww\
-

good school—community contacts. However, some district and"

" Two recent -incidents may indicate chanves ahead for schoo
e

¥
.

body relations. In the first, ome of the nine»CDACBn attempted to monitor

. the "educational climate" of several schools, using monitoring forms and

styles of behavior that the schools found sunacceptably threatening. The .
) . . ‘

x

g
Y

o ordered the two sides to-reach a formal
|- .

controversy reached”Judge.Garrity, yh

«
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agreement. They have done S0, with privileges and safeguards at least minimélly

acceptable to both sides. Respondents hope that when the angé% on both sides

dies down, this incident will have created the foundation for a solid working

re}ationship.
. L 4

. . . 2 ) .

In the second incident, CPAC and the CDACs. for the first time joined the
teachers union and HSA against the school administration in a dispute over

. » school closings and facilities planning.- The details are extraordinarily ' \

‘complicated, and participants disagree about‘how,ﬁﬁchtthe monitoring bodies - \\

\ ¢ Al
N

and school bodies were mutually supportive,‘but\eQEnyone'sees'this action as
Va radical departure from formerly adversarial relations. >

* Communications with ané'Subport From the Community: The REPCs, iCDAC;.

and CPAC have had a difficult time attracting pazents Qnd communicatihg with
P ” ,
'the cormunity. Less than 57 (some claim less than 17) of Boston parents are
.
s répresented on the councgils, and only a handful of parents vote for their
Lo .

22&501 representatives. Hispanics and Asians have an even lower participation

\.,ratig. For example, iriéﬁhe 6ct:ober 1975 elections for the REPCS, "letters . .
/ :j:« oS / . 4 '
announcing the election. were sent to 80,000 parents, {but] less thﬁn 3,000

parents turned out to vote. Only 12328 of the 2,900 council seats;here filled.“127
Supporters and opponents generally concur that building a co?ftitu%?cy is the
~ most important tasglof tpe REPCs \ and CDACs. \' ‘ %
Y o There are/sgvénal reasons for pposition\or indifferggce. First, these”.
bodies are intimately connecteg with ; desegregation order that man# whites . ’:
;nd some‘blgcks vehemently é;pose. econd, the groups o p;sed to.dJseg-
regation (ROAR, Restore Our Aliena tRights, in particuyar? and sometimes | -g*

the HSA had a headstart in organizing the white-community against busing

and against "ra§;cal“ parents groups. Third, -ore-white j::ént éxplained the lack of

|

the other race. This parent also felt that parents are pathetic, whether -

y PR 0

1

support as feét 6£ 553Veling into ageas that were "in t ;erritbry“ pf




_ children because of &esegregation?"

* implementation.

oy e ; Coa ’
g e A ' : ~104-
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because they tfﬁly dé no\\care, or have learned that the school system does

.

b

not respond to demands for change except under extraordinary pressure. .
' B}
Fourth, ¢sme respondents claim that minority parents have a very difficult

time dealing with white parents who offen participate on the councils so

-

that they can minimize the negative effects of desegregation on-.their children.
x

As one person put it, "what black mother wants to stay in a group where the
. y

other mothers are talking about all the bad things that Have happened to their

-

‘Finally, the groups now have a reputation

-

as being full of "rabble-rousers" "eraziesy" or people seeking personal poweg

-

4
or revenge.

A new development may cause changes in this situation over the next few

'

In several REPCs, and.one CDAC in particular, opoonents of busing are

.

years.
beginning to try to place their supporters on the coencils.- 1f this trend

continues, it would increase community support, but decrease the desegregative

thrust of the councils. - ’ -

Media Coverage. 'The CDACS and CPAC never captured the attention of

the press to the extent that the, anti-busing groups were able to, although

<

they were effective in using the media in some individual instances. .

L] . .
Government Supvort: Local, state, and federéi governmgnts relate to the
N . x . ' :
. lower tiers of the monitoring structure as they did to the CCC. Lotal and

state governments mostly ignore them, but the federal government's CRS has
N\

been involved in formulating and organizing these groups. . \

Clear Mandate: Judge gsfziiz-iftended that the parent groups x

4

deal primarily with racial-ethnic conflicts and problems of\gefegregation

He devised them to be a counter to-the HSA and a location

%

awhere different races would be induced to deal with each other, not to be actual

«

monitors. However, h&: mandate was very general and they,. like the tcC, have

floundered, wondering what they are supposed, to do and how the diffe ent groups

r"«(‘!(f’



‘The proper relationships among remﬁi?iﬂg/tiers is esoecially murky.
0
The judge apparently intended CPAC to oversee the REPCs, and the CCC to over-

see the CDACs. However when the CCC was disbanded \CPAC took over many of

its responsibilf!ies, especially for moa\bqringéagnd has“tried to take eyer

its oﬁersight rclg over the CDACs. Most CDACs resist, however, and there

" are tremendoﬁs internecine battles amang the tifrs~over~%oﬁﬁéol of budget,

-

staff direction), monitoring, aod agendaesetting. All of tois*bﬁfeau- '
cratic in-fightiag coplf_ser%aps have béEﬁ/:zoided had each grou; been giveg
a clearer mandate; and had the relationships among them oeen spegified from
_the start. , ' B 2
- _ - .

Commitment of Spongor: Judge Ggrrity required each school to have an

REPC and each district td have 'a CDAC; that, in itself has providea:fi_iiiip\

the forum for more community leverage over the schools than ex{sted previously.

He gave the councils no specific powers, although some have beccme‘extgemely

influential in hiring and transferring staff and in cetrtain other school

policies. The grou’ps are autonomous in deciding what: they will do an{ how

¥

they will do it, except to the degreg that CPAC controls the CDACs, and the

CDACs

REPCs,

Ld

control the REPCs. Judge Garrity has Wad much leis contact with the

CDACs and CPAC than he had with the CCC, pgain with some‘E&ceptions.

-—

Membet Commitment'* Some membgrs, at least accdrding to observers, are .

us{ng the parents' councils as stepping stones ta greater political offices,

forums

= ) ,
for attacks on scRool personnel agaigst whom they hold personal grydges,

"\ .
settings to work out their own psychological problems, or, simply ways to earn

\

\

4

money as partwor f&ll—-time staffers.’ On the other hand, many members “whom ,/

., we spoke with or heard about have remaiged dedicated,under almost iﬂsuperable

oddg, to desegregation and imp{ofing the education for.theif children., Thgf%@ﬂ'

o

1% no doubt about member commitment; it is not clear that Alllqembers are

committed to the same goals.

@ L4

*’ ' A

aﬁ.\'
o
2
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Finally, given the unclear mandate, variations iIn types of members, .

.« s

‘ ‘ ’ motivations,f-‘and p.articular“local conditions, individ_ual REPCS and CDACS

uave‘adoptéd very digferent styles of operating and subjects for inveétigation.
_Effective Leadership: ﬁe°cannot draw Zeneral conclusions about leadership,

because eéch tier: district, and school has a different experience. We can

note that no one has been able to ket conttol over the inter—council competition,

and few have been gble to attract a substantial constituency. =

.
y « L . -

Strategies oo o

B . . A

. The CCC tried, not very effectively, to do systemwidehmonitoring. During
its second‘phaseb elaborate.monitoring forms were drawn up, and the first
round of investigations was completed, analyzed, and publiclyrpresentedlzsﬁow-
ever, relations bétween the CCC and the CDACs (who were to oversee ghe actual
monitoring), and between both groups and the schools were sufficientl} strained
that no- further eystem-wide monitoring took place. When the CCC wag disbanded{
the monitoring function was passed on to CPAC. At present, the degree of |
systematic monitoringwvaties.by district. Some of the nine CDACO ajd/xheir
REPCs do a considerable amount of monitoring; others do not. The/e/has been
some move to change from avfocus on questions of*legal compliance -~ "bean
counting" -~ to more qualitative questions of educational quality and climate. .
" The CCC did not perform its other main function, community education, very
effeccively mainly because of internal problems.' It did,not develop much sophis-

0 -

tication about using the media, nor did it ho1d enough public forums or produce ma-
© .
terials for distribution within the commurity to have any noticeable effect.

The first ccc did perform one function that perhaps was all it could do,’

) given the racial climate in Boston in the early 1970'3. It did get meypbers
of involved groups into the same room, ‘talking with ongbanother. They expended .

' ! - . 2 . . .
most_og their energy 1in arguments, - but perhaps the‘sidple symbolic ’
‘ - . (a 41 . ‘e -

. e
: 137 .
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T effect of the existence of a monitoring body was a11 that could reasonably
be expected that year.

-

The parents'! councils have chosen to combine mo .itoring with more direct

advocacy of change. They seek to partioipate in school decisions as, well as
B s to oonvey~information to the schools and to the community about actions taken

. . ' . »
~ by the school system. Thus their relatfons with the school system have been,

and continue to be, very tense. Many school personnel, even those
. sympathetic to their efforts, describe them as too powerful and/téo di;ruotivé.
. Thay lack-thé professional expertise and perhaps the style of behavior that

would give them credibility with the school system, Their members are also

.

so angry at past injustices and concerned about their own children,
that they agﬁ 6ften unwilling to participate in slow and deliberate negotiation.

One result of this behavigr s a serious ''burn-out'-pxoblem, both among school

A}
.~

staff and parents. Parent councils are now choosing to focus more and more - .

‘on improving educational quality instead of monitoxing. implementation of

Q

racial balance strategies- Quality of education is part of the desegregation pla.

. - so the new focus does not imply abandonment of the original mandate.
Qutcomes

w«» Even With its limits; the CCC had some positive eff;cts. It did gather

»

L - . , : e
some information and convey it to the judge and; as one respondent put it it

A

"changed the judge's impression of some things. If the CCC agreed on’one
thing he generally went along. . It also "made’ therpub}ic more. avare of what
was going on inwthe school builQings, got media attention to some“positiv&
things that were happening in the schools’ improved public' information, and
dssued repofts which fn sone.way made the judge's job easier" by confirming

\§ roblems in the school system. Some saw it as the "only credible source?.of_data.“
~J , .m; ) . . . ¢
‘The' main‘ outgome of the parents councirs is to increase participation in

° .-

¢ . the schools, and to open up what had been an extremely closed and {nward-

looking system. Schools which only a few years ago were literally locked up

s




L

LAY

A

. still not clear. 129

‘consulting‘firm on desegregation. }3%

are not fellow educators,who have different cultural backgrounds, and who

perhaps are making more demands for their children than the schools are used

to. In some REPCs parents are significantly fnvolved in hiring teachers

o

and staffs; in some REPCs people of different racial or ethnic backgrounds

are learning to work with each other. There is no obvious improvement in .

,-

educational achievements resulting from the parent councils' increased

emphasis on education, but that can hardly be described as a failure on the
- x “ .
part of the councils. There is, however, a clear sense among participants,

and among opponents, that the parent councils have created a base of

P ™

operation for formerly powerless blue-collar and/or minority.citizens; how

El

much they can expand participation and contribute .to improving the schools is

F. Office of School Monitoring and Community Relations in Cleveland, Ohio

Litigation began on December 12, 1973 with the suit by a black student
, 3gainst state and Cleveland school officials. On August ‘31, 1973, Judge

Frank J Battisti Sf the Northern District of Ohdo, Eastern Division found

- in Reed v. Rhodés 13q the defendants guilty of "a deliberate and conscious
desire tb-créate or perpetuate a segregated condition. gince then, the

defendants have fought in variods ways to have Judge Battisti's orders vacated.

-

They obtained a stay to &alt desegregation planning, obtained a Sixth Circuit
ruling which o ered Judge Battisti to review the 1iabi1ity finding in light

of the Duyton school _case, and so on, The case is sti11 being litigated. In

4 -

an order issued July 25, 1980, the Judge found the school defendants'in civil

contempt, and placed the schools in partialﬂreceivership. Donald Waldrip
was named desegregation administrator in the fall of 1980, He ‘had béen supeé-

intendent of schools in- Cincingati from’ 1972 to 1976 beére forming a ;

~ .
[ 4
.
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Despite the legal hattles, desegregation began in Septemher 1979, when. -
Phase I desegregated 22,000 students in 33 schools in three clusterq. Phaqe I
hegan in February 1980, and desegregated all junior high schools, Phase Iir .

. % -

began in the fall of 1980, and desegregated the remaining four clusters}33 There

were no incidents of violence at the beginning of the first and second
"*ﬂv bl

phases, although thére were transportation foul-ups and other start-up

~

problems, . .
4 &

Desegregation has been. severely affected by the schools' and city's
severe financ;al problems. Judge, Battisti'did a careful study of, the financial
crisis, and satisfied himself tﬁat desegregation was ﬂgt causing any additional

fiscal diiﬁicultiesafor the schools. He also looked at the financial crisis

<

in order to satisfy Rimself that the f£iscal difficulties had not been created

or complicated by the school system's attempts to avoid desegrega@ion.

-
§
- ¢

Opposition to desegregation is strong ‘and continuing, for several reasons,

-First, Cleveland is similar to Boston in that a iarge proportion of its ‘
residents live in close, inward-looking &ﬁite éthnic neighborhoods.' Second,

pesple are deeply discouraged by the fiscal® oroBlems, teacher strikes, low

= ~

.achievement scores, physical plant decrepitude-‘ageneral ‘education disaste?’ -~

that they have no heart for an apparently expensive and disruptive program.

&

Third, the school administrators are locked, in a battle with Judge BRattisti,

. s0 that if they ever were operating in good fiith.to desegregate they are
- . . N %

not doing so now. As onefoﬂserver put it,f"the whole desegregation process
has degenerated to a vicious personality dispute and a challenge to the

judicial powers of U S. District Judge Frank J. Battisti v 3éinally, few

-
e

community leaders have demonstrated strong public support for desegregation, .

4
but the anti.busing group Citizens 0pposec~to Rearranging Kidg (PORK) has

% 3

been highly vocal and active.

S 7 D
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o The schools may be entering a new phase of pr9b1ems in 1981. Just seven weeki’
‘ into its new budget year, in February, the school system projects a $46 million~

-

deficit 'by‘t:he end o§_1981. Its budget allocation is $205 million for the year.

s Dr. Waldrip is simultaneously urging Judge Battisti to place the system under a

v o
H N

full .Federal receivership. He fears that cuts in staff and other expenses to )
balance thj‘budget will have disp;oportionatiely severe effects on the desegre=-

gation process. For example, most curriculum improvements have come as a result -

- .

of the court orders; if curricullm expenditures’ are cut, black schools and

students will lose what they have gdined receni:ly, according t:o_\'m’aldr::l.p.m6

In 1977, Cleveland had 119,500 s,t:uden"t:s', of whom 587 were black and 37

L)

- 'y o

were Hispanic. In 1972, there were 145,200 students, with the same percentage

of blacks and 2% Hispanics. Two thirds of t:t;e syst:ém's students come from

families with incomes below offiecial poverty levels. 136a

-

The court established the Office. of School Monitoring and Community

. ‘ Relations on May 4, 1978.137' It is described in-Table 10.
. .
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. ESTABLISHED:

FERM:

SPONSOR:

-

SPONSOR'S CIVIL
RIGHTS GOAL:

SPONSOR'S MANDATE TO
MONITORING BODY:

RESEONSIBILITIES:

* AUTHORITY:

£y

.

OFFICE OF SCHOOL

v

May 5, 1978

MONITORING ‘AND COMMUNITY RELATIONS

CLFVELAND, OIIO ) .
' 2 7~

July 1, 1918—n—Juﬂe—2G 1981 or "as long as the Comrt retains jurisdiction over
*

this case,"

Chief Judge Framk J.

.Statutory{ Educational -

.

23 =

"To observe, assess,

Public Schools and
process."

-Advisory—Cemmission:

views on”commuﬁ?%y

i

Battisti, Northern District of Ohio, Fastern Division

-
4

and report on the progress of desegregation f*the Cleveland
to foster public avareness and understanding of the desegregation

m

“"To provide the OSMCR with a community based source of constructive
needs related to school desegregation, on the activities and plans

of OSMCR...and On the range and effectiveness of programs undertaken by the OSMCR,"

_OSMCR:

Gather and convey reliable information to Court to indicate whether remedies are
effectively implemented and/or need-revision .
Act as official source of accurate and easily accessible 1nformation for public

* Advisory Comission:

Review OSMCR reports

bafore filed with Court

Conduct public meetings to teceiye and convey informatien to community -
Advise OSMCR generally ' . ' .

-

Request tnﬁﬁrmation from school officials N " lfi\l

Visit or place personnel ip schools




MEETINGS:

- J S ) ‘ - ‘
(Table 10 continued) . - S
S & v . '
ZSTRQCTURE: ‘Director" appointed by Court (Dr. Leonard Stevens)
Deputy Dixectors (4), heading .
Pivisions: . ‘
Legal Affairs and Community Relations
School Services Review ~ ] °
Y Educatiohal Opportunities Review . . . v YL .
‘ //Administration and Training ° ' o ' . Ty
“Press Secretary . ‘ ' - -
! ‘Volunteer School Monitors . .
‘ Advisory Commission Chairperson appointed by Court (Daniel Elliott, Jr.)
= * Vice Chairperson (Christine Randles)

Panels: . .
%;Legal Affairs and Community Relﬁ ;’ ;
School Services Review ‘kﬁk--' =
‘ Educational Opportunities Review = ’ A v
AdminisEration and Training 4 . )
o e School Finance . . .
. . //,
21 member Advisory Commission, of "respected persons in the community" including
" " business, labor, community, and education leaders, professionals, members of -
. "~ the public at large . .
Appointed by Court for indefinite terms Co ' .
- Voluntary; vacially diverse . . o R

Director: full-time, salaried, appointed by Court

Faur Deputy Directors. full-time, sdlaried professionals apppinted by director . . .
and approved by Court. FEach heads a division, and reports to the director 2

Administrative technical, secretarial, clerical staff "as necessary - about 15

v

]

George Fund Foundation and ESAA Grants, 5/78 -7/78: spent $44 500
ESAA Grant 7/78 - 8/79: spent $565,000; 9£79 - 7/80: spent $561,400; 7/80 - 6/81: $712,900 avai]
To extent funds not available from other sources, defendants pay OSMCR expenses " abl

n -~ ; ) . R
OSMCR° full—time activity ’ < ' ' v
Advisory Commissions full commission meets at request of Chair, about once”’a month
> Panels meet "during the interim about every 2 weeks
. . ~ Y

r




(Table 10 contittued)

REPORTING PROCERQURES:

&

-

x o

mitted to court and made public’
ummaries, press releases, speech

x

Formal written reports sub

Also fact sheets, report 8 es and interviews by
. -

g€ Director, etc
+ w . I ’ ' ’ ’ b ; '._ . o ~
OUTPUTS : “ Over 20 reports_ 138 ‘ .
., . Provide information fggand conduct briefings for parpnts,.commqnity groups, ,
. . ’ schools and media ) ‘ : ‘ '
L, Organized Student Advisory Panel . . -
. e . -
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Resources ’

Funding: Because of its ESAA grant, the OSMCR is probably the best funded
,“‘ . .._\ v !
: of all the monitor;gg groups we studied. It appears to have no financial
%
difficulties in either level of funding or spending discretion. One observer

2 e t

. pointed out that it has had difficulty inducing the schools to apply for ESAA funds.
Conmunications with School District: OSMCR's relationship with the schools

has been, and continues to be, one of the most antagonistic that we have seen.

OSMCR members refuse to meet with school personnel, respond to their'invitations,

* or make recommendations to the schools. School personnel refuse to communicate

o t

with monitoring group members or even read-their reports. School staff complain
that OSMCR requés}s for information are unreasonable and often yiss the point,
but that monitoring staff will not listen to any suggestions. OSMCR staffers
coﬁblain that the schools try to delay and evade giving oﬁt informa;ion.; All

‘  in all, the relationship could hardly be characterized as workable. There is

. . P
no question that the school administfgtion sees the OSMCR as the enemy.

Information and Support from the Community: As in most school systems, few

>

parents strongly support desegregation or tﬁevwork'of‘OSMCR. Parents lack

-

N | ) . . .
understanding of the monitoring committee's role, as well as of the desegregation

A <
" process in general. Public attendance at Advisory Commission me?tings 15 low.
- o :
The Committee has tried to counter this problem by disseminating over 100,000
. .. P
pleces of pr}nted information rapging'from brochures and fact sheets to

detailed reports. It has extensibq media briefings, and responds to all invi-
. viee g,

. -
tations to speak from community and school groyps. It claims that."the parent

information effort in.Cleveland is noteworthy,"and that as a result "relativevto'

the nation, Cleveland's'pubiic probably. is as' well-informed --’og&po less

infotmed -- than the public in the most enlightened of places." Howevgf,
e .
. e f

observers comment that the OSMCR does not seek out community comments and

opinions gxcepk through its Advﬁfory’Commission and student Advisory Paneis.,

- -

They see little support for OSMCR ambng community organizations except for those’

. §

| S 7 -
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{ f with a member on the Advisory Commission., Some peo “in fact, see the OSMGCR

0o as rather elitist and removed in style and outlook from most Cleveland citizens.,

a—

AR _There is Jispute about the role of the business cd}munity vis a vis OSMCR.

NN |

One respondent claims that "many" business leaders refused to be on the

- Advisory Commission because it required public acceptance of\desegregation. %

Another claims that only two executives declined appofatment, but that most’ -

othé%s have avoided the issue and so have not developed the expertise desirable

in Advisory Commission members. Most civic and political leaders remain uninvolved.

o

Finally, OSMCR is planning perwaps to conduct a parent attitude survey,

which might bring it into cldser contact with the many parents who have not
. ,

approached 1it. ' Toe. -
9 ‘ . @’ %‘?—‘
—_ Media Coverage: One staff member described OSMCR-media relations as o
) < g " o -
. "terrific.” The full-time press secretary has worked as a journalist

locally, and she spends a gréat deal of time interacting widﬁ the local press. °

B

Editorials are how less opposed, or even favorable, to desegregation; journalists'.

reports about desegregation are more accurate; and hmore attention is focused on

the schools than ever before. OSMCR reports receive broad coverage.on radio
A ' N '

and in newspapers, and are often accdmpanied by an . interview of Dr. Stevens.,

u ! kY
Supo;;z:aiuﬁnxe:nmentai Lpcal and state governments have not been involved

. with the monitoring commlttee, although thd'present Mayor has given it some - //{/
" supports OSMCR members apparently did have some, contacts with the federal
’ A

government through Community Relations Service personnel, and the OSMCR is

federally funded

Clear Mandate. Judge Battisti's mandate to the monitoring committee was

e

Very clear, and staff members clearly understand it., If there are- any auestions,

v

..
o

¢ J

. they. are quickly resolved because of constant and olose cormunications between ”
the Jjudge and the OSMCR director. s JE
4 o ™ ' -
;
i - e
$ » " . s ’
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Commitment of Sponsor: Judge Battisti seems very committed to OSMCR. Ue

carefully consulted with Dr. Stevens before setting up the committee and choosing

other staffers. He is in very close touch with the)OSMCR, and all actors in

M

t rocess believe that the judge will exert his power ©n the Committee!s

behalf when nea-858f§' Rumors

circulated for ronths that Dr. Stevens

would be appointed as receiver of the school system. The rumors proved faise,

but their existence indicates the strength of the perception of closenes§

~ between judge and committee.

Member Cormitment to Mandate:

g

Advisory Cormission mempers have been

desoribed as varied in their corgni tment toﬁ:he’implementation of the plan and
4

- to their role. Some wish to take a

want the staff to be more activist.

- . their current advisory role. Still

The Staff; the DirectoT and the fou

more active rolerin implementation and

. «

Others do not participate much even in

othars find the role satisfying and valuable.

r Deputy Directbrs. are especially committed.

to the OSMCR and their morale is high., . They see themselves as the staff of

o

the court and their role as essential to smooth implementation of desegregation.

Both the members of the Advisory Commission and staff members concur in’defining

~

their mandate as only to observe and reoort, not to make recommendations or help

in the inplementation of school. desegregation. B 3 . - .

¢

Effective Leadetship: \Dr. Stevens is described by all respondents: as ¥

14

extremely intelligent, powerful, and dedicated to his job. He is seen

)

as the force behind the unusual structure of the OSMCR, its high level of '

funding, its professionalism and hi
Battisti--and its adversarial relat
advocane of~maintaining an arm s le

sees any Bchool overtures as at temp

be blamed for the atmospheee of armed camps, since the history of 1itigation ’

and the whole desegregation process

gh morale, -{ts close contact with Judge

L}

PRV

ions with the séhool system. ue;is a strong -

$
ngth relationship with school staffers, and

—

ts- to co-oot rather than co-operate Re gannot

‘ 140 .
is extremely bitter in Clsveland .,  However

“ .
. ~ .
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the very steength of Dr. Stevens' personality and commitment to his role may

. - > '
LI

inédVercantly 'exacerbate the hostifity between schoola and court. .
? ° ’ .
. 'Provision'for.Traindng of Monitoring.Body Memhers:' Volunteer monitors are
givenathree days of training in the legal requirements of Judge B;ttisti‘
‘orders and dn how to monitor carefully and’ohjectively. They also receive

[y

pqriodic retra{%&d% The OSMCR grofessional staff are highly trained, and

£

’ 4»’ .
jéat“ﬁaﬁewgost-grﬁﬂuate degrees. ' They,are generally perceived, probably

r",««r‘, .

&

cor#ectly) as more highly trained and more capable thaw their school system

1) “

= ' . v (4 . \
r&cgunterparts. T . -
. “« e ' A Y
Strategies - b

7
-
=

Data Ebllection:“ QSMéi sees itself as an‘objective data-gathering agency,

.

[ ' -

whose job %s to act as the judge's staff and monitor his orders. They-make no

./ L.

recommendations to the judge or the schopls, and they will take no part in
planning or implementing changes The OSMCR has an extensive set of'volunteer‘
mpnitors wifh well—developed monitoring forms and techniques, It also conducts

computer analyses of school system data. It does not solicit complaints from

t
community memhers, and it focuses more on quantifiable than on qualitative
measures of com pliance.x It decides what to investigate from its own judgement,

‘Advisory Commission suggestions, and Judge Battisti's requests
3
/ N\ Relations "with the School System: As indicated above, rglations are

\

terrible. It is not clear from the outside exactly why this is the case, Or

.
A h - -~ ¢

whether it is necessary. 0SMCR staff regret the atmosphere of armed camos,

EI
’

but insist that they must resist any ovextures from school personnel because
'such overtures are merely attempts at cooptatien. 1f they participate
planning remedies or even sit in on school planning sessions, they bglcome

Py
implicated in the results and can no longer monitor them. They claim, and

some evidence bears them out,that school administrators are at best fncompetent °
. . A S

L
[




and at worst flatly unwilling Eo desegregate; therefore they must be forced tb,

or they must be replaced with administrators who can and will. -The OSMGR sees

.

its rolé in this "game of hard ball" not as participating, but ds providing B

coaching S° "that the "right:’siie.will win. . v

OSMCR also explains its refusal even to observe school planning efforts -

’

as a requirement of its court order to "monitor" the schools, not to

‘f

work with thém. Oné staffer claims that "for this office to reach beyooo

monitoring and to enter a dfrect 'pafticipating' role would be to bend, 1if

~

not violate, a Couft Order." This argument ma},.howe&er, be a bit disingenuous;
> 5"
other monitoring bodies with similar mandates have been more involved with

-

‘the school systems without legal repercussions. Furthermore, Dr. Stevens

@ .-

, 1
was, by report, closely involved with the formulation of the court order by

&

which ‘he sees himself as bound. Thus the" order may be notonlya directive ;p
OS%CR but alsca justification for its preferre& role. .

School - administra;ors -and sympathizers explain the goversarial relations
differentB? They describe OSMCR staffers either gs former school personnel
with private grudges or as do~gooding outsiders who see themselves as superior’
and. refuse to recognize thgbrealitiesiof a poor‘inner‘city school system. fhey
teel threatened,ldefehsive, and-overburdened; in one person's words, "shat gives
them the right to walk in, tell us what s wrong,.and walk out«again’ We know

what's wrong, we've known for years.  What we need-is-help, not a scoloing."

. * N FYEN

We cannot judge which side is "right" in this tontroversy. We suspect

" that both are somewhat justifted, bﬁ?.théi~the main,  phenomenon now occuring is

two self-fulfilling prophecies. Thﬁ%&is, the schools are now more recalcitrant in

response to OSMCR‘s criticisms, which makes OSMCR even more critical Similarly,

o

OSMCR is more aloof and rightous in response to school'system failures to: complv

which makes the schdol system even less willing and able to comply. Both sides

-
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are caught in a trap of.mutually reinforecing negative viewpoints and

behaviors, K ' : d\ ) ) . " .
. . . ‘ \
:ﬁ;;ich

Membership Composition: Cleveland is the‘only school district 1

A . T8 .
. the paid full-time staff is intended to/égmiiate the public membérs. The
staff has the professionals needed’ to conduct studies and write reports as the

model statutori monitoring body in Table 1 describes. The Advisory Commission
g . y i w i ’
w . @ more political group; it is intended both to bring outside interest groups .

[

“into the schools and‘to give.an official voice to formerly ignor&d parents and

.minorities. It is clearly only advisory; it makes suggestions to the staff,

reads and comments dn reports, and provides some

expression of community concerns and desires. This organi%ational structure

- ‘ . ) . .
seems to work well, given that the main monitoring body mandate was Statutory.
Outcomes

> e

OSMCR provided information to the Court prior to and through.implementation:

. As one of the few court-ordered -monitoring pamels established before desegregation
Lt !
was to begin in a district it was able to "give the Court factual information on

K - desegregation planning,and preparations of the School District, and to gather

pte—desegregation data against which post~desegreg tion data can be compared n 141

g -

4 Judge Battisti and others have publicly commented on the great value of having
L d

+ a base 1ine to which post-implementation actions can be compared. Although. it

- L

. « 1s difficult to say exact}y vhat impact the '0SMCR has because.it maltes no specific

o™

recommendations, it seems clear that Judge Battisti re1ies heavily on it both
 for specific {nformation (e.g. aboutytransportation planning, community education,

faculty training) and in forming his general'perspective on the schools. The

we

special master Daniel McCarthy, also relied on OSMCR information in his recom~

-

mendations. ‘Most importantly, the extensive hearings held in the spring of 1980
' - and the eventual appointment of the Desegregation Administrator were clearly .

influenced by the steady stream of impressive and critical OSMCR reports on the’

’ L

schools' implementation effores.- - : =S -

“
i
i

OSMCR has ai;o'provided e%i??sive information to, the community and even to

a
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school  personnel on the reasons for desegregation and the extent of segregation
I . ’

yhich.existed in the Cleyeland Public Schools. The schools are now more open:

\ ~ % -
to the community, in the sense that some efforts at accounting for their policfés
and decisions must be made, than they have been kn several decades. Reports -

from the many new -observers are almost always negative, but critical information

>

may be the first step in improving a dismal situation.’ Optimistic respondents
argue téat thanks partly to the OSMCR, parents as well as reporters and

~ community activists are beginning to demand policy changes and petter education,

programs.
. , ®

We have already noted the improved accuracy and declining opposition to

# . . » N

desegregation in the Cleveland media, a change which seems 'largely attributable
to ‘the OSMCR. Finally, several respondents described specific changes that
stemmed mostly from OSMCR reports. They included halting a process of resegrega-

_ tion withfn classrooms'in desegregated schools and making sure that unused

schools were safely secured against illegal entry. 142

/b
i ) 7
G. Los Angeles Monitoring Committee in Los Angeles, California

1

Litigation "began in the gtate courts in l963 (Crawford v. Board of Fducation).

4

After a finding ‘of segregated schools in 1970, the California Supreme Court ‘-

143

ordered the Board to desegregate in 1976, ~The first plan that the Board sub-

mitted was rejected’ as inadequate by the Los Angeles Superior Court in 1972.

Judge Paul Egly then gave qualified approval to a plan that would affect 65, 000 .
students in grades 4-8 (put of a total'of 578, 000 students.é, The plan called .

for uoluntary desegregation mainly through magnet schools. It also mandated volun-
tary pairs .and clusters emong schools. =~ - ' - . |

. ( %

After further revisions including sﬂ’e mandatory busing, the plan was °

-

"

implemented°in September 1978 witboutmgny serious problems. However there
* has been considerable white flight since then and litigation continued. The-:

school distrgct appealed the mandatory busing of 38,000 students, and the

.
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intentionally segregated than the federal government used. It was intended to

‘ -121- S '

YAACP soughq ; more stringent mandatory plan to replace.the schoolﬂgistrict's

%
.~

144
.*978—80 plan, Everyone agreed that that plan was a failure,

145 .
Judge Egly handed down his final desegregatxon °slan on July 7, 1980. It

divided the huge Los Angeles School district into 11 subdistricts. according to

L3

n‘
geograohv, racial and ethnic balance, size, and feelinqs of "communitv " Extensive

computer simulations by Special Monitors Edward Hamilton and Francine Rabinovitz

<
[y

were to determine the amount of desegregation possible within each subdistrict. °
' d ¢

The.plan then required that 907 of that maxindmfpossibié desegregation be
imp{emented within each subdistrict. The court order had complex form71ae

for defining desegregation according to how many blacks, whites, and Hispanics

the5subdistrict~contained. The multi-ethnic definition, however, was later

¥
H

oye%turned by the District Court of Appeals and "rojgh equivalence was
N . . : . w -

3

substituted for it. ) ' LT

i ¢ a “ o,

All parties were dissatisfied with the order and immediately planned appeals ‘
The school distr{ct disliked the new arbitragy sgbdistricts which did not

correspond with its oﬁn administrative subdivisions, but it based its appeal on

4

Proﬁosition.I. (Proposition I, approved by Californiaivoters in 1979, held that

/1

California should not apply stricter criteria for determining 1f schools were

a

A

"be, and has 'turned out to be, an "anti-busing amendment.") The plaintiffs objected

.to the fact, that most blacks and hispahicsa and virtually all poor blacks and

Hispanics, were left in subdistricts that could not be deéégregated because they
145

d

contained no whites. The court order Btovided for extra funds for these Racially

Isolated Minority Schools (RIMS).to improve tﬁe guality;og.education they offer,
but Judge Egly concedes that.they will® remain segregated. As his defenders-put

£, " Thére simply aren't enough whites to go around.”

‘A
“

Los Angelenos were not pleased with the mandate to desegregate in most cases, .

Y

but- therewéte few erupcionsofanger. Bustop, the main organization oppcsing

[:R\}: busing, worked to “keep the crazies dut of public sight," and tried to channel

. ) .
> Y - o\ —
g . . .
. . . e
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opposition through school boarﬁ’elections ( its main lawyer is a member of the

<

board) Congressional politics (Bobbi fiedler, the mdin anti-busing spo‘ésperson
3

on the school. board,was elected to the House of Representatives in November '

N A . -L . .
1980), and litigation. - . , ¥ "o
% ' . J“

On Decemberll9 1980, the Court of -Appeals for the Second District {a state
court) ruled that Proposition 1 was const tutional, and that mandatory busing

for desegregation purposes was not required in the Los Angeles city schools
<

%,

“Their deeision was not to take effect until the second semester, in February l98l

They ruled that it ‘had notfbeen proved tHat the schbol district had taken deli-

-

berate actions in the past to segregatg the schools. The school board characterized

“the ruling as a’ complete victory" for the. district' the ACKUwas"disappointed

!
but not surprised " and promised tQ appeal to the state Supreme Court and

federal courts if necessary /;D

. Los Angeles has been described as "bg far the most complex-American city

>

to face school des'egregation."]"‘7 Its demographics "azve bouncing all over the

. ] H
place,? as one respondent put {t. In l979, there were over 500,000 students,
e ' ¢
including 27% whités, 232 blacks, 39% Hispanics, and 8% Asians 148 It 1is

<

the largest district that “hds ever been ordered to desegregate. Approﬁimately'

N

72,000 Anglo students left the public scﬁool system be betwgen 1975 and 19]91‘5lthough'
c

not all of these ‘families were Qﬁeeing desegregation 149 The Bispanie population,
~ ’ 2

inclxdirg undocumented aliens, ts grov:Dng tremendously; one respondent described

a school that went f%om 4% to 90X HISpanic in four years. The area is geo-

srapbically huge, crosses ~& mountain range, does not " {nclude small areas.within its

boundaries, and has a long narrow "tail" physically separated from the rest of

A\
the district. It contains rural canyons and farms, nouveau riche'suburbs,

\

and Watts. ' It is the fou7th largest local government in the United States

(after New York City, New York City School district, and the County of Los Angedes.

°
1Y
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‘All of these factors immensely complicate the dégegtegation task.

The July 1980 court order also provided for two special xonitors to over-

-

see implementation. This addition will certainly'change the role of the

. “ w ) .
existing monitorirg body glthough no one is quite sure how at this point. The

~

#

original monitoring committee and the newrépecial monitors are descrihed in

i

Table 1l1l; the formq; is in coiu@n (a) and th¢ latter in column (b).
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ESTABLISHED

TERM: -

SPONSOR:

<

SPONSOR'S CIVIL'
RIGHTS GOAL:

SPONSOR'S MANDATE TO

MONITORING.BODY:

- A

RESPONSIBILITIES:

TABLE 11

. &
LOS ANGELES MONITORING COMMITTEE

LOS ANGELES, CALIFORNIA

X
a) May 3, 1978

o ’

a) Indefinite

)

Superier Court Judge Paul Egly,

Superior Court of State of California, Los Angeles County
- i .

b)

July 1980, Final Order

b) Throughout planning and implementation

stages of Final Order

Ry

Statutorv ; Educational (equal opportunities model)

'

5

. a) "To aid the court-a;pointed referee" b) To aid court in gathering information,
be the 'eyes and ears' of the court

.(Monroe Price) by "taking all
negessary steps to observe and
réport the district's deseg—
regation activities"

a) Receive public acceptance and input
by keeping public informed about
activities .-

Recruit, “train, define respongi-
bilities of school—site
observers

Evaluate data gathereq‘by'monitors

o

e

s

0

¢ bt

?
’

-~

L

b) Observe rlaﬂning, budgeting, administrative

activities undertaken in preparation for

implementation
Interpret court's orders to parties

Receive data from school district necessary

to ‘fulfill stheir responsibility

Report to court on progress of implementation”

and on proposed changes to plan, and:make
recommendations to court on these changes

Prepare independent reports to court

-9C1~
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(Table”ll continued)

4
AUTHORITY: Receive data from schools
‘ Access to schools .
ﬁTTUCTUﬁE; a) Chairperson (now MilY¥ecent Cox; °
’ ' Roger Noll until Summer, 1979)

Vice Chairperson (Truﬁygﬁatter)
Subcommittees:
» Voluntary Integration Plans &
League Assignments
Magnet Schools and Centers
Currently Integrated Schools,
., Permits and Transportation
Racially Isolated Schools-
Budget and Evaluation ~
Staff Development and Personnel
Management
Specially Financed Programs
- Public Infprmation and Community
. .o Relations Y
i First 4 subcommittees c coordinated by
Vice Chairperson
Last- 4 subcommittees coqrdinated by
Chairperson

e

a) 12 membérs

MEMBERSHIP: °
. Volunteers, appointed by Court

C I
Impartial-in regard to the issue

regation

r

~t

Broadly representative of Los Angeles community“

- . ﬁepresentation of 4 ethnic groups ' )
(whites, blacks, Hinanics, -and Asians) T .

. O s
b) To recommend delay of school district
actions until court can review them i
To convene meeting of named district ‘ '
. personnel
Possibly to set budget, hire staff, and .
determine focus of Monitoring Committee

A4

&

5) Special Monitors - Edward Hamilton and
Francine Rabinovitz
Monitoring committee as it previously
isted will continue but will report
directly to special monttors -~ 1

y
/.

3 L}

of deseg-

.
¥ v

-~
[y

»
v
3

el

-
4

o
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(Table 11 continued)

-

-

) STAFF:

FUNDING:

MEETINGS:

]

REPORTING PROCEDURES:

OUTPUTS:

s a) Federal érant

.

t

Executiyve Director (noﬁ Thomas Woods}

Helene Smookler until- 1979)
Deputy Directors (2 originally, now 3)

Administrative'%saistants (1 originally,’

now 2)
Clerical Staff (2)

.o

to be adminis-
trated through office of Super-

~ intendent
. About $150,000 per year

»

a) Offipe in Fall of Records
“Third Tuesday of eaech month
Meetings are open to public

a) Written reports
)

g Court, -

a) 15 reports submitted to th
(note.

parties _and the Refegee

Referée no langer on Court Staff
after July 7, 1980)-

v .
o
& /I )
E LI < .
y‘ . wo
Pl

I
".«

b) Will usé staff of their pvivate consulting

firm, Hamilton—Rabinoyitz, Inc., (including
Helene Smookler) . .

o

&
o

3

b) Comprehensive budget compiled to be paid

by District. Budget to cover reasonable
. fees for special‘monitors plus necessary
costs and expenses: of special monitors

and monitoring committee. \ g

1

b) Independent reports and brobg;;zl to be
made to court

5"

=921~
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. Resources . - .

Fundihg: The Wonitoring Committee has apparently had no problems either
—

L obtaining enocugh funds or obtaining discretion to spend them ag they saw fit.
- . : v, . )
. Some members are concerned that the new special monitors will take control over

"
b

the amount andiailocation oi the Committee budget, and that the Committee will

Yo

A\l L}

. thereby lose its prized autonomy.

.Ing4

- Cnmuninatiens_ith_s_chg_LM_t_ There‘°have been *some conflicts

.

between the Committee and the school district but the Committee has generally '

A

¥y

.

gotten the data it requested and access to district facilities and information.

™ A

Some district personnel even describe the Committee as helpful. Committee

. " members claim that they have considerable support among teachers and some
local suﬁerintendents; They prize thesé¢ contacts highly and kéep them confidential.
§‘} . . e - A . . o . ’ . "~

Communications with the Community: There has not bebn a great deal.of -

"ecommunication between the Committee and the Los Angeles community, to the great!
: 3 ' ' P

-dismay of some members. Some members have close ties to community groups, but -
¢ . . 4 ’ . ’ B . )
most black and Hispanic members are elites,not grass-roots representatives.
. - - B '
é - . , \

In addftion, we receéived suggestions that ¢community residents, and a few Commiitteé

. . ~ [ N .
members -~- minority and white -~felt awed by the Committee professionals. .These '*f

professionals, in turn, did not believe that their main mandate, or: é.eir main
* -

.skills, lay in ‘the area of community relations. Both~the special monitors and

Y

- . . 9ome Committee members plan to strengther pommittéeltieé to the community in

M )
- < T »

" the nex5~severalqyears. The Committee‘hill probably appdint more graSSnroots kY

"activists and fewer prgfessionals.’ 1ts members will spend more time observing

a
.

.- ‘ﬁeschools and redéiging ﬁarent comments -and complaints and less -time analyzing

. : 2
2N > -

v . - P !

also not been very supportive. Several_‘ T 1

[N

-y . ‘ .

‘> ’ \ ¢ ‘e 9 L .
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Religious and social organizations also have not been very involved with the

-
°

Committee except through their members who are also Committee members. Some

of these groups have, however, worked for.the peaceful implementation of

@
Y . -~ . .

desegregation.

Media Coveragei °Most‘. :espondents believed that the Monitoring Committee

-had a positive relationshio with the media and that the media were kept well-
informed of Committee activities by its staff. Los Angeles has excellent

) educifion reportgrs at least in the print media if not in the’ eleetronic media.
- il 4 &
Government Support: Local, state, and federal governments had little

Q
s . »

involvement with the “Committee, but there was a lot of infbrmal interaction |
at all levels. CRS held training sessions-for-the volunteer members when the
. . &- .
Committee was establfshed. Some remember it as helpful: others saw it as
¢ 1

" not particularly effective and even slightly counterproductive. .

o

Clear Mandate: Most regpondents, botp on and off the Committee, felt that

. ﬂ . * N
Judge Egly did not g2ve the Com%ittee a clear mandate, and that this lack

_caused problems for everyone: Compittee members disputed fiercely among

-n.c A .

themselves about their proper role, school personnel disputed sone Committee
vsclaims of their rights in the school system; and the judge himself has been

displeased with some directions the Committee has taken. Issues raised by many
%

include 1)should the Committee® conduct systemic, aggregate data analyses or

.do intensive, qualitative studies of particular schools and issues? 2) Does
A E)

the' Cormittee have the right to evaluate the merits of the desegregation

" nlaniitself, 6r should it only monitor its.implementationé 3) Should it make-

e o

strong recommendations and give strong evaluative comments, or should it

~only report and draw narrow conclusions? &) How should it determine what to

Y M .

. investigate, and what to conclude from its investigations--by consensus among

e

.- all members, or by research canons.of social science? 5) What procedures

»
should it use to hire and dismiss staffers, to add public members,-and to

.
. » .

-

.
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chunge-ﬂéaders within the Committee? 6) Who should~dominate-—ophlic memhers’

~

< y
-

or staff? 7) What subcormmittees should it establish, and who should be .
on them?. All of these issueg deserve careful attention;’ no pogition on any
one of them is clearly right or wrong--and all of them could have been resolvsd

" muchimore easily if ‘the Committee's mandate”Rad been clear from the start or

-, F »

clarified early. ) Lt '

-

One person formerly involved with Ehe Committee;khowever, pointed out
that lack of clarity in the mandate "had distinct advantages as well. The , : °

Committee has been able' to look into areas no one could‘have delineate
ahead q‘ time." It has 'aldo avoided the frustration of being -given a task or

e,

<

structure that it felt was inappropriate. ’

Sponsor's Commitment: ¥ Judge Egly, like many of the judges who presidq

—-

over school desegregation cases, did not have a clear sense of what a monitor!ng .

. £ L ﬁ.;.\‘r’-’k‘.,_,,_,
committee was and what its function should be when he Set it up, He appointed

the monitoring committee at kgast partlx because he thought that was what he

1
Rl

was supposed to>do.

Judge Egly has, however, relied heavily gﬁwsome Cormmittee reports in.

[y . .

setting up and conducting hearings. He has had very close communications with

some members and staffers and respondents generally concur that he has found

E

the Cormittee useful in drawing.conclusions about the desegregation process
-before the new plan of July 1980. Some Committee members fear that the new

provision for special monitors will decrease the Judge's reliance on the old ’
. .

C%ggitteg; that' remains to be seén.

»

s
\ -

Méé&ér Commitment: ’As outlined-above in the discussion ofathe mandate,

d . i *

there has,been considerable controversy among members about exactly what .

. &

they were committing themselves to. As a result, some members have not been

very active. However, the debth of ‘controversy is pa:fly'an fndication of t*s&

Y
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strength of commitment among some members, Some have spent almost full time-
for stretches of severa1 weeks investigating an issue and writing the report

on it; most have, a: a\minimum, been degply involved in extensive meetings

'S

. and debates over both procedural and substantiwve concerns. Staff members wvere
extraordinarily comnitted--"worRaholics " by gemeral consensus-~during the

. first year. After a change in some personnel, ‘the staff seems less dedicated

-

°

although still’ committed to 1it8 rask. ‘

-

Effective Leadership; This is perhaps the arena of greatest‘controversy in tte

whole_contentious”Comhittee history. Some claim that the first chair, Roger Noll,
was strongly identified with one side of a Committee dispute over whether to
conduct research through objective,social science data analyses or through
subjective, intensive, qualitative investigations. Committee and community
members respected him highly, but he waswunable to resolve the dispute and

eventually resigned with some acrimony.

-
.

Other, equally reliable respondents disagree with this picture. They
. claim, first, that thexe was disagreement over how best to conduct research,
, but that "there were never 'sides.' People went back and forth in genuinely

wrestling with the issues." _They claim further that "the dispute had nothing to

do with Roger N911." .

rY

\ .
-Without much more detailed investigation, we cannot determine which inter-

-

pretation is correct. It is_true thaE under Noll's leadership, the Committee
published more, and more quantitative, reports ‘than it has since, and it is

true that thg level of Contention has'declined since his resignation. The second.
~= thair was perhaps less dydamic, but relations within the Committee and betWeen

Committee and staff have apparently become smoother. The second chair is&reputed

to have better administrative skills and more of a background in public

education than“Dr. Noll has. ot

R . . . L7

N ‘ . 7
' . .
< *
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Relations with the Schools: There has been tension between the Committee
. Q
. and schools ove amounts and kinds of data requested, Cormittee monitoring

withiﬁ\the schoolS\ and other matters. Fowever, both sides have qorked to keeg
their r;iationship t least civil. In this they have succeeded, to their pride.

Mgébership Composition: The Cormittee was originally intended to be an

jaterest -group political. body--a-set of elite and powerful city residents who
would pressure- the sthools to comply with the plah and would become involved

in parfiéular aspects of it. Because of the kinds of people who did not, and
\ ’ «
did, accept invitations to join the Committee, it ended up as a combination

of community members with strong political convictions and involvement (although

in most cases with few tigs to grass-roots organizations) and social scientists.
4

The distinction is not a shﬁrp one, of course;  some members were both social

A

scientists and deeply involved in community issues. But the original role was

- -~ ’ ' . l/‘ - < |
e Wfrust:ratedv since few of:the members had the ties with the business and po}:i‘ical

léadership that Judge Eglymoriginaily eﬁvisioned.

LY

One respondent argued that the main split on the committee was along none

of the lines discussed above, but rather "more between people with children

in the schools and a personal stake in desegregatiog, and people who came with

f ~, 4 :
a more community-wide viewppint." This issue, which was so'important in other

cities such as Boston and Cleveland, was not echoed by. any other respondents

'in Los Ange1e§: o ) _ N
. . Finally, one res#ondent claimed tﬂ;t all of the controversies ;dd
. ' inc‘onsist:'encies withi:the Committee had ber;efitsq*dei-l.as defects. This
person pointed ouE~tha£ more, and ha;der-hitting, reports were written during i
the year éf great disseﬁsioq than during the following year cf éreater consensus.
Furthez‘more, disputes ‘ttlemselves gave membg;rs more insigt}t into °and r;espect:' .

. . for diffEre§¥~vi;wpoints than ,they would have received through quick.congensus

or unspoken disagreeement. .

s . . ‘ ' -

bw T !
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. Relations with” Individual Community Members: The Committee has never

focussed’ on receiving and resolving individual complaints. It discussed

- moving in that direction during the 1980-81 school fear; its membership

¢

would probably change accordingly.' We have no information on whether it
has in fact taken this direction,

Qutcomes

>

Respondents concur that several Committee reports. strongly influenced -

-
[y

Judge Egly's decisions on matters discussed in the reports. Examples of
influential reports isclude those on the Permits with Transportation program,

the magnet schools, and the voluntary pairs, clusters, and'ﬁidsites program.
After the pagdé: schools report found that magneté'ﬁere having little

L3 ¢ h ’
desegregative effect, for example, Judge Egly sought and received a commitment _

. . P4

thet the district would control enrollment -to ‘enhance désegregation. The .

® 4 -

magnets were slated to "go down the tubes'’ at one point; they now

— - L4

"are flourishing." - - - )

~ Perhaps moét inportant, Judge Egly received intangible but very valwable
support from members and stgffers'during several years when he was under a

constant barrage of criticism. @ne cannot point to specific consequences @f

e

such 'support, but it is-unqueslonably an extremely valuable, outcome of the

. VII. CASE STUDIES OF SEX EQUITY MONITORING BODIES . . .

o

. R
monitoring process in Los Angeles as in other cit:ies.‘._cs2

>

- ° -

24

N . , . .
A. Southeasteen Public Education Program Title IX, Sexism in the Public

. * ) Coa

~Schools, Project 1in Southeastern States ", )

> : '

The Southeastern Publi¢-Education Program (SEPEP) was established in 1965

by the American Friends Servyice Committee. SEPEP. evolved from the Task

orce on ‘School Desegregatién, sponsored by the Friends' Legal Defense Fund.
. Y

AN

.

- ¢ - < "
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SEPEP was established as, an educational reform organization, When funded by

the Ford Foundation in 1965, it intended to set up directors in Il southern

states, and place 6 commun.ty organizers in each stute. Limited funds have )

cu;tnllcd that goal, but éEPEP has been funded for several projects, Including

. . .

the monitorfqg'of Title IX enforcement in public schools. Winifred Green
worked for the Original Task Force, and now directs SEPEP. ° ' oo 3
T A 1973 phode cail from a male student denied admission to a home B

economics class catalyjpd the Title IX Project. SEPEP used the commun-
\

S

ity activists with w‘t}‘mﬂ;it had established contacts during eight years of

<

monitoring Title VI combliance to begin monitoring Tifle IX. During the
period, a vear after Title IX regulatigns were released, schools were to

compiete s\@f-evalua;ions,tand SEPEP sought volunteers to verify the
/ . . . . o *

accuracy of these self-evaluations. Many discrepancies were found, and *

»

apparent violations of Title IX in six Southern states were compiled in

. [ ]

Almost As Fairlz,ls3 subgitted to OCR as a third party complaint.

- ") The Title IX Project is described in Table 12. ~ —

.
L B
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TARLE 12~
° TITLE IX, SEXISM IN THE PU§LIC SCHOOLS, PROJECT
v SOUTHEASTFERM PU'BLIC BDUCATION PROGRAM (SEPEP) . . ')wf
. . k" \
. ESTABLISHED: 1977 ~.
TERM: : Indefinite - -
SPONSOR: SEPEP ,
SPONSOR'S CIVIL Social: "To create schools that can truly meet the needs,of children and B
RIGHTS GOAL: . recognize the importance of diversity in our culture v,
,Statutory : '"laws must be made to work"
SPONSOR'S MANDATE TO MOur experience is that the pagsage of & law is just the first step -,
MONITORING BODY: ’ in making it work for folks. ‘In-an.effective way, the way to make it work )
< is to monitor, , . We monitor everything we touch.,"
RESPONSIBILITIES& MéniCOring local scheol districts through site visits and filing complaints when
, compliance with the lakw is not secured .

Monitoring OCR in its enforcément of Title IX through site visits to schools in

— ' . violation and calls to  OCR . . L

' Monitoring sex desegregation assistance centers in their provision of technical
: ) . assistance to schools seeking compliance with Title IX

' -
AUTHORITY: . No fdrmally‘mandated authority (see narrative) . '
. 1
STRUCTURE ¢ | One roject coordinator in Jackson, Mississippi-ﬂean Walker- ‘ L
- " Partitime state coordinators in each of the participating states: Georgia, Alahama,
- Mississippi, Louisiana, Afkansas, and South Cayrolina *

L Informal network of other SEPEP progr:ms to *provide local information and Support
. - \ “ . :‘*}L
| . . t '

. . L.
1] . - .
o > . ) R s . v . , . R e
' I : : 3 . - , - %Z%' 5 . . .
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(Table 12 continued) - - ’ 2. .
. N -
+ MEMBERSHIP: No formal members of the Title IX Project; volunteers in individual school districts
) . initiate contact_with the proéect ﬁegarding individual complaints
Many volunteers have had previous co taét with SEPEP from other civil rights issSues.
° STAFF: . Project Director and 6 part-time staff people, each working 64 hours a month in S
v ’ one state (see "strutture") - S . !
- . . rd : sy - g
A : ' o a8 |
co%. FUNDING: - | . Ford Foundation: planning grant to SEPEP in 1975 to start’ Title IX Project
ﬁﬁgg& > Ford Foundation: 3 year operating grants to SEPEP in 1977 and 1980
MEETINGS: 6 staffers meet montﬁly to sharﬁ ipformation, plan strategies , {
R - - . - - '

) REPORTING PROCEDURES: Informal, nearly daily perso%al contact between project director and SEPEP’diregto}.
E ‘Informal contact by phone and mail’between 6 staff members in the field and the

L . project director - : N
S \ e S / L

. ! | . ot Rl

* OUTPUTS : . Almost As Fairly ., e ‘e ) R

. . Complaints to;OCR about Title IX noncompliance d i

S o " Created Fqual, ‘ : ~ H

' ‘/' . . .. o~ ",‘/X. ~ ’ — . - \ ) « '{

, i 4 I . ) ) z . ) . , . . ) 5' ‘

’) = s < -. ' ) ' . . . + L (:“S"" §
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Resources”
¥

SEPEP funding from private sources.

comes$

Funding: Funding
runding

£for ‘the Title IX program comes from the Ford Foundation, which reviews

_the program snnually but has little other contact. Funding has been
erratic° at one point the Project was able to‘gontinue only because
the publications specialist worked also as the Title IX Project Coordin-

ator. ¢ ' ‘.

Communications with School Systems:

+

In monitoring school districts, the Project seeks information about
enro11ments, programs, and various student and epployee policies and

practices. School district responses range from support to hostility.

In monitaﬁlng sex degsegregation centers, the Project seeks names of

schools and individuals who krave had contact’;ith the center in order.

.

to question them gbout the assistance the, center has provided: " The Sex

V 4 - ’ - s
Desegregation Center for Region 9 in Nagadochés, Texas has provided fn-

formation; the Center for Region 4, in Atlanta, Georgia, :- . 2

v

has” not. The-contract for Region 4 has since been transferred to Univer-

-~

. o . ‘
‘sity of Miami, where ,director.Rita Bernstein has ,proven helpful.’

In mbnitoring OCR, the Project seeks information on the progress of

'complaints that it has filed or “that others in Southeastern school dis-

tricts have ‘Filed. 'OCR staffers have been helpful, but slow.

-

E from Other Groug_'

Communications wi‘t@nd Suo _
, The Title IX‘Project h hefitted from SBPEP's excellent network ’ i

of organizational contacts, which include 1oca1 chapters of the NAACZ,

SCLS, NOW, Children's Defense Fund, and the Sex Desegregation Centers -

mentioned above. Communities with 1ocal ‘NOwW chapters are especiallw

\ 3 )

M




\ . - ) o
likely to-be chosen for monitoring and the establishment of c§munity

coalitiods:. ) i

°

At the individual level, directors of other programs related to sex

equity also provide contacts for particular districts. Finally, SEPEP's

' work with Title Ilsgandated Parent Advisory Councils and its extensive’

Title VI work have provided an excellent communications network and a . *

[}
i &

nucleus of local experienced volunteer monitors. As one staff member '

s put, it, "If you can understand race discrimination-- which most blacks '
[ N ’o
2 ] <2

. C . . ¥ R
« and other minorities can-- then you can sympathize with the women's

2 - !

e movement." She adds, however, that blacks tend to be more concerned about
U race desegregation issues than about sex equity issues. PN R
L4
. © The Title IX.Projectwhas‘ﬁ;d great success in preserving the confi-

» N
dentiality. of sources, so it rece;ves a lot of information fromocommunity -
r . - *

o \ R
activists who do not wish to dimin'ish their non-Title IX work by appearmg .
1( . ?‘ . .
e * adversarial to school officials Ho‘:ver, it,has hed 1ess success dn mo-
) .

bilizing public support, in only “a2 féw places havé pareats, and students

a
PO

joined in filing a_complaint...'

. . ' . - . 4
Media Coverage: - . “~
N ’ ) . > 4 ) ‘ ™

a

. With the excéptiou of natibnal'media coverage of-the reTéase of l

. Almost As Fairly, the Title IX Project has gotten very 1itt1e press cov- o
o\ « Bn - ‘
erage» Even if local newspapers cover: complaints wien they afg filed or.

4 > B L

, resolved they seldom inte:view the Title IX Project staft. However; ) .

. the Project did receive good press coverage of its complaint ‘about the

®

v lack of girls athletics programs in Columbia South Carolina ’;z. -

.. s
The Project's main publicity comes from fts own bimonthly publxcation\

o

} ’ ”Created Equal It covers Title IX violttions unearthed-by the Project,

CL . and‘other sex equity projects‘in the Southeast, and receives contrrbutions ) N

. . . - N &
4 -~

P » 178 . . S R
. Y . . , K v
5 LS . . .
3 . . - . k4
LAY
P - ‘\ , . . .
':r A ,)- s . 4 , »
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. /V/I\OO live in the Sout:h but t:l'ge newslet:t:er is seen as a natioxwide link

from st;ffers‘in six. sraies. At: lenst: two Thirds of its mailing list of

N .o

to other groups concerned wit,h ée':g equity.

¢ 4 \

Governmental Support: s W

\ .

- The‘Title IX Project has no support: from locll ,Or state governments

and its only federel support: comes .through’ OCR s invest::bgat:ion of com . ‘ . 7

. plaints., However; ‘0CK staffers sometimes call Project: staffers to -

~

alert them about ‘a school district with many Title IX :/i‘olat:ions.

‘Clear Mandate; o ’ > .

- SEPEP's mandate to the.Title IX Project is broad-- to monitor as

. Gmany local school districts as posgible for Title. IX compliance and to "

w

o
w . - o048

¢ . [ . ,
moniCor federal 'ige‘ncies r,esponsible for.'rit:le IX's enforcement and imple- |,

v

mentat:ionm The.Prypject ~Direc§or responds to this mandate as she sees fit °

¢ , A‘ AR .

in accordance w‘lt:h daily communication wi,t:h §E?£P's Direct:or. J :

3

5 K e
K -~

Sponsor' s'Commit:ment:: ' e w L

SEPEP has no enforcement:.?powers over, school sySCems, but ic provides

. - v
the Project: wit:h all t:hé services it can. '];he sponsor is committed, but

-
°, N =]

. ) B

relatively powerless. . . S
Members®' Commjtment: - ;% el .
-y’ .

. A R

Both st:aff members and local volunteers .seem commit:t:ed to momcoring

- -

in the schools for all civil right laws' ana to-filing complaints wich OCR
B ~3,
to get compliance whenever necessary. fee g
n

Effecti\le Leadership. ‘e o ' . a.

) -t hd a
R o * .

,'l'he Tit:le IX, Project ha.. a very loose st:%;uct:ure which needs: liCt:le

sengral admin'ist:ration‘; ibeyond ‘fhe six.part-time state coordinators, no

foxwal structure exists, Each coordinator has“pfedged to, form, by September / ‘e
1980, t:wo communit:y coalitiong ,in her state to conguct continuing cxvil . .

i LLa ° F2R B o . L o -
r.i'ght:s'monit:oring.‘ ‘The Project Director oversees; but does not ’gl_ig.lct . . o .
) 5 ) .o °n i , '

SR
. - 4 . ' ﬂ
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o - > - . -
. . %s,ef e;.forts; she does, however, have a mandate to hire staffers and- 7

*

allocht; her budget:;% she sees fit. ° ' '
. 0"4 ¢ ‘ v - ) ~. ) :
.t " 'Stratepies - ‘ ” .
’ < , ) ' e ¢ e
_Choice of Fundinngg_nciés' . . - P b
’ 0n1y private money has funded{SEPEP and its varégps projects, by L
*
) choice of the leadership Despite the uncertainty,sgpgp staffegs prefer ;private
. Al M N < . ‘ ” ¢ q‘ . -
Eunding because it qvoids a coﬁflict of.interest when the Project files
» 0 L]
a Title IX éomplaint Furthermére, they argue that it is sim.ply h? to > . &,
. , be an agvocate for people against a school district ‘or federalgagen if that
£d , 4 A 7 . N N
vazgonization is providing your money. ’ : ;}"
Thus despite vérious founddtions™ advice to seek federal funds, ;'b e

& - -
.

[y ~ r~

- SEPEP wi11 ayoid’ doing so for as "long as possiBle Howeverk\:taffers

predict that private funding is going to become increasingly ifficuit to obtain,

~ -

particularly funding for community organizing .of the.sort that is.

'necessary if ongoing,"Community Coalitions/fare to be forﬁed “Thus LT
2 .

. they wi eventually‘hccept Eedergl Eundé,;so long as’ they can re%:in f,’ ‘

some p rtion of private funds to ensute a measure of independence.

. .

R Relations with School Distriots ) ' o ' -

. . "N b o~ ' e \
) " The Tit1e IX Project has filed e about 40 complaints with HEW since '

» 2 . . i »
s . .

its-establishment in 1977. Most of theysuperintendents in‘di:tricts it
- —— v . 5% .&

.~
},W « .
has monitored perceive-it as &n adversary Some have caliedgstaffers -

-

communists and dne superintendent refused to talk to a SEPEP memﬂbr until

ﬁ Y ~ . 5 . N
’ " she proved she did not belong to the Communist pATLY. A <.
SEPEP staffers argue that the Project cannot, arrd will not, appear: Ta s
“ = . . -
. T a 3- .
\ 1ess adversarial until school systems obey the law. Once systems are made

i .

to change their practices by the community or tbe courts, theﬁ community

s v .
. .\: . . uo ‘

. and Project membets can work” with them. Furthermore, they argue thag the -

e ~ - A v . . o . M
. L] » . e . » -
] 3 ° » * °, . . .

£L 4
-

’
! . ' .
. . . L
o - . « . - >
O = .
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o ol -, .

\. . : gdversafial image is useful in getting qompliance with Title IX without

2 ""‘é' g filing complaints. In many cases, once a superintendent realizes that »

.
as

. rheﬂ system is breakiﬁg- the }av'end that” the threat of filing a complaint

. which could result in loss of . federal funds is real, the syst:en; will comply

-3

' B vg.t.hoﬁ_t ~a'ny'furt:her.'Project: action.’

.

B b - . b Lt + ..,)
* Relations with Community and Other Groups: v
. [ 3 ~ - - - . 2
© SEPEP s civil rights ties have been invaluable in establishing a N

a

) Te - N . & *
° ° network for rapid and v;.despread monitoring for Title IX. * This connection-

among various civil rights concerns may soon include monitoring for handi-
. . N . . . ,- . " . . . , [
cap concerns under section 504. ‘ -

-

NS The newsletter §omekimes works as a form of predsure By publicizing

L v .

" Pitle IX violations and ﬁn‘plying or statihg that a complaint ‘gilligo\n'

. " be fileci Howéver, tlie Project: would benefit from having its st¥Ef develop:

L

moré contacts with local journalist:s who cofdld then p.ublicize its act:ivit:ies,

) ‘ broaden ‘its sudience and add to the pressure on the school system. Staffers
’ . . ’

support this strategy, but say they have not yet had time tb develop such

! N

¢onnections. - | . . ' . i

°. . T 2 » b4

Rehtion; with Sponsor: - .
oL ;

. ’ 4

The Director of the Projec;, has an office-three doors away from the

. . .SEPEP' Di..rect:or's.offfiie. Coa_nunic.at:ion is informal, direcr, and cgstant, _
K and *there l;ave been no disagreements or tensions between sponsor and mon-
. ®
itoring body. .:. . K ’ N ‘ . |
‘_j” s m;e're Kct:‘ivi;“ies e . 7 | . |
s T S The local contacts and akelet:al ct:aff hm;e worked vell in their in-
’? o .formt:ion and support: fun:tz.ons. ‘iowever, .t:he oqganizat:ion. .of volunteers ’

‘e N -~ '.

. into éffect:ive ongoing local monit:ott'ug groups will have to be very differ-
- Z . 4 .
e ,ent:. The, Title IX Ptoject is a’"leaky umbrelh’" ovef a wide area; a set
. P
of cammiuy ooalitions probably needs to be wmore t:ight:ly structired and

f » Ve , . . . p)\ . .

v
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© formalized. SEPEP is aware that‘thiogs must change, but is rather vague L
. as yét about why or how,
. , r -~
Outcomes . . : -

The main outcome of the Title-I* Project hao been tﬂ; compliance
o£ many Southern sehool districts with Title IX. Since few, if an;,
other foroes are operating in this arenai\it'is fairly easy to attribute
success to the Project when it files a complaint and toe district later . - ¢
mo&es toward\compliance. Furthermore, there is a notioeable Increase in
toe awéreness of Title IX requirements in the arq;s w§;re the Project d
has reach;d. There is’a long way t:o. go; SEPEP estimates t:ha-t:' less than

" half the school systems in Mississippi‘comply eGén with the athletic re-’

- quirements of Title IX. eNevertheless, changes have occured.

Second OCR has provided more raoid action on complatnts as a result

of the Pro;ect s monitoring efforts. Since the Project published a
reggft on OCR s failure to follow through on. complaxnts, staff members

say,go complaint initiated by the P<SifCt or with its help has waited
. ] f

'Ionggtxihan two weéks for an investigation. .0CR hqs hired a number of

new investigators to cover the Southern region.

-

G

Title IX{Project staff members feel that the movement‘of the Center to a

L4
.

neﬁ”location was due, in part, to a story‘thgz_wrote about the original’ Center's )

i
) . / - - . . ' o’
. AT ‘

failure to - ulfill its obligations. . | -t
|
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B. PEER Committee in Jaékson,,Hiohigan $

National PEER, an arm of the NOW Legal Defense and Education Fund,

o

chose Michigan to "field test an idea that would be used to write a man-
\

qx{ on how to organize a state to monitor Title IX.” PEER chose Michigan

¢

for three reasons: ,
1) Michigan has & wide variety of urban and rural setgings;
2) Michigan's new Office of Sex Equity and Education implies a
~ progressive educational and cultural stance; and’ -
\ .3) Since Michigan has a number of well developed women's and civil
N rights groups, the idea of coalition building is well-established.

> After the State PEER Project Director Liz Giese built a coaldition of

influential jsupporters, she called on NOW and other women's groups to seek

B

volunteers to field test the monitoring tool in their community.’.- The

o
N

Jackson PEER coodinator was suc@«’ volunteedr,along with women from 11 other towns.

About 100 miles from Detrofé, Jackson, Michigan is a conservative, quiet

city of 148,700 The Jackson Public Schools serve 11,002 children fn

#
* 21 ‘schools.
\ T , ,
Y Jackson has a long history of Tit%ﬁ.lx problems. . The Jackson Public
- N )
Schools named a Title IX committee in 1975 to work with the scpéo{sf -

Title IX coordinator in assessing the district's sex equity ngeq§. Its
,—" N * .;L N ] ° -
manga;euadd responsibilities, however, were never made clear. This com;

gmtrtee had both cod@unity members and school persqnnél.' .

o

< The g&ﬁlg IX eommittee's first task was to ‘complete a self-evaluation

within two m%aghs."fhe evaluatfon came back from OCR'dnapprpved; and" at-

r I . 1 .

' A . ; P '3
tempts by tﬁe’commiﬁtee to obtain compliance with Title IX were €ru- "o
. > : A ! . .. ' .--
" strated by the Fchool district. At times, committee members were Qenigd‘

V2
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atcess to district informatiorf, and they found the Title IX coordinator to
N

have lictle time for or interest in Title IX work ;

Between 1975 and 1979, four Title IX coordinators were fired or left
8 -
the position, and the Title IX committee floundered. Several members of the

committee »joined with other NOW members in filing a complaint with OC® in .o

early 1979. The OCR inVestigation took several months ahd the district s with the

support of many school bodrd members, did little to worP toward compliance.'Fven-

L4 ~

Jﬂlly, a court order required a new self-evaluation by June 1980,

The appointment of a new Title IX coordinator for the 1979- 1980 school
year was the first indicatiqn that the district intended to comply with
Title IX. The superintendent named a tenured physical education instructor

& . . :
with-a great deal of experience in sex equity in athletics to the position.

*

The ‘new codxdinator, joined by the newoPEER Committee, asked the state

I
Office of Sex\Equity for technical assistance in developing a Management

hy Objectives ( Q) plan for the district. She also set up school—based comittee‘

3 R

parallel to the ive PEER monitoring committees, and assigned PEER members h
[ .

to edach committee. , v QQ - a
' > . . e

» . Note that PEER resists the term "monitorihg," apparently because it it -

too threatening to the schools and not sngficiently .action-oriented. They

- 4 .
Py -

.prefer to''talk about assessing progresg, doing research, reporting our

findings, and follow-up.” They also point out that they "are primarily.

cohce}néﬁ with changing public policy;"’ not just monitoring it. Nevertheless,

.

many of their activities and much of their energy is devoted to thingsowe have *

. M M
\ 3 . . . -

earlier described as monitoringl and PEER describes one of its two pﬁﬁposgg as

"to_nonitor.enforcement}progress-under federal law forbiddi'k\sex discrimination, |

: L.

.in education" (in Cracking the Glass Slipper.) * Lt : !
‘e ":‘. . . * "
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- ESTABLISHED:

TERM: 2
SPONSOR: ™

. SPONSOR'S CIVIL
. RIGHTS GOAL:

SPONSOR'S' MANDATE TO
MONITORING aj)mr: -

RESPONSIBILITIES:

3

© . .
4 .
-

-.Also sponsored via letters of support by 10 local groups and individuals repre-

-Coordinator (Marion Fox) '
. 5 committees parallel to the school-sponsored Title IX Coundxtees

fl ~ 2
° " TABLE 13 o e - )
PEER COMMITTER .
“ JACKSON, MICHIGAN - ‘
. - . ' -
Fall, 1979 ‘ , o C,
‘Indefinite ’ ’ '
. - . ‘

Michigan PEER Project '

.

senting the school administtation: .

°
s

Statutory; Politieal (interest-group model); Educational (eﬁuﬁl opportunities model)
b . — -
To ‘monitor systematically for Ticle X coqg}ianch using the instrument dévelopeq

by PEER, Crackiqg,g_e Glass Slipper!? '

#\,

Visit classrooms, interview teachers and other school personnel, and review
+ gelf~evaluation dnd enrollment records to check for compliance with Title IX

., Report results and recommendations to school board and t:he comnunity at large

-

school board . T

a

- No authority other than the credance given Committee recommeﬂaations by the

.

-
y -
. —

Counseling and Student Services
Reading Review Series .
Athletics and Physical Education
Vocatiwnal Education (Cyril Pombier) T ° . .
Employment and Fmployee Grievances (Lee Howger) "

. o

. . o

-9yT-



(Table 13 continued) -
» .

g "

* MEMBERSHIP:

STAFF:

»

FUNDING:
¢ MEETINGS:

HPORTINRO®DMS :

-

Y

_ No paid -staff for Jackson committee

25 members--17 teachers and 7 -parents . - )
Members solicited from AAUW, LWV Business and Professional Women, yAACP,
Education Asgociatdon, and NOW. :
- &
only )
Michigan' PEER‘staff (full-time director, administrative assistant, public information
9f icer, part-time public relations consultant)-act as stgff for Jackson Committee

.’

+

No separate funds for Jackson Committeé; Michigan PEER funded by C.S. Mott Foundaticn,
the Ford Foundation, and 9-Michigan corporations. * ‘

. Séte coordinator receives stipend (up to $500); printing and postage pal& for(up to $200)

- 3 ~

write-ups

[N

Full Committee--as necessary for training and information
Subcommittees--as necessary, more frequently, to plan interviews and.

Frequent phone contact between coordinat'or and, state PEER Director ) .
Meetings of coordinator with other local coordinators and.State Director twice a year

v rme tmte g e e e s Sa mm b { L

oy .,-:...?.-.—"-.-‘--w—uw

No formal reporting procedures é
. ' . e - w
Set. of recommendations to school board coordinated yith Menagement by Objectives :
Plan written by school-based Title IX Committee .
Contributed to 'You Can ‘See the Cat Walking...: a Report on the Findings of the '
Michigan Project on Equal Education Rights" : . .
. . )
; | 16
I . o v b LS ’
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- P v Funding T g ) r
X ’ * The Fordsand Mott Foundations, providéd $100,000_each fog 1979-80 to Michigan

-°, PEERY nin& Midhié'am corporat:ions gave an additional $11,000. Ford's new
& —_—
$174 000" grant permit:s Michigan PEER to operate for all of 1981 and half of 1982.

) ) T It has no problems with discretion over where or ‘wov to so\%r’ its funds.
Coumunieat:rons with School District: )

-

During 1979-80, Superlint:endan’t: Escott g;v‘e t:he_B"EE“ Committee access
to all enrollment and pa’r-sonnel' informatien they fe;_'[uest:ed, as well asto
internal school commpnications. The School Board prfesident:-,' an active

\ agvocat:e of Title IX enforcement and the PEER Cormnit:.t:;e s wor¥, gave the
commit:t:;e ample access to school boatd informat:ion. mrthemore, the ™~
Commiét:ee’ teceiveu cooperation from all school staff members that t:}'ney ‘

. contacted personnally, d ' . '

. Community Support:

. The Michigan P'EER project began by joining a statewide coalition of
approximately 40 groups, including the Michigan Association’ of Administra-

- . - . ~
tors, the Michigan AAUW, the Michigan Department of Education, the Michigan ,

Office of Sex Equity fn Education, ,the Bendix Corporation and Bell Te\},e-
’ - .

y - phore. The Jackson Committee specifically was foﬁally endorsed by

f . - ’ . . .
;’ a.variety of local groups, some of vhich_-_sg’r_lt: members to participate in

t o A ., it.  These groups i:nclu'ded the Jackson Business and ,Prpfes.sional Women's N
Club, the J'ack.son. County Educatio:’ssociatidn, Delta Kappa Gm;nna\ « Beta -~ .,

. Beta Chapter, Jackson Education Association (City Scliools), League of

ARG ’ L . . . - i}

Women Votersy NOW, and Zonta Club of Jackson. In_all, the Committee received

L)

;;/: _ ten formal letters of endorsement’ and support from organiéa't:ions and scho'oi”
. offi.cial' . No religious.ci?ic, or 3usiness mups formally support:ed the : .
i "'group in Jackson. . B . . ) - . )

« '
- . . .
. . - ot .,

The Comiéf&e used pxisting women's groups to help it“become established. .-

For example, the PEER state director par_g:icipat:ed’in a workshop sp_onsored‘ by
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‘four'Jackson area women's organizations in February, 1979. Tnis workshpp

-~ . A (Y .

contact raised interest in the state PEER Project,and the local;X-Center women's, *

. ~ program director contacted PEER about organizing a Droieét in Jackson in

April 1979. This woman waswthen able quickly to mobilize the already —

»

Lt “otganized women & the city. '

Communications with women not in any.of'tne mentioned groups'are‘ )
4 also extensive. The Jackson ;EER éommittee coordinator worked at the
local Y-Center during theléommittee's first year of operation, thereb& ‘
. »
maintaining informal contect yith many women in the.city and~providing .

a meeting place outside the Schbol. ‘ e
-

B
,Finally, the Committee has worked closely with the local chapter of
3.

\ NOW. Jackson NOW's 1977 Title IX complaint was yet to be.resolved when od
» - .

the Jackson PEER Committee began its ~research work in the fell, 1979. . In fact,

- N

it is not yet fully resolved " The local NOW,codtinued its own monitoring
efforts and contact with OCR throughout the PEER Committee’sg first year ‘

of opetation and supported the school system's efforts to'gome into

' N - . * » . . ./( . . »

compiiance'with Title IX.(NOW sees its role as more ccentral than does PEER, howéver.)
C M ' ) .:,j’ o ’ E . o

Media Coverage: '~ . ( : ] ‘ . 7

" i & - . . N e : L

The Michigan=PEER Committese and the coalition of which ft ves a memoer

° wer'e endorsed by the loE%l paper when the Jacksdh Project began, And the ) ,' A

Project coﬂtinued to eeceive oositive Eoverage Ehroughout its" first yesr ?;J ..
of operationzm ThlsA‘ﬁgurred partly“because one local reporter had been

e > ¢

- . int rested in sex equity issues long before the PEE® Committee was established

-

Althqugn some PEER members felt that media coygrage before ‘the PEER proJect

L] began deterred séx equity progress in the city, everyone felt Enat the PEE”

e s . ,”

‘ - coverage was helpful in legitimizing the Project to the community. For .

.')-,‘. A e .-
example, one article which quoted a state Department o'f Education o ffitial

-

as saying "Jackson Publip Schools maymbecome a model districtffor sex
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equity’ was & real I;obn to school suppo;:t: of the PEER p:ojeec's efforts.

©

' Press coverage of wonien's sports has been’excellent in‘Jackson and

2

. . . . LY - . ~ .
» has Helped to promote .the interscholastie program. - ¥ 3 - .
’ ) g ’ A % " ‘ e o {-‘t‘
«, Support by Governments: S~ . ¥ AN
- - . v . oo - ¥ . o
The Jackson ‘PEER \Oomit:t:.eé received 0é support [fxom ghe local gdvern-. /\
ment. ; :(.' R . i; o C e TR ) S
: w,'”’ ‘!:&.-"' > » ! > r. 2> . "1
T%e gtate governmenc supn\fted the Michigan QEERtPrOUect formallj’ o tes
I 8 - I ’ EN . . N
.through the Office of Sex Equity 1n Education and the < ~Dep&rtméht of - —:Q
\,_.\"'l . : - ' v,
Education. 'The Office of Sex Equity provide§ technical assistanee to
school districts that need help in respending £o PEER's recomméndations -
‘ and thus reduee;“the burden of the state PEEﬁ-;;éanxzatxon. In aéﬂition, T
° the state superintendent of schools, John Porter, helped 1egitimize~the t
. pProject in the eyes of locqg school administrators by writing a letter commending)

the PEER group to all superintendents of distr{cts where PEER committees
formed. %With only one’ exception, this intraduction was sufficient to ensure
\ ] . Y

s

administrators' cooperation with.the local'PEER committees., ' -

L3

apln Jackson,the schoolosponsored Management By Objectives Planning
¥

: memittees, whose membérs vere also qn pareIlel PEER committees,received .' -

+ ‘ ’ - . .
many weeks of assistance from’the Office of Sex Equity.//

' Clear Mandate- “
4 .a *

. .

The Michigan PEER.Project's mandate is clear—— syste.(}tically to é'///. ;:)

-

monitor Title IX;“JFut the monitoring methods df eheh group differ,

The state PEER grouk sees these differences as dppropriate for dehling

- . v
» J 1
with g{ffer{ng school systems znd communities.
‘ Commitmentwof the Sponsor: . . i . . .
:\ . * -~
. . The state PEER Project's solicitation of support from the state ¥ -

superintendent of schools vas a principal tool for 1everage on, school
. L

. .~ districts. Local committees are given autonomy to proceed in their own

.
hd . P




* - -
manner,, ‘with state PEER staffers and the ©ffice of SEX'Equit~ to prov1de

v o
D

- ‘resourceszas”necessary. The PEER Project agparently provides all the

support to the Jackson-Committee that it can and’ that the Committee wants.

The state PEER office also argues, with no apparent dfsagreement from

hos
- LI

~the'Jackson Committee,‘that "each 6f our sites has benefited from being part -
®-

a A
. i3

of a state project. The advisory boaad at ‘the state level, our connections

SR - -

with eﬁucational associitions and ‘state media give imgortant leverage and e

. ~ . . ° '
claut to'local .grouwps,' .~ =~ I ‘ T A ..
;v \:;’; ’ . - . ) . s LTy v A;- . . B

'Members Commitment‘~~ e o "
» T - . . ’ - ) _!
Mast Jackson memBersrvere committed to obtaining compliance with Title N
- % -

IX before the Committee began, and they seem fully,éo;;itted to the monitoring {

b .
o ?
mandate (with the caveat™noted on page 143) and acti$ities of the Committee.

N —

Effective Leadershi%g

sThe coordinator of the Jackson Committee is responsiblé for finding .

yolunteer monitors and helping them to conduct interviews according to the
LI ]

format of PEER's Cracking the alass Slippkr. She has successfully done so,

.and appears to have forged alliances among nEmbers with diverse backgrounds.
. * \

- Strategies

. -

Relations with the School District: ‘ ’

The Michigan PEER Project organizes its monitoring efforts by the
"theory of multipie sources’s - to change educators, the message must come

from several pIaces."a'rhos PEER. seeks to involve a wid@ variety of people

in_sending messages, from-community and parent groups, to scheol administra-
- i .
,.tors and teachers unions, to the media. Both the state and local PEER s -

v
.

use of format "spgnpors“ were designed to give credibility to .itle IX frcﬁ

- - .

as many directions as possible, and“thus to enqourage compliacce+with it.

Tty

‘g"@«s...

“""“”‘“’in chj, con_text PEER comtuittees try o appear firm but ne ~adversaria'.. .

~
~. 9' .‘\ n .

]

"'i. if their words, you have to 1et them [school systems] know veu're se'fous.

You‘have to let them know you4re there to elg them enforce T::yn IX. " Tk .5y,
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A

. &g . 2

[4 L . - .
on the.one hand, the Jacksom Committee includéd many 3chool staffers.
. . [ . <
. * "N . 3
especially the he&l-rgspectédAtenured Title. IX coordinator. Furthermore,

. =’

the coordihator presents a "no surprises{‘image;‘and demonstrates that

2

she has "mellowed" since the days of the first Title IX_committee. The

Jackson'Committ;% looks for "ﬁositive‘pgogre&s towards complying with the

: . . 4
law' as well as areas of noncompliance. 'On the other hand, the Committee
. L] . e £ ’

works closely with the more adversarial NOW chggger, in the belief that

°

» . < ‘e
. obtaining Title IX compliance :'takes both the big stick and the soft voice.

- \ - ¢
In Jackson it helped to have “the still—%%ndiag NOW complaint."
« 4 . < [
;;Relations between Local Committees and the State Project: °

e

The State PEER Project has allowed each local group to move at it$

@~ L]
own Phé('t9wa:::—:::::;51ng Title IX because "you can't prescribe anything
about this is use evefy single district has done a little bit of some-
' s

thing somewhere along the way.” Thué the Jackson group was able to mobilize

> <5 ) ¢
"gry qJIEkly to monitor, ever though some cormunhities have not yet begun

monitoring. <

Outeomes \

,,//) The outcome th;t Ja;ksonAPEER committee members are'most'proud of is”
the school adiinistration's changed»orientatiggwtowa%d Title IX. This qhange
" can be at least partiilly attributed to'tgo activities of the ‘PEER Committee:
_the non-adversarial interéiewiné that special area commit;éés condicted, and
participatisn %n scﬂool—sponsoréd Mho planning. Thopgh aditinistrative coopération
jwith monito;ing has not yet ?een fdi%y’géhgpvedffﬁé Jaékson PEER membé:s fael
that they have "given credibilit} to Title IX in'Jackson." As one comgittée
\ ~“member said, they 've heibed bring Title IX from a status of "éne of t?ose -

federal ;Wﬁngsﬂ_to a persona¥ level. . o

. < ) ¢
‘ s
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) Howéver, real‘success in meeting the group's legal goal of compliance

*
- )

.depends on whether the school administration

LY o?

remains to be seen, since-it
’ » -

implemenfs the MBO plan and.p;ovides the fﬂggs for a full-time Tutle IX

coordinator and necessary phvsical plant changes. o7 ' " R,

° .~ ® % ‘e

The ,political goai 95 giving PEER credibility in school decision-making .
is hardé¥ to-evaluate, byt so far it seems to be more.successful,

. . Another difficulty in evaluating the PEER Committee's effect is

.

. . I (
\\\\\\ , ¥ separating the group's effect !"ﬂ the fruits of the new Title ‘IX coordinator's :

work and the results of NOW's suit, All we can confidently conclude 15 that
PEER in particular, and grogps(concerned:with sex equity in general, now§a§‘
. ! o . . . R+ -

. “have mofe weight in admidistrators' decisions than they did before PEER ,

monitoring began. Legal success may follow, but so far politie&l success is
a ¥ !

'.’ = ) ) I
Shes more evident. ’ :
A . —
. <3 ' i
) i ‘. ' ! . -
A Y - ’ n ’ (\
¢, Title IX Team .in $acramento, California T - .
.7 . - . ’ N <

Sacrahenté, the capital of California and the county seat‘of"Sacgamento

4

Count's the ui‘ban ater for one million résidents northwest of San

PO N

: R, N e
_gg Francisco, It containgd some exceptionally progressive educatigﬁ, particularly
o : . o S : ’ ‘
Title IX-related, programs, The California State Department of Education’s
’ - ‘\ {4 'l . °
Title IX Assistance Office is nearby, and the Sacramento Unified Public

.

N

S;hoél District (SUPSD) is California's on1§ 10ca1’§£§t£iét funding its own’

Title IX Office. Sacramento also has a Title IX ﬁé?m of concerned and in.° e
} ‘ . , ) s - . .
v volved parents which we studied, The Title IX Team is described in Table 14.:, '
N ;‘ ’ R , C : .- : - '~ /
: T - i . _ - ) Yo, L N _
;' v - . h ‘ . ‘ ) . .p- .
% - . B cand \ ~N ) = Kn ‘II




TABLE 14

~

TITLE IX TEAM 3
. SACRAMENTN, CALIFORNIA .
§ N . ’ ‘ < o *
ESTABLISHED: . 1978 . -
< »
#e  TERM: Indefinite
. 'SPONSOR: . Self - . v : i
“ SPONSOR"S CIVIL ) Statutory; Educas;onal (equal opportunities model) . yf .
RIGHTS GOAL: ) . ¢ e
~ - ' 4 - ' ' ~ (t‘

. * J s . N ) . . ‘1 j e
SPONSOR'S MANDATE TO ° Same as goal Coe e g
MONITORING BODY: : o f he : . e N
RESPONSIBILITIES; - ~ Monitor SUPSD compliance Vith Title TX | o ~— ' T i

N Investigate individual complaints of non—compliénce or sex bias- kS
File complaints with OCR g
- 7 ,+ +Various sactivities to promote elimination of sex bgas in education .”
AUTHORITY: None, except legitimacy obtained .from history of filing complaints and reqeiving
” favorable OCR responses. . v L
STRUCTURE: ° Amorphous 5 approximately 10 active community members ) :
* Np clear leader
Connected with frest of California, regional, and national women's networks for
’ . ' technical assistance, 1nformation and support .qw
- MEMBERSHIP: ’ ( ) Community members, including schooi counselors, administratons, teacherst
» students, and parents . i

Y

20 during school year; about 8 throughout summer Coos

- .. v
LI

s




co §’f
' > ' ‘ 1 . . ‘ “ ) 4
: (Table 14 coptinged) T ' s ST \ %
< STAFF: : _ None pvstrigtly volunteer ' N p . v
' 4 , - ; Teghnicgl assistance from state and district Title IX offices, Project Equity,
: R . and Equals Inc. N L . e g
B N -~ -~ ‘ ° ’ ~ E .
 FUNDING: . None, stxictly volunteer ° : _ o * . . E
* " . v £
.o . < - £
ME'E;I‘INGS:‘ Monthly,; during school year, with about 20 peoplew ?*
* +REPORTING -PROCEDURES: - None specific --mainly _complaints’ to OCR T
" OUTPUTS: | 12 OCR complaints filed in 1979-80 ‘school -yéar .. ) : %
X . o Booth 1in.book falr to sensitize teachers and administrators to sdkism and racism <., _ g
- e . o in school books: ., . ¢ i e ,
X _ 1 books: : S PR B
, kK - 2d " . °"
‘ ‘:,ﬂ? ’ L -\ v )
"f A oy ' “ = . , 1
>, v . . v X ‘ . C"
P xd" v . . * ‘T’
. \ . ‘
. " , » ‘
. e a} . , v -
. ' . } .
- ” \ . ® > t-
\19:" » . ) .;
N B [ 4 ' ! ; - lgb
i ‘@Z / * * - : ] % o
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Resources . ‘ . 4

Fanding: . . .
‘\\.

The Team has no funding, and depends on volunteef_work;

. . ~
v Communication with School District:

Communications are appareiitly open and fpﬁnk. The‘SUPSﬁ is well aware

. \ . ‘

~10f the Team's feputation and ability, so it grudgingly complies with most of

its' requests. SUPSD's own Title IX office also assists the Team where

, . .
needed, as does the California State Department of Education Title IX Assise
tance Office. All three groups cooperate with each other. . .

. Cémmunicatioﬁ? with and Su§port from the Community-' C
- i - -

/ Sacramento businesses, civic groups, and religious organizasions are

\ [y

apparently very supportive of Title IX, and they supporg/ail three |

\ . .
offic@s in Sacramento. The Team also receives great support from other regional

and national groups, suéh as PEER, Sprint, WEAL, Equals (Math-Science Netwerk),

1

. Pro;ect Equity, etc. It works particularly closely with Project Equity,

In térms of non-organized community members,.communication and support_

—

is strong.l Most Tean activities stem,fromﬁparents bringing problems to

~y
their attention. The Team informs parents of the results of its actions and

o
-

constantly keeps parents informed of events. 'ﬂ . ”.
- ) . -
Media Coverage: ) . -

~ What coverage there has been has been very positive. However, ‘one “x\

Team member described this resource as underused because of Team members’
time constraints., . : o

__. Suppert of Govermments:' , »

.

There has been no apparent .support from' the local government, but the

- \ Team receives information and encouragement from'thg State Depdttment”of
- . - . ' ’
. - Education Title IX Assistance Office, *1It also does some lobbying at

) » < .
the state level with no apparent adyerse reactions.

’
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Training: ' .

. . ) K S o \ .
- Most training is in cooperation with Preject Equity\whose workshops

cover a widehrange-of topicse administration (exactly what the law says,

grievance procedures, men andpyomen in non-traditional postions, etcx),

N -
Va ~ ' . - -

counseling, teaching strategies, attitude awareness, physical education
and ath?etics, curriculum development, socia1 studies, women in history,
'student involvement, and so ony Team members describe the training favqr-

. ably, but are diSappointed since the workshbp s emphasis is on training
others to train, a program that has not yet blossomed,” —— ;

Effective Leddership: @

The eam.apparently acts as a unified force moving in the same direction

he >

without specific leadership, LeadersHip at any point depends heavily on the

contact person in each school. That person 1arge1y ‘determines the nature

* Twy .

and extent of Team involvement,

~

Member Commitment : 4

. - : ) .
The core group of Team members is strongly committed to obtaining
» tangible resu1ts, and not "stopping with consciousness raising.™ These

. ¢ DPeople are especially effective in following up on filed complaints to make

sure that the school system adequately complies with Title IX requirements,
\ . -

- .

~Strategies , N : .

. Relatians with School Systems' ’ N

- -

£y

[y . -

Either a contact person within a.school ‘or a parent ideutifiea a _com- )

. . pliance problem and contacts. .the Team. Team members investigate the com~

“plaint's validity, and if they find it to be true, will file a complaint

o with QCR. At no time has the Team attempted to resolve probrems first with

t -

school administrators. Instead, they focus on complete compliance and they

)

see formal complaints as the most effective approach to that goal,

T 198
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Membership:

v '

‘ ‘ . The Team's combination of schot¥ -"insidors" and comunit§ "outsiders"

enables it) quickly to identify probl\ms and take action without jeopar-\

~

dizing any person's anonymity. The issue of oonfidentiality is extremely
"important for parents who fear reproach against thefr children and school
staffers and, teachers who fear ‘sanctioqs' or loss of their jobs.

s ~

, Association with Other Groups:

Work*ing closely with state and district Title IX offices, and with

other women's advocacy, groups makes the Team part. of a formidable force for |

t (4

¢ change in the local schools, Taken together, the network combines an effec-
tive adversarial stance with strong cooperation with the school system. The

Team uses its history of successful coz'nplaint filing as feverage on the
L

school system to induce compliance..,

Shortcomings: ' Lo
D . A\l ? L 4
‘ " The Title IX Team'is avare that it lacks .wide press coverage, but: it does

Y

not have .the time or personnel to work on public relations. The lack of
publicity is not omnly caused by, but adds to the insufficiency of members'

and the total absence of funds. The Team 'appareng:ly has no pl'an for trying to

v
.
]

resolve this self-fulfflling cycle. . ) ey

» . »

-

~Butcomes L .
The twelve.complaints filed io 1979;80 have /’aH been f're‘solved 'satcis-i
factorily,"” according to \one Team member, Since the Team is the on}y locsl
Y group f£iling complaints; t:!iese remédial actions_can be at:::ributeii td 1its work. _
However, it probably would not have boeh'as soccessful without t;.ile technical
and ;)olit‘ical support}, as well as .information, from other women's groups in

the area, The booth at the book fair and the slim but positive media cover-

age can probably be credited with increasing ‘general aWareness: of Title IX

‘ . )
c A . . » -t - ~
. .
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o
issues ‘among scheol officials and local residents. Furthermore, the

books presented for the district's inspection and possible purchase are
- 1 \ .‘(
improving with regard to civil rights issues, and some offensive bobké an

a%e'JB longer fo} sale. The:Title X Team probably has influenced,;but

not directly caused, this outcome. . ' S

’
’

~

D. Utah League of Womer Voters of Salt Lake (LWVSL)

From ‘1977 through 1979 the Sa1t Lake City chapter of the League ‘ )
of Wemen Voters (LWVSL) studied the compliance of,four area high school¢
districts with Title IX, focusing on the districts self-evaluations and women's
athletic programs, The League has both information-gathering and action

_functions, and describes its activity as "educating its members and gathering

and analyzing Aata" rather than\monitoring ng for Title IX compliance, Never- '

.

theless, it has clearly performed'that function.
‘ Salt Lake City, of‘course, is the‘heart of the Church of Jesus Christ of Latter I

<'Eaints, whose religion and heritage dictate strictly'traditional sex, roles

and little citizen activism., Not surprisingly, as one member of the League

put it, "Utah school boards are - not exactf& excited about Title IX." '
. - ' f
Added to the cultural disagreement with Title IX and citizen activism are

! ~

shrinking school budgets; thus schoois are reluctant to embark on any new
program, never mind one that implies feminism and citizen involvement. Thc
political and social climate, in short, may not be overtly hosti1e as\dn
some race desegregation casés, but it is\antagonistic to Title IX claims and

citizen 'monitoring. . ‘ . e e

.-

¢

Those aspects of the League of‘Wbmen Voters relevant to monitoring Title

IX are described in Table 15, . -




EAN

" FUNDING:

ESTABLISHED:

TERM:

SPONSOR:

SPONSOR'S CIVIL
‘RIGHTS GOAL:
SPONSOR S MANDATE TO
MONITORING BODY:”

" RESPONSIBILITIES:

kel &

AUTHORITY:

STRUCTURE: s
MEMBERSHIP:

STAFF:

-

»atn

TABLE 15°

s Ld ’ '

UTAH LEAGUE OF WOMEN VOTERS OF SALT LAKE (LWVSL)

Studies undertaken summer of 1977 ~

. > ' . f’ - & R
Indefinite . -
LWVSL' ‘ .- .

N : ‘ A
Statutory; Educational (equal opportunities mpdel) \ , .

A ! . -~ . ‘

’

Investigate and report tooLeague memberg on provisions of Title IX, and
extent of Salt Lake Cournty schools' compliance with Title IX
Report to LWVSL on nature of Title IX
Determine extent of Salt Lake County school compliance with Title IX in:
a). self-evaluations

b) women's athletic programs * Ty v
None A
Clearance *from State Board of Education . v

1 study. supervisor
4 district coordinaters (1 for each of 4 school districts studied)
17 member observer-<investigators to go into districtvhigh schools

LWVSL members indicating faterest in Title IX -qstrictly a Leﬁéue project
None -
Will use State computer facilities for student survey, fall 1980

-

From %WVSL RPN ( o

‘2
-




ETINGS: - Init:ial meeting with each district superintendent to explain 'study
No other formal meetings ,

ORTING PROCEDURES : Observer - investigators report to district coordinator-
e - "-  District cdordinators report to'study supervisor
- Study supervisor reports to League‘imembership

UTPUTS : - " Report on s.t\;dy of schooli self-evaluat:ions, March 1978158 '

- . ' Report on wome?'*q(at:hlet:ics. March 1979159 Qg

i
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Resonrces

Funding.

A s Al s
3

. [ P
Money for monitoring is ptovided by the Salt Lake chapter of the

League of Women Voters. There is apparently no financial support from

.

either the,state or national organizations.

Access to Information from School Districts: ) -,

The districts provided all information requested, with two exceptions.
One refused LWVSL access to their self—evaluations}6gnd there were some pro-
blems in obtaining school ath1etic budgets. -~ ° “{/

Communications with and Support from the Community: ~-

There was no apparent support from busihess, civic, re1igious, or

other Jocal groups, The commmity as a whole was not involved, since the

*
11

monitoring was striéEE;/a project for and by League members,

-
Media Coverage: o

4

’ The press was extremely. receptive to the ath1etics study, although it

- e

did not cover the self-evaluation ‘assessment as thoroughly. The League

expects further press. coverage on the follow-up report on ath1etics it will

.conduct In 1980- 8l, | .\' ;

-

1N

Suppért of GovernmentS° )

There has been no apparent support f£xom local or federal governments.
. “'k

The League received tacit acceptance from the State Board of Education to both
studies, It will be working.closely with the State Director of Athletics

to analyze the fall 1?50 student needs and interest surveys. League members
urote and will conduct the survey, and will use-state computef facilities .

»
to analyze the results, : . .
v . ~ .

Clear Mandates ..

The Leagué's general mandate to educate its members proviges'a spring-’

board for ackioﬁ,-Since the mandate is extremely flexible, it allows members

H

-

~




to concentrate on any issue they desire,

Commitkent’ of Sponsor:

.

The Salt Lake chapter of the League was completely supportive of the
monitoring projects., The project coordinator has chapter commitment for‘
legal support, if it should be needed., The autonbmy of the project from

outside interference seems secure, State and national League chapters provioe

~ - -

-technical assistance when it is needed.
Training: : -

To guide tﬁeir monitoring efforts, participating League members used-
Dr: Shirley«McCune's "'Checklist Four: Evaluating the Title X Self-Evalua-
tions'" which concentrates on the‘ process, content, follow-up, and monitoang
of the self-evaluations. Some members have their own expertise, such a§
former physical educat ion teachera/add women's sports coaches. « Also ieague “i\
meobers recéived training in sex dESegregation from Weber State.Coliege )

/ , .o
Mountain West Sex [esegregation Center. They degcribed the training as good,

well attended, buE.haViné,litte effect on them or on sex edaity compli?nce. .

> . % *
Effective Leadership: ‘. ‘ e
' /

° ¢ Y ”

<L . . '
Leadership was a strong point off both studies; capable, energetic, and
committed.coordigators‘were‘largely responsible for activities and production of #

the final reports, They intend to do a follow-up and -continué* monitoring N
’ . t . . » *
of Salt Lake schools, but they face an acute "burnout" problem,

’ N ~
~ . .

Strategies . . . t_
- ' \

3-lations with the School District: C

LUVSL s approach to Title IX fact-finding is peither adversarial nor
supportive. Instead, the nature of their study dictatea determinative,

investigatory,.penetrating cooperation, The League proceeded through

"proper channels'-- from the State Department of Education hierarchically

L
-

S ¥




B things ‘through to their conclnsion," League members are‘ too often "burned

S . -162-

~ u ~§.

dovnward 1-'-and requested, 5ot demanded, information éo it in no way forced

school system cooperation, After 11, said‘one respc';ndent, ""You don't get
anywhere being hostile,'~ o - :

And yet merely calling the League s activities "fact-finding" is also

deceptive. Inasuruch as they measured the schools' act ions, policies and
progbs&ls against the Title X regulationS/ and published‘ the results, the
League(iavestigators actually did monitor school compliance. Furthermore,
in their fir'st report, they reccmehded'that‘ citizens actively monitor

'school compliance and that the schools establish some formal monitoring
z . ~

mechanisms, They also made other recommendations to achieve compliance,

~

and state/d explicitly how and where school districts did not comply.,

\ Al

'_grriers to Greater Effectiveness: . ) d

The main problems for the LWVSL are externale~ the enormous barriers =~

»

caused by their location in a sexuald.{;nd politically conservative climates

They have an extremely hard time generating interest and' involvément among

" commmity members outside the }eague, and an equally hard time generating any

)

support within the school system, - Although they are committed to "seeing

out." They. desperately need what one member dubbed, "time to regenerate," -
but worry about losing internal momentum and external gains.¢ 2 ' g
a - . B )
! . . - 2
Qutcomes ! . ' N

The LWVSL investigations led to no complaint filing., Indeed, one
athletics investigator viewed 't{xe efitire complaint process as futile

because of the tremendous time l\a\g involved in OGR's case clearance and

N <

because, of the abgence of any rea retaliatory power or leverage against «

.

even the worst. offenders. However,\he schools responded to each’ report,

e'specially when it was, publicized in ‘the local media, For example, after
. * s"\n ° . ‘ d
W

-
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the fi;st report on seiffevaluations, the schools réquegted (and  received)-
additioﬁal ﬁimé to rewriﬁé thelir evaluatiéys.' One respondent concluded,
"publicity re‘a}ly works V;nderfully." Finally, the LWVSL now has d.irect;
and close contact with the Utah State Department Qf_EHupation, which y}ll’

help the League conduct ips monitoring, This is an indication of success

L)

in the eyes of the League; wﬁé;her it noticeably affects the schools remains
» [N . . .

to be seen, ‘ - .
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. VIIL. CASE STUDIES OF MANTTORING BODIES FOR.THEKHANbICAPPED

A.*Legal Center for the Handicapped Lay Advocacy Program in Salt Lake

, Utah

< - }\ The Legal Center for the Handicapred is located in Salt ¢
- 2

" ' ' Lake City, but operates state-wile to ensure the rights of the hand- ’

icapped under P L. 94-14& (the Education for all Handicapped Children

- Act of 1975)(&nd Section 504 of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973, ’ s

- . -~
- ' lts services range from workshops and training sessions for citizens

' and organizations to legal assistance for the handicapped It receives : A

¢cases through referral from other advocacy programs for the handicapped

_— L

N (such as the Utah Association for Retarded Citizens) and public adver~
tising. The growth in demand for its services, coupled with the usual
organizational restraints on time, staff, and money, prompted the develop-
ment of a lay advocacy program out of the Center to.train

. . * volunteers
IS ]
® . :

to act as advocates and monitors of handicapped rights,

‘As in most States, the climate ig one of benign neglect.of the handicapped School‘

in general are reluctant to implement Section 504 rights because they are
{
162

_ expensive

and because schools are unaware that federal aid for compliance
S e

4

*‘ . is available, Furthermore, few educators, community leaders, or parents of

)

%
. handicapped children are aware of the exact natdre of the regulations,

7 a
One (non-Mormon) respondent suggested that because the Church of “Jesus Christ
« £ :
- - of Latter-Day Saints values duty to: church and family over social activism, this

.

« extra conservatism retards strong action to ensure civil rights by citizens. ’

.

He further argued that "if you're mentally retarded cr handicapped, you don't

‘° have to work hard to prove yourself, because “your sgot in the Celestial Kingdom
is already there." Thus - -schools, citizens, and the handicapped themselves all

have incentives not to push for aid to the handicdpped Another (Mormon) res-

’ ‘ pondent described the Church's role JAn similar, but less"critical ‘terms. She .

.

.
S
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. S~ - B .'. ‘ » ‘
. maintained that because the Church knows that most Utah resident:s» would follow
its recommendations without question, it hesitates to take a position on any- ° ‘
thing it perceives to be pokitical. Nevertbeless,. she describes the Church as .
‘"like everyone else, in ignorance” of the fact that the handicapped do need
- ) y .
help, can be helped, and ‘legally must be .helped‘. .
- - " » . ]
. ; The Center's lay advocacy program is descrilzed in Table 16. *
N ha ¢ . Y .
‘ . «
\ .
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. .. TABLE 16
- ' LEGAL CENTER FOR THE HANDICAPPED LAY ADYQCACY PROGRAM

‘ ) - SALT LAKE, UTAH ‘

ESTABLISHED: July, 1979 P
' TERM: Indefinite ¢

b4 ’ o . .

SPONSOR; ) Legal Center for the Handicapped » “~

J " SPONSOR!'S CIVIL Statutory; Educational (equal opportunities model)
e

RIGHTS GOAL: , .

»

« SPONSOR'S MANDATE TO . Train citizen advocate-monitors in laws and monitoring €echniques

MONITORING BODY: Seek resolution of indiviiual grievances - -
4 R g ~./ -‘ « 9 . _ d .
- RESPONSIBILITIES: Recruit and train citizen advocate-monitors in provisions of PL 94-142 and Section*fgolo
and techniques for monitoring compliance with their regulations for education '
v o of handicapped students and social security provisions for parents of handi- W
i ‘ capped students ° 2
Negotiate 'settlements of complaints with schools whenever possible !
- Bring problem cases to Center's attention for possible legal ‘action . : .
Provide assistance to parents in all relevant edutational and social security matters
? B y A} / M
AUTHORITY: ' None ] - . . / .
oy ' ] .
STRUCTURE: Program coordinator recruits and trains cigizen advocate-monitors ’ .
. ) One advocate-monitor per school. district throughout Utah, ideally .
MEMBERSHIP: ) 20 citizen advocate-monitors during (1979-80 school year), concentrated along Wasatch - .
) B . : Front . > .
’ . ' 4 active during summer ’ ' L
. ST ' -Some volunteers from workshops, most recruited by program coordinator oo
¢ '/i . - , ! “!- . . -
* . W
, A .
e N . ‘\\\ . . .

"m?’
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(Table 16 continu: .i) £ .
: . . . N
" STAFF: t, Program coordinator is full-time staff member of Center
Salt Lake Cdnter office provides referrals, technical assistance, and legal
resources. , - : '
FUNDING: No. funding for lay advocacy program other than aid from Center
4 . . s * . »
MEETINGS : & None ) :
REPORTING PROCEDURES: To Cente coordinator only when encounter problems with schools or to report .
. general success and efforts
L -
<
! ~ _ ,
4
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" : | /5P o - ' | | i ;
: Resources$ o _ . - -
‘ Fundipg: ‘ . -7 .o ; P
gffhnd; for the Center come iqfegularly from governmental:;rants, foun~
. dations;and individual contributions. The Lay Advocacy Proérag&will soon
i " institute é small fee schedule for all legal cases that a;e now handled for
_ free. Lack of-money;has recently been an especially acute pwoblem. B
'A:cess’ko Information from School Districts: . o , v
¢ . oo Schoolslgenerally cooperate‘ﬁith advocateemonitors, although due

proce;s proceedings have been necessary with several schools to gain,

access. . . ‘ . ’
5

Communications with and Support from the Community:

< -

Community'relatibns are "fairly good," and community awareness s,

~

-

growfgg with each workshop. Business, civic, and other groups have no ;_

- apparent relationship with the Lay Advocacy Program. The Church of .Jesus Christ of
. -

‘ Latter-Day Saints does not  OPPOSe, but atso-does not-aid,the Lay Advocacy

Program!s activities.

Media Coverage:

’

The media lfe geperally receptive, but have mostly been neglected

by

by the citizen advocate-monitors. Extensive a&vertising on T.VL: radio, -
bus -placards, and in newspapers has generat%d sdmé community response.
. 4 . - ¢

o Jacann

of Governments: #’

- . . N
. \ . A - .

Local governments have given no apparent support. The state govern-

A ¢

; ment is described by respondents as extremely conservative and opposed to
. t \ . . | B -

government social reform programs. The federal ‘government has provided no
. ‘ * . Q ‘v
5 support beyond funding. ? . L )

After general "paralegalﬁ training, monitors operate as they-wish in -

their own locality, with no specific mandate. AN q’

Pl
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Commitment of Sponsor. : °

The Center is prepared to 1itf§ate ‘against anv school or district not co-

» . - . - "

operating with advocate-monitors. It will put £~citizen-monitor into

* contact with other ‘groups if its resources are insuffigéent to solve )
a problem, S . , .

- A

- Commitment of Memberst . ) . . . . ﬁ‘n//f o
, . - ¥
Because the mandate and\organization is so loose, many individuals who
. ‘ . ’ v .
~ B . . € »

have received training help only their child and neglect  other handi-

ycapped childred in the same school.’

— Z
Ve
Training: ¥ § .
[ . R Q
g The Program coordinator provides extensive 'paraiegal"”trainingxfor

4
monitors in interv1ewing{§gather1ng evidence, establishing 1ega1 basis of

"o

c1aims, and "watchdogging.' The training emphasizes problems found with

4

L social security and education, ' L ,

¢ rd " . .
- . Effective Leadership' 1' . K
- The Program toordinator is strong in inspiring, training,, and finding

hY

volunteegs, She umkeshnp effort to direct the actigigies of-the adv%cate-

]

monitors, though she does provide information, support :and iegal clout

-

where needed.

Strategies o -

Membership Recruitment: . . . . L T

2
hd)

) .
- Because ¢ Utah residents appear to be aware of the issue of civil

-

rights for the handicapped but hesitant about supporting such rightst the

La& Advocacy Program’s first priority is generatkng community‘support.'
N
They argue that if community residents were more supportive, they would be

%ﬁ@ ’ able to reach,,recruit and train citizen volunteers in all school districts.

— Only then will they be able to turn all of their attention to monitoring and

LS
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advocacy. At presenc,'volﬁnt:eers have a very high turnover rate, and
”» . ' . v
usually re%n once their child's problem is solved or he or-she has left , “

the schookls. The Program has no solut:io_n to this problem,

«The lack of public support, staffers, money, political clout and

enforcement power all dictate a nondismpt:ive‘, negatiat:ing stance towarﬁ
/‘ -

.school districts. The Lay Advocacy monitors try to resolve -complaints at the

Y/ } -
local district level only 1if this approach fails do they take t:he prob}.em ,

to the cent:ral 8fficel It in turn also tries to negot:iat:e a solut:ion,

53
N

. only if its efforts fail does it consider litigation. _The Center does not'x‘

e
“hesitate to bfing a recalcitrant school district to court: and is generally*

- v L d

. succegssful in t:hese cases, but it sees litigation as generally too é’ﬁp.ensive,

tife-consuming, and ineffective in changing attitudes,

‘Approach to Monitoring: i} £

~ .
The Center's case orientation, and the lack of a strong statewide

organization,has led to a complete "fire fighting" approach to monitoring

in the Lay Advocacy Program. Citizen monitors deal with individual problems,

and usually stop work%ng act:ivel& once a particular problem is reso]:ved oL .,
appeass insolul-ale. There 1is no effgrt to 'coor:iinat:e monitoring activities =
across school districts‘ or 3yst:emat:ica11)‘ to mon'it:ori within one school

district except on an individual's init:iatfive. Most monitors focus on - )
Individual Education Programs "although some addres! issues of social
securit:y for'parents of handicapped children,

Y .
Barriers to Greater Effectiveness: '

[
" R

Internally, the greatest barrier to success appears to be a lack of
stropg systeng;yide leddership. The Program coordinator sees her rolé as
recruiting individual activists, a task at which she is very good. But .

no one provides overall direction on.what to monitor, how to monitor, how
) iy : -

by ~
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to expand the monitoring process across _a district, and ‘how to redlrect

activities after a particular pfoblem is resolved or stalemated, &he

PR (

—~=Program needs stronger central dinection, and\needs to extract a commit-'
ment from trained monitors thatwthey will remain active' foz;at least one -

«year. It also needs t0"reofi€nt its focus away from helping single students
" to seeking district-wide'improvements. \

3

*—Externally, the great obstacles are 1) a paucity of funding to organize

7

f \/‘;;re Workshops, hire, moré’staff and recruit more ‘monitors; 2) a lack of -

»

y support from grganizations, school personnel and individual citizens; and

3) a lack of political clout and enforcement power to require changes “and

Y

prevent reprisals. Respondents describe one s1tuation in which a group of ;

’

rural parents heeded the school's demand that they not meet as an organized

group without school permission, lest their children be punished., Either

»

:gonsciousness-raising among parents and school personnel or legal powers

, R} , ~ L3
are necessary to make any'headway in such an atmosphere-qénd the Lay Advocacy

.Prggragihas neither. As_ a result, the program appears to be floundering only *-

_a year after it- began, : . {")

/ |
Qutcomes ' . .
' _ ‘ A

«Respondents are extremely pleased with the success of negotiations and
litigation over many Individual Education Programs and these results are clearly.
attributable to the Lay Adv0caoy Program, ' However, the program has had 1little,-

e 1f any,‘systemwide or statevide effest. (Note that the parent organization, the
Center, does much legislative work and 1is having a "larger” effect in‘"filling,;? .
in gaps" in the law.) Prohabl§ no school in Utah is complying with or is:.
interested in complyingawith P.L. 94-142 or Segtion 504, and the Lay Advocacy Prograt

has done little to change this situation. However, this lack of effectiveness

is attributable more to severe external constraints,and resistance than to

+

21% - B
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: " Kr
internal failure, Where the program can reasonably be expected to have
‘ an effect, at the level of individual problems, its great efforts HWave
been.somewhat successful. T v

B Advisory Council for- Handicapped Studehts in Fort Wiynme, Indiana

* Ft. Wayne, Indiana, with a population of 170,000, is a business hub -
\\‘/

/ for the agricultural flatlands of Indiana, The Fort Wayne Community
School Corporation serves 39,728 children in 64 schools, .

v The Fort Wayne Community School Corporation has provided a varied program of
&
speci?l education of which it is yery proud for many, years, In fact, the ~

Advisory Gouncil was started in respomse to a staterment by the district's

Special Education Director at a 1978 School Board meetdng. He said th}t the

-3

L8 "ﬂ:rt Wayne Community Schoels havemet full compliance" with special educa-

L

tion legislation. However, the parent of a clLiId with a learning disability

o 7
®

took exception with that statement and disagreed in the Board meeting,arguing‘
that many parents felt '"'the system is not doing nearly enough" for learning
disabled- children and that the schools had ttirne.d "a deaf ear'’to many parents.
He pointed out that while the Association for Children with Learning Disabilities
(ACLD\ generally finds approximately 107.%& all children need help for learning ,
disabilities, the Fort Wayne schools only aided 1-2%, The Director disputed

g,

‘.the 107 figure, and pointed out the three new programs and three new staffers

&

. s 'n special edueation. But the Bo‘rd president called a meeting to resolve the
. difipute and efforts to document charges and defenses began. Thé parent °
spearlieading the movement, Shep Weinswig, recommendj tha {dea of an \a.dvisory 'b oard ~ |
e ‘*’ V’sﬁ'
to the school board, along with "some -basic principles and aspirations. The Super-“"‘
intendent of Schools ( with the motion tabled at the school board)” came back with

. ¥ counterproposal which is closer to what now exists." Thus the Advisory Council

s
was a joint product of parents and school administrators. ©

. _' 217 - | |




. ' ) ' ‘ TABLE 17"
ADVISORY "COUNCIL FOR NANDICAPPED STUDENTS

v

" . . %
. “‘ S FORT WAYNE, INDIANA

- -

ESTABLISHED: } May 14, 1979 .
A} . . L-] . . . %
" TERM: . Indefinite o _ . N
SPONSOR: : Ft. Wayne Community School Board ° ' .
€ . i - ’
SPONSOR'S CIVIL " Educational (equal résults-model); Social/ psychologdcal ' ' . LY
RIGHTS GOAL: ' ‘ )
] . .« b . . N * ‘e /
. SPONSOR'S MANDATE TO To identify problems and issues of concern in social education
:’ ,  MONITORING BODY: To gather information about the problems and issues, partly through outside experts ,
a . To decide how to solve the problem , o
To make recommendations for the implementation of these solutions. . P
) . Y ’ 0 A . % .
~ . 4
RESPONSIBILITIES: . Agenda set from meeting 'to meeting, mainly by pareng members
‘ s : , No permanent responsibilities or agenda set . N
o -~ ‘ N -3
. AUTHORITY: . At the discretion of the School BBard. Superintendent made verbal commitment to "
i . . ‘use the group!s input at its first meetinf: "We have almost every top school »
°, . official in this group and there is no reason-why we can't make policy id this
> .- . . group on most issues. e .
STRUQTURE:_ o 2 co—chairs, one from parent members’ and one frof administrator members :
. - ' "~ Subcommittees formed to investigate particular subjects are disbanded atter : .
= a X i presenting results to the: Cbuncil . 7 j o . : . e
. « © © . . . N |

:5«_"' ¢ 1’. ‘ -n’ ) Y _ . . . ) — ’
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(Table 17 continued) . '

: 28 members; 10 school administrators appointed by School Board; 18 parents, 2

MEMBERSHIP‘
appointed by each of 9 community groups representing different handicaps
(2 such groups already existed; others convened by school and parents for this
purpose, summer 1979)
May begin.staggered 2 year terms of office, fall 1980’
STAFF: None' ' .
FUNDING: . None; schoo} board pays for monthly newsletter and materials for monthly meet:lngaé
~ . MEETINGS: Whole Council' meets formally once 'a month in school administration building
* Parents meet informally one week before full board meeting :
) :

REPORTING jPRDC!’.’I)URES: meetings to School Board members

-~ of/handicapped students ! ,
i
OUTPUTS : . Newsletter /
[} ]
. ? ’
¢
v
) \ .
| 1 . ;

i - P

’ /
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. Resources
» ¢ . o
Funding: . s . -

‘The Couﬁqil has no indepeﬁdent budget or staff; the School Board pays

necessary, agreed-upon expenses, ° ‘ . ) g

hd »

Access to Information from the School District:. _ ' -

. Council members have no cbm7iaints about obtaining the information they

v desire, except for occasional delays from middle-level administrators. Parent

‘,‘ . - o®
members are convinced that the district superintendent is fully supportive of

the Council énd gives its members full access., .

Communications with and Support from the Community:

Before the Council begah there was virtually no communication among
parents of children with the nine disabilities, However, the Council and a
new social services agency have increased communication about common problems,

. B ﬂ.

such as transportation and post-secondary training opportunities.‘ Similérly,

local organizations for the hearing.impaired and muscular dystrophy and the

T logal ACLD now commmicate with each other through their members on the Council.

The state ACLD provided support and oré;nizational-help in establishing the

fngdgsn
{
{

Advisory Council. Local'community=agencies working with handicapped
so far have .providgd only contacts for t:he'coun.;i], although more cogperation is

planned for the future, No other civic, business, or religious qy%anizations have

-

[ Ry S SIS
Ceter e

supported ér opposed it; PR s, oL
VTE°~AAVtS°fY Council has been impiicitly supported by a coqpléin: filed with
OCR in the sumer 1979 by five parents of handicapped chiiaren. Tﬂey alleged *
i' . _ it a new a&ditorium waé 1nécc;;sib1e to the haqdicapped.s After an HEW site \
% visit, the district w&g'Ordered to change‘relevént aspects of the coﬁ;crucsion
- .

and to permit these parents to review all new building plans. T@is'infofmal 8

o
.
.7

""504 Compliance Cqﬁmiqtgﬁ" has reviewed new plans, and filed another complaint -

£

1n e§r1§ 1980 abéut several accessibility problems, The complaint is still
‘\6 ‘ ‘ o

-3
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under investigation, . . e
. 'The 504 Compliance Committee and the Advisory Council are in close
. « communication, and will have two%joint members in the fall of 1980 but

e

there: are no formal ties betwmen them, It is not clear exactly how

influential the recent complaint history was when the :School Board estab-

. ) lished the AdvisoryCoupcil but respondents assume that it provided motiva- )
/" tion to establish such a board to avoid further cpmplaints,
v
// Government .Support: ' : - ) N~

No apparent support has come from local, state, or federal government:s.

Media Coverage:

Mostly by accident, the initial complaint at the School Board meeting
mreceived extensive local television and press coverag 163 Coverage continued
Y throughout the succeeding nine months before the Council was formally esta-

blished, and apparently added to the pressure on the gchool administration

1

. to create 1it. Councfl - 'meetings and administrai:ive responses are regularly
reported; both positive and critical stories about special education programs
. 3
, * @ it
/ have also contributed to administrative cooperation with the Council. &
. / /uleat Mandate: — - .
" ,fi'* There is no fg‘rmal written mandate. The School Board, the formal sponsor,

v

and Shep Weinswig, the pareht organizer, have developed informal guidelines.
-

. Commitment of Sponsor e

‘Although the Councii ~an only make recommendations, the su;;erintendent has
publicly described it as a policy-making bbd‘y. All its recommendations have
. -been acc gtéd in slightly altered form. Tke only point of controversy is the,

newsletfer; twa stories written by parents have been omitted, presumably at

w7

the behest of a school administrator. This issue continugs unresolved, As Mr,

points out to parents, hovlever. the fact'that "the administration

t want bad’ publicir.y«,.&. may be very posi/vive, very helpful, and very bene—
- 16477
fiﬁ al." If parents persist in deffnin;/and publically expressing their needs

»

it
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Commitment of Members:

Parents feel confident that theCouncilis fully independent of the

e
o4

?chool Board despite the administration meqbers on it » and the news-
letter diSputei The group shares,alfocus on obtaining new educational
programs for handicapped'b&ildren ana monitoring existing prog¥ams.7aParent
dommitme;t is high, because it is apparent to all that jointfefforts.have
been far Qore sucgessful than individual complaints were previously.

Training: ) “ .

Couvacil.members have received no training or technical services beyond
those of the school systgn?, They are satisfied, however, with the researchl

by their members and‘schgol staff, .

N EffeEEivEI}eadership: e i Al
The organizer, Shep Weinswig, has clearly met great success in ﬁniting

parents to support the AdvisoryCouncil, He started by telephoning hund}edg'

of parents and he has continued to lead it, . He is also primarily
reSponsiﬁle for administration support, Were he to leave Fort Wayme or the
Council, it would almost certainly lose some of its bite., He has been

. ?

~ most successful in harnessing the frustrated energies of individual §arents

of handicapped children and directing them toward jdznt efforts.

Y

§cracegie§
“

Stance toward the School District: : . . .

oy hd

Under Mr, weinswig'g direction, the Counc{lhas always been firm and
~ 1e:siste;§ but nonadversarial, Holding an informal, parents-only meeting
befége the formai,-full L meeéiﬁg pe;mits par;nts~tq.become.bétter ace
quainted wit@‘one ahothe£,~t9 voice disparate opinions and feelingé, and .

. & . ,
then to'present a unified front to thexschool district. This greatly

~




Y
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facilitates ‘the full Council meetings and adds pressure't:o the recommendations,

| ‘ Orggnizaticin a;nd Membership: : -

, _ Another successful ‘itxlate'ggyg for dealing wi..éh the school distict has been
to bypass the Special Education Director and go directly to the more sympath-
etic superintendent and top adm.inistrators. An e?rlier monitoring ;nd
&?vocacy group an& earlier parent demands apparently.'foundered because they
were unable to ogtain the support of the Special Education Director or to get
past him, The Advisory Council,however, was crea;:ed by one superintende:?. and

contains the present~superintendent and his top administratdrs, thus providing “

both an easysdirect channel of communication and some.clout over educational decisions.

¥

Outcomes ~ ] /

L]

The School Board established an academic spegial education summer program

.

" in response to anAdvisory ccun;;n.recommendatidn for such a program. It has

also instituted ‘two changes in transportation at the request of the Advisory
Council; all vehicles can;ying handicapped children will cari'y their medical

\
&

has in¢ éased it:s efforts to accomodate handicapped children in school trams- 2

i portatiZm and-has ‘begun "trial runs" for them. This change may
not be ;iifectly "attributable to the Advisory Coun;:il, but it . was ;:learly
influentia—l in bring‘ing this issue to the attention of the School Boa.rd.

} A fix;al outcome is & social or political one as much‘ as an educational
one.‘,' What was formerly; a coFMlection of angrj.r, frustrated, separate parents
of handicapped children is now 2 more unified network with conigmnication among -
them and much more hope for and aatiﬂs“faction with the schools. Finally)\ this ’
group now has an undisputed 9% to the.at:'tentioq of the school district on issues

. . .
- , sz H - .
which affect their children, and a forum for,effectively expressing their °

L]

views and deman}a*s .



IX. ANALYSIS  AND' RECOMMENDATIONS

A. Monitoring Body Complexity ' /\ C ‘
. N ~ . )
We begin thi: final section of conclusions and recommendations with a

cautionary comment. Case studies cannot accurately convey the confusion and

complexity encountered in actually researching citizen monitoring groups. This

complexity gakés two' forms., First, particularly with race desegregation,

~

where eT:;ions%run so. high and ideoclogies are so strong, different peéplé often
. . ] i

have different perceptions of the same process. They reﬁembér some events ‘but
not others;'they quoti_i?POrtéPt gEtors differeﬂ%ly; they éive wide;y.varying .
interpretations of actions, motivations ;nd consequences, Ofgén these variationg
ig perception obscure changes in the desegregation process, and always they

make it difficult to iﬂterﬁret the role ;nd effectiveness of the monitoring_
group ﬂp that process. It is,of course, Ehe resear;her's Job to determine

e

what this sound and fury signifies; we have tried to so, but we wish to under-
. N v

line the fact that even apparently

uncontroversial descriptions may hide‘vehemen’
disagreement./f%hus our first recommendation is: -

Do not rely on any single observkr's, or any small set of
observers', explanations and interpretations of events--
especially of race-related events. Monitoring bodies cannot
be fully objective; personal ideologies, ascriptive traits,

* - and occupations are bound to-3ffect one's view of. a situation.
Thus even if a sponsor designates a single person as his

- official communication link to the monitoring body, and
designates the monitoring body as the single official
observer, the sponsor should be alert.to the problem of-one~-sided -and
conflicting interpretations. . .- .

The other form of complexity igyétzpqtural rather than perceptual, and occurs

.

ﬁarticulag%g with sex equity and handicap ﬂgglated.grqups. These bodies often

have very amorphous beginning and ending points, no clear sponéo?Jor mandaE%,

e Py ) = e . -8 ;
" no formal internal structuré, and no sharp distinctions betéeen members, non- .
members, pdrent groups, or spin-off groups. Again, it is the researcher's -

. , . ~Bo .
Job' to impose clarity on vagueness; we~have trded to do .so, but we wish_to

- . . \

N \ : -

i, .“
. ¥ .
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underlimethe fact that many declarative statements have imposed'a forﬁelity ’ K
' that does not necessarily exist in the minds of the participants. .o .3‘ - ‘
B. Sponsor's Expectations for a Monitoring Body - ‘

~

Many judges presiding over race desegregation cases appear to be reluctant
to take them on. One in our sample was publicly quoted as saying that he

.

would trade the desegreg%tion,case for the Pentagon Paperg‘case yn‘a second,
. . . . Q .
This reluctance may stem from a number of sources, such as personal dislife -~
. CL. T , ) R i ‘
of desegregation or of its consequences or professional distaste for the -

messiness and convolutions of.public law litigation. If these Judges appoint

.2 monitoring committee, it may be in the hope (conscious or not) that®the

group will make the problem go_ away--or at Teast move it from the judge's .

desk to someone else's. The sponsor's mandate and assignment of responsibilities

L

to the committee become irrelevant to the committee's real mission, which is

@
©
-

to give.the schools, media, community leaders, parents, plaintiffs, aqd otﬁers
some entity besides the tourt on which to focus their wrath) curiosity, o
or demands, In such a situation, one of three things-;ccurs:' 1) the monitoriné .
body recognizes'that its real role is symbolic, and.takesggnly‘symbolic~ >
actiong_ghich lead to disillusionment with citizen "participation;"'Z) thep
monito;éng body resists this symbolic role, &nd follows its own agenda, which

>

might include investigating complaints, monitoring the schools, issuing reports
and recommendations-all of which increase pressure*on the sponsor to act, o
rather than decreasing it as he Had intended° or 3) the monitoring group resists
its symbolic role and attempts to carry on:_izs formal responsibilities oT ¢

v ”~
{ts own _agenda. In this case; the sponsor responds by continually taking (

4

_actions to restrain.the committee's power and to restrict its scope of ' !

activity—-leading to great frustration on él! sides. The main points here R
are-two: we must not assume that t&e stated goals,mandgtes, and responsibilities

of a monitoring group are ‘the..real ones. and we must recognize that an effective

227
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ponitoring body will probigly make life more complicated for its sponsor-="not

3

less. A well-functioning group continually points out problems that need

fgsolut:f:on. It reeds frequent:’ communication from its sponsor hoth to keep ‘
its porale high and to make sure it.is helping to achieve the sponso;'s civil
., rights goal. It needs occasional demonstrations (or threats of demonstrdtion)
of powér‘from its sponsor when 1t is faced‘withhé school district defying its
authority. It induces more demands from some citizens for more civil rights
action by the sponsor and indﬁces more fears from other citizens of such

. action., All of these activities will lead to more work for a sponsor.

- N

Thus we arecgmmend : : : . >

. A sponsor of a monitoring body should be prepared to speﬁ% as -
much, or more, effort on the civil rights issue being monitored
as he would if no such group existed, A monitoring«kgdy*is not
: i a means of delegating responsibility or tasks; it is a means of ]
V/// helping a sponsgr batt%; perform hiss task, S - N
, S -

~
14 — e,
A e e

We also recommend: / ' 2

o4,

{ ' A snonsor should beware of hidden agendas, his own and others,
if¥setting up and oversgeing monitoring groups. It is un-
likely that all members of the group will share such hidden
. agendas, and the ensuing ‘tonflicts between group and sponsor
and within the group inhibit the group's effectiveness.
. \a .
This same dynamic occurs with sRonsors other than—judges and in cases

I

other than race deéegregation. A schpol system, for example, iay set up a

is to oversee implementation but

v

monitofing body wwfse ostensible pdipo

whose real purpose’is to.defuse criticisy or co-opt critics. A sidt? or

.federal agency may set up a monitoring grdup as’a way of delegating ;Fspondibility

, . , .
‘that it hasn't the resgﬂ ces or/desire to tiake on itself., In'Eﬂth these cases, .
o D ~ e

—— one or more of the three dangers described 3hove will occur and the moniﬁériﬁg %
» . LR L)

AN process will be worse thax useless,

o, . Of course, some sponsors--whether judges{ schools, agencies, or private

..organizatiouéé—ate' eeply committed to their |goal, and fully intend thé
. . ’i . > ,
* ™monitoring group to help thém)achieveAit. THeir problems will be différent.
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« €. Civil Rights Goals and Monitoring Body Mandates

—ﬁéggng cautioned against taking stated goals and mandates too seriously,

we now turn to an examinati m of those goals and mandates. Bable 18 uses

s~ the four-part typology developed in sections ITI and IV above to identify the

— —

‘sponsor's civil rights goal, the monitoring body's mandate, and the monitoring

*body‘ts.own goals, for the eleven raEe~related monitoring groups we studied in
deptho ’ * ’

LN

v




. SPONSOR'S CIVIL RIGHTS GOALS, MONITORING BODY MANDATES, AND
. - » .

TABLE 18

-

\‘z ¥ MONITORING BODY GOALS IN RACE DESEGREGATION CASES

°

s

_ . -
School -, . Definitions of Civil Rights Goals ' -
Distriét £ _ - - . A | -
’ Statutory Political Educational Social
BOSTON' . 5
P - r’ . ?
¥- Sponsér's Goal primary * 'secondary (oppor- K
Cw - tunities model)
Monitoring Body's : -~ . o ,
Mandate second CCC CDACs,pairings pairings (Pppor- /fi'rst cce
CBACs (interest group tunities model) REPCs . -
- CPAC (after CCC - model) - ~ o RESCs “ L
was disbanded) REPCs," CPAC, RESCs  * ‘ !
——  (grass roots N
— . model) ~ y !
: !
Monitoring Body's L . ;|
X - Own Goal - "first CCC (some REPCs ,CDACs (results .- ’
. .\ members) model) .
. * ‘ » CPAC - .
- RFPCs L4
— T ~ ~ - R K :
BUFFALO - . i ( N ;
Sponsor's Gual primary . ; ; ¢ l
p ;: ‘ . " - . : ) I
K o, Monitoring Body's Commission- pairings (oppor- Commission- 7 i
L ;a U Mandate |, -primary < tunif:ies mode1)| " secondary 2 3 J. 4
Monitoring Body's Commission - " Commission- Lo . 3
_ Own Goal , - secondary (grass = primary (both ,
, roots model). nodels)
“ ‘L : . ' . ?’ “ Y . -




o -~
. -

.‘, -,

. Own Goal -

grass roots model)

e ¢ ) '!"
- - 3 , ‘
= (Table 18 continued) o . . °
School ~ . e Definitions of Civil Rights Goals T
_ District - . ! : e, “Q’g o . )
£ i . . Statutory Political Educational Socfal
< L = &
CLEVELAND * * o : .
$ponsor's Gaal rimary - ) secondarv (oppor- . *
po Ga P y. . s, tunities model) *
Honitoring Body's OSMCR (explicit, OSMCR (implicit, . A -
3 Handate . primary) s secondary) —
. *  Monitoring Body's OSMCR (explicit, OSMCR (implictt, * , « )
Own Goal primary) . secondary) ) S )
' . DAYTON . x ;
Fl ". { a . 5 ’5
. Sponsor's Goal %ﬁ”-‘a’s . primary t . - T
- . (% - . %
3 /,) ".Monitoring Body's DCAB- . -, -8 DCAB-
- _ Mandate secondary -+ ’ . . primary
.-" p . . - . ’[,';‘;:W . . . - « > ,
’ . Monitoring Body's DCAB- - DCAB- - ‘
: Own ‘Goal secondary ¥ | primary
. y e : . ;-
\ .+ DALLAS . . n . ’
o : Sponsor's Goal ; primary i ; :
- ¥ \ - s ’ . - - N . *
Do - ' Monitoring- Body's ’ | T - Educational Task .
L ‘* ‘Mapdate - * ’Force)(interest group PEC .
w : - model LT e :
- ‘M Mondtoring Body" s TEC .(some . ,TEC (some,members-- ° TEC (some members) - -
S members) . — - . ¢

™
W
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A
%
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»
.
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(Table 18 continuzed)
. School Definitions of Civil Rights Goals .
District
Statutory Political Educational + Social
N\
DENVER
s ’/ - e
} Sponsor's Goal primary (Doyle & s secondary (Doyle) K
' : A Matsch)- ‘JT .
Monitoring Body's Y CECoseéondary , CEC (opportunities, CEC
Mandate . model) .
Monitoring Body's CEC "(sqme CEC (interest group CEC (results model
Own Goal members) model for some mem- for some membersz ] ¢
bers; grass roots -
modél for some members) I
X . ; . LY . B, X
DETROIT -

.Sponsor's Goal

-

‘.
*

secondary (after
Milliken I decision)

N

£

-
primary (after . N

Milliken I decision
~- opportuniies-model)

Monitoring Body's Commission-~ * - C “Commission-
Mandate . primary =, ' - secondary
Monitoring Body's Commission- /
Own Goal . ) primary - R
-
LOS ANGELES _ . . ‘ e
4 -

Sponsor's Goal .

primary (1978-80
most of 1980~

»

plan,
plan)

r

primary (1980 -
plan for RIMS --
opportunities model)
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(Table 18 continued)

’ Definitions of Civil Rights Goals
School, — =
Disfriet . - ‘g;ggutgrv Political Educational Social
LOS ANGELES
(continued) - . '
Monitoring Body's ’
'Mandate‘[* Monitoring - Monitoring Monitoring
.. Committee (1978- Committee Committee
. 1980) (1980~ ) (1980- )
- . Specigl Monitors *
(1980 - )
Monitoring Body's ‘ )
Own Goal Monitoring . Monitoring
. Committee (some Committee (some
members) members-- grass t
Special Monitors roots model)
' : Special Monitors
" (interest group
model (?7) ) .
MILWAUKEE ]
Sponsor's Gqal primafy
Monitoring Body's - Monitoring )
‘Mandate Board
Monitoring Body's Monitoring Board
Own Goal J (results model)
= ' el
p ¢ o (')'
PORTLAND _ AL .
secondary (to v, ~ _ primary (oppor-

Sponsor's Goal
236

preempt litfgation)

tunities model)
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§

¢
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- (Table 18 continued)

-

9
d . . P

Definitions of Civil Rights Goals =

School
District A
Statutory "Political Educational ¢ Social
: P
PORTLAND -
(continued) .

Mohitorigg Body's
Mandate

Monitoring Body's’

[ 1 - i

Coalition (interest Coalition(opportu-
group model) nities model)

Coalition (interest Coaltion (opportu-

Own Goal
- ° group & grass roots nities model)
models) Black United, Front -
Black United Front (results model)
(grass roots model) . -
b i
@,
. ~
SEATTLE ‘ : E
. AN
Sponsor's Goal secondary (to primary (opportu-
preempt litigation) nities model) v ° ;
ﬁonitoring Body's . Advisory Committee Advisory f
- Mandate ) (opportunities model) Committee I
M >
Monitoring Body's Advisory Committee Jdvisoryw
Own Goal ' . Committee R

-

&£
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What can we conclude.from Table 187 First, it is hardly surprising to
discdver'that~judges have statutory - ‘desegregation'goais; ani'that school
distr lcts have primarfly educatfonal goals. What is surprising to note is
how few monitoring bodies have been set up to facilitate the achigvement of
those goals. Most monitorini Bodies are given severai mandates; or a mandate
that does not make clear what goal they are sunposed‘to be*facilitating%ﬂof //,2»

a mandate to pursue a goal differegt from the sponsor's primary goal.

S
- RF

¢

rnrthermore, many monitoring bodies develop goals for themselves that are at
odds with, or at least.-are not consistent with, the sponsor's civil .rights

goal and mandate.to. the committee. This divergence among civil rights goals, -
- } ¢ . . -
monitoring body mandates and monitoring body goals generally creates confusion

and tension that decrease the. effectiveness of the‘ﬁggitors.
- id

Thus our fourth and fifth recommendations are.ﬂ

Make sure that the mandate, structure, membership, resources,
and strategies of the monitoring body are appropriate to' the
civil rights goal which they are intended to facilitate.

Make sure that the body does not digilace its mandate to.
another goal. Alternatively, make sure that the riew monitoring
body goal is acceptable to the sponsor and all -members, and

that the resources, structure, and strategies are changed to

fit the new goal. Our best judgement of the appropriate features
of monitoring bodies for each of the four civil rights goals is . -
contained in Section IV“ of this report. - :

The recommendation that the .monitoring body be tailored to: fis the civil rights

goal implies another: ' S
The.establishment'of"a monitoring mechanism should never be“an
afterthought; it should be contemplated as the sponsor writes
his plan or orders. Organizational structure, membership,

{
This re mmendation seems obvious; it is worth emphasising only because it is
t

one to which spongsors seldom adhere. Judges and other Sponsors have . told

when\they‘set it up, or that its members were people who happened to be ?

. i ! N ‘ H
available ard interested,'not nécessarily people who were best suited to the

=

'resources, and strategies should be planned very carefully. i o
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particular monitoring task. 1In these cases, the&fonitoring bodies have

- -

A

often had internal conflicts“and have lacked necessary resources which could ‘

- e - .
e © w
Sl < )
. ® a :
) .

have made them more effective, = . ¢

€ . y
The final :recommendation along these lines is: -

> oo A monit:oring body should be established before the remedy or
. * order is given, or before the overseeing agency tries to force
a school district to comply with its regulationms.

-

4

There are several reasons for this recommendation. First, an important role

of almost any monitoring group is to make clear to school persognel %d the
- o+ . SM a " . »
community what is required for compliance and why. This educational process ’ X
should begin as early as possible, before battle lin;s are est:ablishe'd:and
. ’ v

fact:ually mistaken views solidified. Second, a monitoring group needs time to

|

' develop its int:ernal relat:ions and ‘Qecide on it:s agenda and st:ragegies-—all

A

" of which should t:ake place before the first day of school under t:he new civil
< > NN Lot

right:s requirement:‘s. Third, a mqnitoring body needs t:inie .to develop workable

relations with t:he schooiqﬁ\\;he orénu‘iﬁity’, %{nterés&ta_groups, and its sponsor-—-—
all of which also should t:ake placeﬁbef e;' i;;pleixe tat;.goh b;gdns. . Fourt:h“*‘ .and
we have found t:his t:o‘be' especially t:r:; wit:il a st\a'mhtc;ry;f . monit:oring/
" group, monicoring bodtes benefit from observ;ng a’basq»,line of school act:ivity

\ . against which to cgmpare lat:er implement:at:ion act%vﬁ{\sd‘ For example, Judge.
"":“{}' 4 °
Battisti pointed out in his Order of June 1, l979 that; l"I’he ifportance of OS%CR"

’ -f"”"“

\ [Cleveland] role in preimplement:at:ion pla.nni;ng cannot ,be overemphasized As 4,

W

ant:ieipat:ed..., OSMCR's monitoring activities have significant:ly aided the .« . ™

Ta

— Court's carxeful planning’ effort:s. Fifth, citizens wit:h complaint:s or quest:ions

- » /

about the civil right:s «transit:ion benefit. great:ly from.having an. onganized body\
to which they can ‘take their concerns., And f&«..ally, a wonit:oringQ group may
7é best when it: 1s perceived as part: of an on*-gO«ing process, not: as:a sudden

a s

imposition’ from the outside into t:hat: prOcess. For all of these reasons, a. ’

monit:oring group should begin Before implement:at:ion Begins,hwhich is possible

-

only if its pyrpose and st:ruct:ure have been t:hought: out carefully in advance by >4

the. gponsor. :
AN "o ~ *

3
PR
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The relationships among sponsor's goal monitoring body mandate ﬂﬁﬁgéﬁu“*
T ‘ .-.monitoring body goals for itself may be less ofa problem in sex equity and’
R handicapped cases than in race ¢zsegregation cases- because the sponmsor and

recruitment processes are often different., When school sy&:oms sponsor, a
v : : . ‘ -
, group, they tend to appoint their own,staffers or parent® who have worked

-
closely with school p sonnel for a-long time. In this case, the civil rights
goals, monitoring body-wandate; and monitoring body internal goals are likely

. to, be the same. It is possible, of course, for a school—sponsored group to

disagree with tho school's mandate for it--as in gortland and Seattle--but

" this phenomenon is less common than"when an outsider, such as a judge or

agency, appoints theggroup. Alternatively, the sponéor may be a private

. interest group which designates ;ome of its members toﬁée thelmonitoring bady..

‘ . Ko
S In this case, thé disjunctfons described above are unlikely to occur because

‘\'\ thé interest gIoup members concur in their goals and perceptions. Most of
N o
‘2\\ the sex equity and handicapped groups that we studied had no farob]‘.Aem with
) . ¥
e conflicting goals and mantidates. . . s

Note that this discussion does mot imply that a sponsor should ask a

X

monitoring group to pursue, only one goal. The issue of multiple goals, and

, multiple mandates to a monitoring group, is-complex and is the issue to which‘
we now turn. - ', ‘
)" -3 :
Some monitoring body mandates are compatible, but some are not. A sponsor

should be very careful to give the monitoring bodywcompatib1e~mandates—«and to-

, 4 R
avoid incompatible ones. We make the foilowing.recommondations about

3
- ; " ‘E7 ) combinarions whicﬁ sgem especially fruitful, or gruitless:

A .statutory mandate should not be combined with a political
: “or soctal mandate, or a results-oriented educational mandate.
(" ' It can, under some circumstances, be combined with an
- opportunities-oriented educational mandate.

Q ., w S 240
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~_ The example of the Cleveland. OSMCR shows why a statutory mandate,&s ircompatible ' wi
a political role. No matter how objective, verifiable, and fully documented
i ‘ are t\he monitering reports of a statutory\group, as soon as it is perceived as a.

political actor it will lose credibility with those who oppose its sponsor. It wil

- also have an extremely difficult time itself avoiding becoming a political actor,‘
as distinguished from an observer. Implicit advocacy of change cannot successﬁully

- e be combined with an expticit role as objective, uninvolved observer.
\ ~ v
- The example of some Boston CDACs shows.why statutory and results-oriented

—educational mandates are contradictory.‘hlhe.reasoning is similar to that in
'thecparagraph above: careful, objective, fully-informed monitoring cannot take "
place in an atmosphere of confrontation, advocacy by monitors, and defensiveness
- by scbool'persgnnel. Results-oriented members may become*very impatient with
7"beGHJCounting" legal coricerns and may even reject the high priority on integra-
tion per se implied in most court orders or statutes. S
The’tia_in—p_r—cﬁ;]_.e&m—‘with combining statuto:y and social mandates is tbe entirely ‘

distinct set of skills and connections reauired ‘of members in the two types of
groups. The roles a;e less contradictory than simply ve;;‘different; data-

gathé}ers may not be skilled at making‘iriends and conciliat‘ g in tense . -
c_:situations, and vice versa. _ - . =

[ 4 r——— x
4

The Sacramento sex equity groups suggest that a statutory mandate can usefully

»

be combined with an opportunities-oriented educational mandate, Both require

objective and systematic monitoring, néither is inherently threatening tq,a

s

school_system. After all, legal goals are oftenm intended to improve educational

- opportunities. Eowever, the spoasor should beware of a danger which can make

- A —

— these two mandates incompatible. A  statutory group may slip fnto -an

e adversarial relationship with the school system,, whereas an educational

opportunities-oriented group may be coopted by the °chools. ,If these slippages:

5“ ) . occur, a monitoring group ‘may be irretrievably ‘torn apart.
' ' ' walrr »

b » N . N 1 4
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A results-oriented educational,mandate is usefully-combined

. with a grass-roots political mandate. Alternatively, an

. opportunity-oriented educational mandate g usefully com=—
bined with an interest-group political ‘mandate. other -

possible combinations here (educsatfonal results and interest-

group politics, and educational opportunities and grass-

, roots polftfcs) are inherently unstablé and poggibl

- ' counterproductfve. S

The first cou;bina_tion has a change-oriented, even radical, thrus?. The second
hasza reformist, ameligrative thrust. 'Ihe first involves people who seek

responses from theLhool system as a matter of right° the second comBination

‘17

seeks resourcesffarom’ the\ sghool system through‘-trades and offers-of qther
o resources that the school system wlnts. The pairings in Boston and Buffalog

are good examples of the ‘reformist combination, the REPCs are a good example

o -

- ! - <

of the radical combination. - e ~

« A social mandate is probably best combined with an interest
group politics andfor edtcational opportunities mandate.

The development of networks among formerly separated groups, all of which are
. becoming involved in expanding educational programs, is an oBviously compatible
set of activities. They all are likely-to favolve cOmmunity leaders who
bring a“wide set of skills and resources to the group; they all seek cooperative
relations with tt:e school system, 'and they all seek to bring formerly deprived
children in'to the cultural andmeducationai mainstream. Tensions are possible, |
of course, particylarly if a social group s:v its main role as protecting the

rights and interests of disadvantaged children. But the Fort Wayne Advisory

Board, among others, provides a good example of how polit:ical educational,

~

~ h Y
. -

. and social roles can usefully be’ combined.

The wfina'l recommendation addressing the combination of mandates: comes from

.

observing the cuccegs of the California and Michigan sex equity groups and -t
- . , .

the changes now underway in the Los Angeles monitoring procegs. Tt is:
| . - - ’ ’
The best way to achieve a variety of civil rights goals is -
‘ } to set up several citfzen groups, each-with a differeft -
mandate, membership, set of resources, and set of strategies. , o

[', ' o ' - . ~-

F3 . -

- ° g L T 2‘14
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- These groups should cleatly understand the undariés“" - j> )

betweén them and the limits of each, but they should -
‘also work closely togetRer and where possible, reinforce ~ T
each other s activities. . ° .

>

PN

The advantages of a.metwork of groups with distinct mandates all wovking toward
separate but complementary ends include the avoidahce of intra—grnup conflict

' andggf\efforts to switch fram oﬁjective observer to paSsionate activist and’ . .
back again. A ne.wﬂfifalso gives the schools and community clear foci for 4
diiferent types of communication and claims. The dangers of a nétwnrk.ere '
illustrated'by the Boston case~ the gxoups may expend their energy in sﬁ /)

»
fighting with each other over resources, power) and mandates rather than

pursuing civil rights goals..* To avoid such fights overe-turf, we emphasize

t

the following recommendations: -~ oY Co o
’ - ) > 4 . 3
~
The' sponsor must make sure .that- each' group clearly under- .
stands and accepts its mandate and its relationshidp with
. the other groups. - . . .
The sponsor must make sure that the structures "and members o o
are appropriate ‘for each .group. ¢ . » Lo e
&\~22:f§ponsor should build as much- as possible on groups’ —_ "
already exist to achieve a particular civil rights
goal.

The sponsor should make definitive allgcations of any new

resources and should not permit any amhiguity over *

allocations»of new power\‘ regources, or bjects for. . -
“monitoring. - _ . - . -

<- . ~ -

- 3

Note that .the sponsor himself can play the role of one of the groups in

4

the’network'that we have just descrihed. For example, ié a state civil rights
agency oF < GCR does its own monitoring for legal compliance, the

citizen groups can concentrate on other goals and can avoid an adversarial
relationship between school and, community. The PEER §roject in Michigan r :

<

illustrates this point' it pursues goals of participation and educationsl

1.
%

opportunity and leaves the complaint and compliance issues to NOW. and OCR. As the

.

{"good guy" in‘'a "good. guy-Bad guy" team, PEER gets much more cooperation and '

k] 2

-.'A' .

B

<

,
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- .. foTe :
Se T e e RN
e "




N am b A A st i s st
.

: ' o -193-

€
. _ . A

- *
o«

'informagion from the school systems it is involved with than its resources =
" " and power would suggest, o ° -

. ‘ .

- - N

.o

-

Our last point about combining’roles is more an observation thin a-
v . ¢ ) 4
recommendation. In several cities where race desepregation monitoring groups

. - -

began with mainly statutory mandates and focused on,questions of racial balance,
. ) i ) 7
. ghey have recently mgved to a ° results-oriented educational goal. Many now
* ) . f ‘ « 07 . R
s claim that the "real" purpose of civil rights action and citizen monitoring is

to improve the education of deprived c%ildren whether or not schools and
B3 . \J .

*

class;bom§ are deseéregated; This shift in emphasis has occured in Portland
. ~ .
Detroit, Milwaukee and Boston. - In other citfes such as Dallas and Denver

F g R &

(and for some members of  the C;alition in Portland), the groups have shifted * ’

—

L]

from an outside monitoring ;ole to so much cooperation with the school systems
L] s

thaé some respondents warn of cooptation. Thus sponsors should be prepared

for monitoring group’s to move away from their or{ginal mandate. The. evidence

suggests that in goﬁe cases the group, or at least many of its members, becomes
)

radicalized and abandons "bean-counting" for a focus on "quality education."

L . . d . «

& 4 -~

-~ ‘ . N
In other cases the group loses %ts original critical tone and concentrates on -~
" "the educational or social issues of greatest intérest to the schools themselves.
; & T ) o y .
.. A somewhat~djfferent recommendation about mandates addresses all four
e hd . \ '

‘q?pes and all combinations of types. The mandates for many monitoring groups,

eébeciaily;within Bne civil rights dqmain, appear véry similar and similarly
3 - i - 53 , o

PR . .
vaguely- worded. » What matters most is the committee!s and sponsor's interpre- -

-
.

tation of .the mandate. Thus we recommend: -

‘
Al “ # [

The mandate from a ‘sponsor ‘should clearly state the general :
mission, responsibilitfes, and authorities of the monitoring

W body. The entire group should then meet with the sponsor to

answer questions,and clear up misunderstandings. The mandate

. //////? should be-flexible enough to permit the monitoring body to
P + decide how exectly to carry out its responsibilities. The ’
monitoring body should .have easy access to the sponsor. to
clear up misunderstandings that arise during its work, and
. - it should explain its mandate clear}g and repeatedly to

the public and schools. y

-

. L . a
. . ‘s .
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. D. Authority and Power ‘

¥

. , The next major topic for a sponsor to.consider ig leverage, or "clout"

as most respondents termed it, ' Our bssic finding on this topic is simple:

if a monitoring body has no leverage on a school system, or if there is not

‘a general perception that the sponsor has such leveraée and uses ‘the monitoring

body's experience to help him deside»how and when to use ft, a citizen mon-

~

. ‘ ' ' ) : K ' ‘ 2
itoring group is useless. This extremely strong conclusion was almost uni-

'versally drayn by our respondents who are or have been affiliated with monitoring

w

- groups. They point ‘to the volumii®us sfudies and tecommendations made by

AN
‘- . . . . & .
citizen groups in most school districts, studies which are now gathering dust’

\

on some harried staffer's or bored bureaucrat's sheif‘ They point to the

o

opposition to dedégregation, the indifference to sex equity, the fear of
. expenses for handicapped education in arguing that civil rights implementation

. will be resisted'by school districts wherever possible. They point, to the

. -

many .parents and community leaders who have begun involvements with school

)

+

. , systems with high:enthusiasm and great energy, and who are. now disillusioned .

and bitter because their work went for nothing. They point to the teachers h

3 . ) ) . . -
R andhadministrators within the school system who are.eager to ' comply, but who

fear sanctions or simply can make no.headway against a nonsupportive top *

.

P ot administration or school board. They point to schodl administrators who h;vexiearn<
3r:‘. T that they can igrore pressure from federal agencies and local citizens with impu-
-:‘;“‘ | . nitv. F;r these reasons tZhey'"'and we--argug tnat a monitoring Zrouo with no fower,
| force change is worse than irrelevantijit is actually.destructive to itself .
L___ ~

and to community morale., We recommend: .

— w
The sponsor must‘either make itﬁglear to all concerned that a .
monitoring group is purely advisory and subject to the séhool's
desires for it, or he must make it clear that the committee has

b his backing and that its experiences wil? be used in determining

e

LT his future relatfons with the school system. If the sponsor
‘ makes the latter claim, he must be prepared to back it wp :’“"“ ‘
necessary. v :

Y

o The experience‘ofbthe OSMCR in Cleveland demonstates not only.the dangers  of a '

,. . Lo . .
. Q powerful group and sponsor, but also the -benefits and necessity of using clout.
1 . . M - . P » v .
¢+ ERIC - - 247 L )
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Note that leverage can take many forms. , The most obvious and perhaps
e \

. . most po’tent {s a court order with a judge prepared to {ssue, further orders.

'/ A fe'deral or)state ‘regulatory agency willing and able quickly to decide t&t/
withhold funds for noncompliance is equall_yj Iépnvincing. But there are ‘other
forms of leverage, It could Be favorable 'media coverage of the group ﬁr
unfavorable coverage of the schools such as that used in Fort Wayne, pressure
from local Business or political leaders as in Dayton, a political movement

¢ “among local voters against a recalcitrant elected school board or its appointees

. et
N

as in B_oston a féw years ago, a boycott,against the schools as in Portland,
. 4 4

and so on. Future monitoring groups should.be given the .resources.needed to

1)

*
achieve at least one of these forms of clout, ‘%

3

The “ques'tion of leverage is influenced or determined by the choice of

civil rights goals. There is no "correct" type of leverage appropriate for.

"
all situations; instead, a sponsor and monitoring group sho{ld have a clear
. conception of which goals, strategies, regources and types of leverage work
.o %well together. Most respondents who endorse citizen monitoring groups claim !

that the first job of the. group must be to act in a way that. convinces the school®
%
system that comoliance with the court order or regulations is necessary and in-
. evitable. Thus a statutory goal, and the leverage of a court order or ageacy fun-

ding discretiod, must come first. Only when the school systen'i knows that it must

" gomply can a monitoring group broaden its scope and pursue other goals.

However, some respondents "claim that in their .situation it is impossible

~

tos achieve legal compliance without first “rafsing thg consciousness" of
% -

’ school personnel and comunity- membere. They claim that legal threats are too

-

strong 3 weapon, that the school system needs first to be. shown how it

. -

would benefit from complying and how it can comply. In this situation, educational
S ' )
and social goals come first and leverage in the form'of medfa coverage and

248 : e

~
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the promise of resources from business, cultural, and educational institutions

: " .
aré most appropriate. For example, one respondent argued that in a fiscally

austere time a school administrator may need "community pressure" dn him in
order to convince the school ivard that he has no choice but to do what he
wanted to’ do anyway, This consciousness-raising strategy is advocdted by

some members of the Utah Legal Center for the Handicapped. !

Ve . f "

{
Finally, some claim that legal goals of racial and sexual balancing .or

«

handicapped mainstreaming are no longer (if ever) the desired 5Ltcome, that

what matters most is improving the educational achievements of deprived children.

~

For them, the power of voter opposition to elected officials or citizen boy- ‘
cotts and protests are the most appropriate forms of lgverage. Therefore we

. & - . o
- recommend : ‘ . - . . . ,
The{sponsor and committee members should make sure’ that
the kinds of leverage they seek and use will be effective

in facilitating achievement of the civil rights goal that * °

the monitoring group is working to facilitate.

7’

-

As the discussion above implied, the right level of leverage used -f
- . . e ('
is as imboftanc as the right kind‘oflpOWer exerted. Applying too madhk™

. power can be as useless, even destructive, as too little power. Therefore

L]
.

we recommend: . s m
The sponsor should make sure that he and the group members agree: “
) on ;what® levels, as weld'as what kinds, of leverage are appropriate * o
- . in parﬁlcular‘aitdapions. Ideally, ‘they should reach this agreement,
. ahd puh#@ﬂizé;thgir‘fnteg;igasi befére a trisis arisgs; the sponsor
must then live up to his statements unlass he has an excellent reason
‘ not® to. The sponsor and group should rake sure that the level of 3
: power they intend to use is available, is appropriate to the general
cContext as well as thg specific circumstance, and is compatible with 5
) the monitoring body’s mandate, structyre, resources, and strategies., © ™=

»
I . v - »

E. Structure’ — ' . » ' .

Different struatires seem most apgfopriate for different typos of

monitoring bodies, -as described in Section IV. The main general point Is

>

»
) »

fhat somé'struqture should be established early, perhaps before the b05?~¢,
i ' T . .

vr,‘:‘;;“u th o,

begins 1its wbtk, so‘thét procedural questiops'do not dominate the firss few

vy " p 2‘19

. - . , . [
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- weeks or months of work. We recommend: :
" i
The spoasor and chair of the monitoring body should set up an -
_appropriate structure before the body besins its work. Decisions
should be made ahout subcommittee oreanization, recruitment of
members and staff, allocation of resources and authorityv within
the committee, and communitation channels with nonmembers. i
. The structure must include mechanisms for change, and must be
flexible enough to respond to new circumstances or members'
. unanticipated needs. ) N

F. Membership

o
hd <

Although members do change their vie&s as a result of the monftoring
"experience, the direction’thatia monitoring group takes is largely a function
of the viewé“and skills its members bring to ft. At a minfmum:

A sponsor should be very careful in choosing the members -
“of amonitoring group since the group's composition is a key
determinant of its direction and effectivgnéi?.

For that recommendation to be useful,‘poweve:, we must specify more clearly
. 7 7.
the elegents of a good choice. Consider first’the question of diversity among *

megg:rs. At least for the case of race desegregation,
B ;. -

. oL - . ] ' & s y .
some, forms of diversity within a monitoring group cause it to be totally

ineffective. "For example, a group that has such a wide rafge of opinions

about desegregation that it “retries the case' evéry time it meets is not able
" .y ot . - R
to get much done. The first CCC in Boston {llustrates that pofnt., A group -

that has orly a few.social scientists.among many activist parents, or-vice -

-

versa, tay exclude the nonconforming members|from any mFaningfﬁl participation
! A A L 0

‘

That was a constant concern of the'Los Angkles Monitoring Committee, A group,

vhose public members have a completely different agenda and style from its
- . . R

. v

staff is also urnable to acébmplish’mnch. * o

On the other hand, other forms 5f divetsfty‘éithin a«group_can enhange

its effectiveﬂess. A géoup completely identified with one party in the suit

or one position in the compliance process will have no credibility witqkthe-

other pafties‘and positions. The Buffalo Commission was ineffective partly

Y
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*hecause (ts membcrs were all identiffed with one viewpoint. A critical mass

¢
of actlvist parents can bring a sense of urgency and immediacy to the detached

and less mlnutely informed social scientists; § critical mass of data analysts

@

and uninvolved experts can bring” a sense of balance and perspective to angry

parents. A weIl-constructed groupswill have members whose skills and con-

3 -,
-

'stituencies differ from, but complemtnt each others' and the staff's.

-,

The question of diversity among‘members‘seems not.to.be a problem in any

A4

of the sex equity or handicapped cases we studied. ‘' Some groups were small and
highly uniform; they achieved therdesirablé features of diversity by working
8 . , :

with other, different, groups. Some groups had diverse members who worked "

"’)

well together.‘ The differences here may reflect the intensity of public

concern about ‘the igsue. Race desegregation 1S a hotly coiitested subject"

the éther twq are not so the question of credibil}tv and representativeness

w

is rore sensitive for the 1atter than fon the former.

- To achieve enough but not too much diversity among members, we make the *

@~ ¢
P

following recommendations:‘ . . . y
o % »
The sponsor sﬁould choose members Who are committed to carrylng
out the civil rights court ordef or regulations, whether or not
they firmly believe in it. They need nof advocate desegregation
but they must aavocate obe%ing the law. , 4

Thé sponsor should mai\\sure to cbnoSe members S0 that all actors
. 1n the process trust d respect "at least some members in the’monitorinsa
group. That probabl$¥ means tifat tﬁere should .be some educators; \
a consideraple number of minority representatives, iome members,
With stand{ng in the business community, and so on.
Perhaps the best way té ensure that .all actors trust at leas
some members is.to ask eacﬂ%? jor actor to submit a list o ’
acceptable candidates to sponsor. The sponsor ‘then
among that list of namesﬁ&ccording '‘to other criteriay
commitment to compliance "and the Symbolic issueg to Be discussed
below.

-

The other main issue in choosingsmembers islth portance of symbolic

concerns. Having local residents with childxen L .the public schools on the
~
committee is a powerful symbo1 to community résidents; so is having sub-

L MR o ! ) S P o N
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: c‘ stantial representation among and committee power ne1d~ by members of formerly
deprived groups. The question‘of len”thnagd location of residence may have
4 .

- 1ittle to do with one's skill as an observer and reporter but it is an easy

.

and convincing issue for skeptics to use in trving to dismiss the findings of
L3 A ’ -
the monitors. In short:

’

£y

The sponsor should be extremely sensitive to symbolic issues
of place of residence, length of residence/in the community,
number of children in the public schools, [socio-economic
status, race, ethnicity, ‘sex, and handicap in appointing monitoring group
. members, He should avoid appointing many péople who are easily discredited
on symbolic grounds. . -

~ }

>

Also for symbolic purposes, the sponsor -should -appoint (or
— organize’ school elections for) -student representatives on
the committee. The students should not be treated merely

, as symbolic appendages; they should Be | full-fledged members

. of. the committee with.as much authority and responsfbility

as possible. 'However, their greatest value may bef[a symbolic
¢ one. . . X .

. G. Resources and Strategies | o .
. Most recommendations about resources and strategies are implied by the tables
in Seecion 1v, §inee they vary bi’monitofing group type. However, some

“ reeommendations are aZpropriate for all groups.\ ' '
. 1. Funding: ‘ C ' ' /'

l ‘ Qat' At least some funds, which are assured ané fegular, which can be
.spent ,at nhe monitoring body's discrecion,‘and which.are provided in a way_that/l

'

permits the body to remain independent of .their. donor, are esseptial., At a

SRR ninimum, the &FOUP must have cle:ical help ~and supplies in order to conmunicate

' .interna%ly"and with the sponsor, schools, and community. At a meximum, it
needs funds for aulargenprofessional staff and computer time, fer public forums
and activities, for travel and consultants, for salaries of school monitors,

- and so on. Therefore we recommend: |

o i

g
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A sponsor myst provide, or otherwise ensure, steady and
reliable -- although’not necessarily a large amount of ==
funding that the monitoring body can use as it sees fit and
‘that has no implicit or explicit stréggs attached.

A

A

12
w
T
[+
Lg1)
m
[N
-

- : The staff can make or break a monitoring group. Ideally, the staff

should perform those among the following functions that are relevant to the

< ' . '
Sroup's mandate- S ,»//

N » -

1, design, administer, analyze, and interpret uniform, ohjective, L
comprehensive monitorlng forms;

2. obtain and analyze data from the schools; - . .

3. obtain and analyze other information from the schools through
meetings, memos, informal contacts, etc;

4, organize meetingS*so that citizen members have a clear agenda,
‘¢lear sefs of choices to make about future activities,* and clear
choices to make about further directives to the staff;

5. organize community forums, hearings, social gatherings, and other
politfcal and social activities; ,

BN

N ¢ N
6.‘take care of daily administrative details; - . ;
!
7. compile information and distribute it to the media, the community

o at large, and opinion leaders, T—

8. boost the morakgyof public members "on’the firing‘line" by helping
them to feel' that they are not alone and”By acting-as a sounding
board for ideas, criticisms, and emotions,

kS
~

9. follow the publie emberss directives in compiling reports, but .
~also enmsure their accuracy and verifiability,/,f\\ .

’

10. train, organize, and oversee volunteer monigors, and
ll otganize—and oversee pairirgs between schools and other community
institutions that- have resources desirable to the schools. ‘

&5

staff is not automatically an unmixed blessing. The sﬁonsor, and especially

the monitoring body itself,must beware that the staff:m

1. does not become a bureaucracy with a life of fts own, which
: spends a disproportionate amount of ‘its energy on internal
) . 1ssues, and which seeks its own perpetuation or expansion
T . : regardlegs of the state of .cfvil rights implementation;

.

g , : N




N

A

' ' 'and link to the sponsor without violating the autonomy of individual committee )
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2. does not become the sole link between the sponsor and the group,
.thereby cutting the citizens off from their source of direction
and motivation,-and -cutting the sponsor off from the'benefits
of lay rather than professiofal monitoring; "

» 3. does not shape the. committee's agenda, or reinterpret its
directions so strongly ds to c@gnge its role from employee
to independent actorr :

~4. does not take over so much interactfon with the s}hools that
committee members no longer have a predominant monitoring role;

~ .5. does mnot become so involved to ene side or another in the dispute
that its reports are unfairly Giased or Based on" unverifiable .
claims; and ‘ X . |
, 6. does not exacerbate the inevitable tensions“among committee
members, o . /}

%

Various ﬁonitoriqg groups have had these difficulties with, and the benefits

_ from, theifﬂstaffs. -We recommend: : - ) . -
%% ’ . » X .
The s ponsor should ensure that the committee has at least a
skeletal paid staff, probably chosen by the committee gembers
N and accountable to the committee. :

The sponsor and public members ;hould'chdose staff carefully, - .
focusing more on competence and acceptance of the committee's

- goals and mandate than on personal or :gcriptive traits. The ‘
role and status of the staff should be thoroughly discussed g .
and understood. ‘Sponsor, public members, and staffers should all '

3

) . be alert to potential problems wibh staff relations, and move to -

' ‘ solve them early. ‘ . ] S . e

L1

3. Leadership: o : o ) o

1

=~ +~ . ,The quality of

‘'

the cﬁaif'e leadership is crucial to a body that
ie composed of peoﬁie witﬂvl;mited time, varying conét}tuene}es aqd pteesu?eeb;f
‘aiffereﬁtiideologies and Qeeires,laed &isparate;ﬁaekgrohnds‘éna skills, “A : -
goee chair must be able to weld éﬁis‘group into a cohesive eni; thag‘can agree
upog;gnd accomplish oqu a small set of its possible and desirable tasks, ' The
chair must ﬁe able EO keep control over the.staff weilerleaving it enough

4

’ . -
autonomy to work; he or- she must maThtain good relations with the schools

while insisting on certain demands; he or she must act as a public spokesperson

T LT S 254
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«  well, A .group 'whose founder is _ its'leader;also runs the risk of being se
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members.: In general,,we recommend : . ° .

The sponsor should be especially cayeful in designatiné the
chdir of a monitoring body. He or she must have public and
private stature, strong leadership abilities," finely—tuned
political instincts, and a commitment to give the time and
effort necessary to lead a group of volunteers in a very . ‘
delicate and difficult task.

-
1

The sex equity and handicapped cases Suggest one possible way to get a good.

chair., Tﬁe most effective-among these groups, such as SEPEP,'tﬁé;fort Nayne'

Advisory Council,.and the Jacson PEER Project , all were chaired by or closely

tied to their founder. The orginator of a group by definition has the drive,

golitical skills; personal contacts, and administrative ahilities to sSet up

‘a monitoring body; he or, she may also Be able to use tﬁose‘s 11ls to lead it.

El

'However, the cliche about presidential politics may be applic ble here too--the

‘' - A

skills needed .th win an elected office may no§ be the 3nes/needed to run it

4 ~

o .

Wgscompletely identified with that person that it does not’develop.enoogh of a

173 ‘

L . ~
base in the community £0 sustain itself after ‘that person leaves the scene.
<

«

- Finally on thedsubject of leadership, groups with different ‘mandates and

doing different kinds of'nynitoring may need different kinds—of leaders.

/ot -
.

OQur °° recommendations on this pointnare contained in the tables of - '~
“ .

Section IV. ‘ - ’ T ’ !

-4. Relations with'the School System

by

¢ X
(3

The twin damgers for a monitoring group are co-optation and extreme,

adversarial relations. Some conflict with the schools is probably inevitable

,;\‘u
sistent agreeméntf But monitors may be so antagonis

oA

if a monitoring body is doing its job well, sponsors shOul? be wary of con- ,
sensitive :to
co-optation that they needlgssly aggravate school officials. All-opponents of

‘a desegregation planh are not nedessarily racist; all demurs about a Title X

.evaluation do not necessarily reflect personal or-institutional sexism. We

recommend ¢

-~ ’



Monitoring groups should .submit reports to the schools for
comments or response before submitting them to the sponsor ‘
or making- them public. The group should not be committed to
making changes suggested by the schools, but theyixhould some-

how publicly acknowledge the schools' response.

~

Monitoring groups shovld be alert to positive actions taken by
the school system, and report positive actions whenevet
possible, It should, not. tone down justifiable criticisms,

however. ~ e ox
f . fo 7
5. Relations with the Community: %

v

v
¥

) 7ur main additional recommendatjon in this arena is to statutory gtoups.

- .

No such monitoring group has been completely successful.iQ carrying out. its

respoﬁsibility to educate the public and school personnel about why compliance
is necessary, and exactly what it consists of. "The OSMCR in Cleveland has

LY

made vallant and exemplary efforts to do so, 'but its own close association.

‘e

with Judge Battisti and the, intensely adversarial climate in Cleveland have:

» led it to be associated with only one\side of the case, and to have no

credibility with opponents -- the very people it needs most to- reach A ju //

.

main enforcement power in public law litigation is a, contempt citationiagainst

//
school personnel or a placement of the school system into réceiiggship. Bbth

. of. these are drastic measureg, to be avoided if possible. Furthermore,

i)

"

because desegregation cases are so hotly contested, ‘and the facts of the matteS} i
' are so complicated even supporters of desegregation may misunderstand or

.o

P " :
disagree with parts of .8 court order. %example, many people in Cleveland or

Boston have no idea what the schools really are like physically, how policies

K - !

and programs discriminate against some children, or how a generall! self- i - .:‘

contained and publicly unaccountable administration acts. Recause of the high pro-
- . ’ * . )
bability of misunderstanding and the lack of finely calibrated punishmentsgg
a judge may feel a special moral ohligation to mdake sure that pedple under- ‘.

]

v . : -
stand exactly what he has ordered and exactly why he felt it necessary to do

' L 256 - .
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so. Thus_community educationmis eSsenti‘é’ljt:o legal compliaﬁce}eh ‘ .
An analogous argumert can be made for other civil'rights.isscss, and other
types of enforcement agents. Federal and state aé@ncies\ha@e the “ludgeon of
withﬁoiding,oc withdrawing §cnds,'but they control few punishments ;hcrt of
that. Civil rights laws and regclations are complex, and their\fi:éppoints.are .
'eacily‘digputed even by people who would likelto comply. In'oarti:u;ar, schools
. which do not comply with sex equity requirements often do notvso‘ﬁuch oppcse .
sex equity as simpl¥® ignore it. As one cespondeht put it, "it's not cool to
make racial slurs but it's still hilarious to make fun<of women's libbers."
Thus legal compliance may be achieved more easily if school staff and community
members are taught the real evils of sex discriminatiqn. The comparabf%qgro-
TN &

blems for handicapped civil rights are that most citizens are not aware of \

v

or, mdst important, ensuring civil rigﬁts for the handicapped is expensivgX
\ - ) / v : '
-Thus here too, a sponsor and his group have a particular obligation to”make
) . - ) - .

sure that' people understand why compliance {s necessary and what it is

~ _ ' R . .
before they are penalizeqﬂfgrfhot‘complying. Thus wé recomuend:

14

- “Provide . . statutory - monitorlng groups with, the resources
e, g. a public relations person) and the cormitment to make -
~sure that the community understands exactly what comp iance N
entails and why it is, necessary.— , .

—— -

— _.Groups with Qcher.goa@§ besides legal compliance should become adept éﬁ )

- Yeporting to the public on succesces,and failures of the schools, results of

__complaint investigations, and results of mandated changes. Thus w2 recompend:

~Monitoring groups should make public reports regarding the
progress or lack thereof in civil rights implementation.
They should use these reports to'set a public tone to,
‘motivate\residents to communicate with the monitors, to
N ~ 1increase pressure on the schools to change, and to reward
schools for successful changes: -

[




.k . .
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For Poth statutory and other groups, aifreéhent~and regular reporting

schedule and ‘regular procedures for making reports to sponsor, community, and

schools will facilitate the process of educating tﬁe community, informing the »

-

sponsor, and putting pressure on the schools. ' .
- A .

Our other main poiﬂt about community support is that monitoring groups

’

should hecome more sensitive to and adept at building on already existing
tpommunit:y sentiments. Mo%itors should plug into already-existing networks:

and groups as muéh as possible, although they must aléo be very careful to

maintain their independence aq& not be caught up in irrelevant issues or old\h >

¥

battles. One way to avoid this trap is to widen their.contacts as much as

-

~possible,\ Community members who "are known to and trusted by school teachers

i

-

P

and administrators can be invaluable aids to a new monitoring body in-many

ways. Thus we recommend! <o : - i

.Monitoring g:gdps and their sponsdrs should build on already
. - existing groups and networks wherever they cam do-so(giEEfut *
. _befng caught up in irrelevant issues. )
Y ' N ! >
The rest of our recommendations for resources and stratggies vary according

H

to the type of monftoring group established, and are cgntained in the taﬁgks

. . . ) . . R
-of Section IV. _ o o)

H. Meetings. Reporting Procedures, and-Outpufs ,
Onse again, these mostly- vary Sy type ‘of group so are considered in Seétion

\ -

"IV. We have, however’, ong general iecgmmenda;ioﬁ: . ~ e
" Whatever time and place are chosen for meetings, whatever form and ~
frequency are chosen for outputs, whatever procedures for dissemit
- nating information are agreed upop -~_these should be established
eatl&, routinized quickly, and left in place unless there is an
extremely strong reason for changing‘ihemz : .

This is not a call for rigidity, but rather for standard operating procedures.
ﬁonitoring groups are composed of volunteeisﬁwith different beliefs and skills,
doing highly difﬁuse and innovative tasks,in a volatile and &ven deadly

"setious atmosphere. Each-of these features -coptributes-a. strong centrifugal

s . - - - - - - - o ————— 4
.

(T d%sg -
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force; anything that can be made routine and noncontroversial-should be.

L I Al A ° - ! . -
T
r . . R ~
N X. CONCLUSION ‘ re 0,

[}
~

* " Monitoring, in all its variationsz can be'an enormously useful and
s . . - ' v . '\.1

. . -
flexible tool for helping -to implement civil rights in schools. It gives

¢

. courts and agencies a greater_ ability to enforce their mandates at relatively )

‘.
v -

low cost; it gives schools a chance to- fit the mandate ‘to local conditio S}

. - » ‘ °

¥ it gives citizens a chance to shape crucially important and complex insti= .
tutions in their lives; it facilitates true integrationn of different types e
- L

of people. However monitorlng also has built—in frustrations and conflicts,

A '

which must be confronted for it to succeed. . L e
) Perhaps the. best way to pnderstand why effectivé citizen monitoring can e
be so difficult is the following argument' . . i

».

Monitors need a sefies of resources, which we have described to accomplish.

their tasks, However, these tésources are granted by differehocgﬁaqrs in the :
e o ‘b v
implementation process, who’act independently of one another;<?I?3two actors'

F .
X - LI R . -

. are in an adversarial relatibnship, the mote one actor gives of the resources

\ . under its control to theymdnitoring body, the more the group will be percé1Ved
as a tool of that actor, an the fewer the fesources that the)other aé‘or will .
) ' give._ Thus,.to take the simplest’c se, the court can givg.a body a mandate _ ‘

L -

gpnding, staff,’ leaders, members, And the,promise éf jud:ciaI backing’ if

& ¥

hecessarz.' But it ’cannot 'give thé body information or legitimacy in the schools-.

d when court and schools are locked in a .

o

r example, the more resources the court gives,

e -

only the scho¢ls can dow that.‘
R t : o k]

"+ bitterifigh 4 Clevel
c  bitrerifight, as*!nkp evelan

-

thg more that the s¢ {ehhold. . - .
« Table 1 S R I N T
s ¥ able 19 expan ) alysisito_include d}heﬁ regources’ and actd®rs: .
* . { e o : : =
”.g/ ‘-/ ‘ e gf
(1 . , - . ’ .
A
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TABLE 19 .
. . RESOURCES NEEDED FOR MONLTORING BODY ‘
- . : EFFECTLVENESS, AND THETR DONORS
- : ) : ~—
Resources . . Actors Able, and Likely, to
’ . > °. Grant Resources .
. - Information from and commu=~ i School board ’ '
nications with school district . -. ~ School administrators
T . \ School staff and teachers
. - ~ :
- Informdtion and support from -~ *" Parents of deprived and nondeprived
community students .
. y . Business, civic, religious, political
) * leaders |
e . Local chapters of national “interest
.. ’ T . groups
. - ' « @‘ .
_ Media coverage ’ : Local newspapers
. » . * . ! Radio
. ‘ ; Local television stationms :

2

Government support Local and state elected officials

State department -of education
Federal agency (OCR, CRS)
' : Funding o 2 Court -
IR St8ff ¢ , - Federal agency
. Mandate ) . Sponsoring s chool board
ta, . Committed members Sponsoring interest group
T ?  Skxong leader . . Selves

* A
Y - .

' Other sponsors

- oy Leverage over schools Court 5
. - + . Federal agency
Local media -,
s, . . Local leaders -
; . Local ¥oters
e e Community activists
) Students

P Expertise . . ) = Members
’ o ) s * staff
- Pederal agency
* Local organizations
e . : R School district -




" These core resources are:'l) mandate, author#%, and members, controlled by the

;‘208_-

As Table 19 shows, the situation need not be a stark constant sum game.

- Many resources are ‘available from a varfety of actors, Some resources efa—"“‘

’

substitute for ‘others. Some resources are relatively unimportant for parti- . .
cular monitoring Body mandates. But the core dilemma remains: ,a, small set of )
resources are all necessary but not sutficient by themselves effectively to

monitor civil rights complfance, and these resources are controlled by separate

actors who are likely to be antagonistic to one another or to monitoring.

N\

I;

AY

sponsor; 23 information, controlled by the school system; and 3) community
support or at least acquiescence,»controlled by the community,

The strategies that admonitoring body must ‘take to get enough of these
three essential resources depends on local circumstances.‘ If the school

-

district 1is the sponsor," or.is in agreement with the sponsor, the community
is also likely to be supportive. In this situation, the monitoring body is
able simply to work coopergtively with all actors, This is the situation of

the Forf'Wayne Advisory Council. Such a ‘'situation is the most desirable=-but also is

s

the one in which nonftoring is least necessarv and perhaps least forceful If the

school district and/or the community disazroes with the sponsor on civil

rights goals or the means to achieve them, the monitoring body must make one ..

. of two choices in order to be effective. It may be very politically astute,

and work hard to perskade all actors to give it the rescurces it needs.l That

-

is the strategy of the Commission in\ggtroit. This situation is the most common

one in sex equity cases, Or it may rely heavily on a sponsor who has and will use -

a considerable amount of power to £orce the schools and community to coope/ate with

the monitors. That ia the strategy of the OSMCR in Cléveland, This situation is
most likely to occur in race desegregatfon cases, and it is the sfituatfon in

wvhieh monitoring is the hardest to do effectively and the most fmportant to

do effectively., - : ) - ° .

. -’

N
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Our last recommendation, therefore, is:

To have an effective monitoring .body, a sponsor must efther
. a) ensure that all actors will gfve the monitoring body the
tesources it needs} b) give the monitoring body a leader,

‘ ° members, and other resourges:that.-will help it be persuasive
to. schools and gommunity residents; or c} give the monitoring
body the backing it needs to force tfie schdols and community
to give it the resources it needs, This choice will depend

v on local circumstances and the issue Eeing monitored. .

-

‘'The sponsor and monitors ghould adjust their expectations
accordingly. The first situation makes effective monitoring
most likely; the second situatfon makes it possible but
uncertain: and the thfrd situation makes it extremely
difficult, though not impossible. o ’

We conclude with a finél geminder that there are no definitive rules
on wﬁatttb monitor and-how to do it: The choice of goals, mandates, resources,
and strategieSéand the reasonable levels of expectation all depend on the
.kind of civil ;ights bging monitored and the degree of enth;siasm or-hostility
to complfance among the,actors; Monitoring Is‘not.a way to make a problem
0 e go away;ﬁit can be a way to help citizens pargicipate in their schools and
to make schools and governments respond to debrived minorities, woﬁen or
handicapped students, Depending on how it is done;‘it is a techn}que'for
énhanc;ng particip;tion, improving accountability, assessisg needs, mediating
"5§»£J“'.m ¢ controversiei, qmﬂérqpotiqg justice. It facilitates action without acting; ’
.. it permits greater control without controiling; it lies on the boundary between

. [ .
public and private; it is as exciting as it is frustrating.
t

. i . AN e
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"Altematives -(Berkeley: McCutBan Publishing Company, 1977).3 Department, "
of Managesment Information Services,” "An Assesspent.of Needs of the ¢ ..+ l=

- = . HBostofr Public Schools, 1979-1980;School Year" ((Boston Public Schools, . - ¥
) 'October 1979)3 Michael Siegel,"Boston School Desegregation 19787 M A
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Paper presented at Ndtipnal Council for the:Social Studiesl November 1975;
J.S. Cowmission on Ciyig\xigbgg,Desegregat;gg the Roston Public Schools:
- _ A Crisis in. Cfvic Responsibility (Washington, D.C.: U.S. Government
- Printing Office; 1975) ; Charles V. Willie, "Racial Balance or Quality
¢ . +. Education?"-in School Desegregation: Shadow and Substance, ed. by
Florence Levinsohn and Renjamin D. Wright (Chicago: Unirersity of Chicago
Press: 1976): 7-19. : )
For other material on the monitoring bodies, see Bylaws of ‘the Citywide
Coordipating Council (Boston, Massachusetts: July 23, 25, and 29, 1975); ¢
"Excerpt from.a Report-about the Citywide Educationuggalition, Boston,
. Massachusetts" (Boston, MA: n.d.); "Policies and GuiBelines for-
. Coordinating Gduncils and for Community Involvement in Desegregation
Plan" (Boston, MA: winter/spring 1973/74.) -

.

130. Reed v. Rhodes 422 D. Supp 708, 712 {N.D: Ohio 1976). '

131.. Cited in Citizens Council for Ohio Schools, ""The Cleveland School Deseg-
. regation Decision,” Desegregation Update; September 1976:2.,

o

132. Reed v. Rhodes ,"Memorandum Opinion and Order& July 25, 1980, See also’,
Dan Morgan, "School Woes in Clevelartd Are Fvery City's Laid Bare," .
Washington Post July 27, 1980: 1, 2; Morgan, "Desegregation in -
. Cleveland," Washington Post, July 28, 1980; and 'Reginald Stuart, "For
- Cleveland Desegregation Chief, Mixed Reception,"” New York Times,
/. September 8, 1980. . - : . ' C

133. See Desegregation Information Center, Cleveland Public Schools, "One,
Two, Three Phases of Cleveland Public Schools Desegregation ImplementatiGn,"
(brochure, 1980); and Desegregation Information Center, '""Plan for Phase 2,"
- Reprint from Cleveland Plain Dealer, February .25, 1980. N

134. See "Cleveland's Battered Schools," Cleveland Plain Dealer, reprint of
series May 13-20, 1979. -

[

135, ibid, p.36; Frank Kuzﬂik,"The Politics of Degegregation" Cleveland Magazine,
September 1978:83ff; and Edward Whelan, "Frank'J. Battisti's the
. Embattled Judge," Cleveland Magazine, September 197: 77f{f.

. 136. Iver Peterson, “cleveland's Schools Facing $45 Million Budget'Defic;Lt," f\
New York Times, February 20, 1981, p. 18.

~

136a. Bartning, Desegregation, p. 37;. Iverson, "Cleveland's Schools." ' v
~— . . ) 2 '& o+ . v .
137. -Reed v. Rhodes,United States District Court, Northemm District of Ohio,
. ‘Eastern Division "Memorandum Opinion and -Order" (May 4, 1978). All

. quotations in Table 10 are from. that Order. .

138. Leonard. Stevens,'Reports from Director,Office on School -Monitoring and
Community Rélations to Chief Judge Frank J. Battisti'"(Cleveland, Ohio,  ~

] . . -~ R

' September 21, 1978 £f.) (
139, For examples, see Office on School Monitoring and Community Relations
Pamphlets, imcl. "All About School Monitoring," "The OSMCR Advisory .
2. Commission,” "The Role of OSMCR School Monitors " (Cleveland, Ohios n.d);
<~ varlous fact sheets, July 1978 ff; Leonard Stevens,- "Ndtes for Speech 'to
Sigma Delta Chi at Noon" (Cleveland, Ohio: City Club, September .19, 1979);
"OSMCR.Aqtivities: Past, Current, and.Projected\' ¢Cleveland, Ohio, n.d.);
Leonard Stevens, "Text of Remarks to 'Leadership Cleveland'" (Cleveland,
’ Ohio: Ayiation High-School February 21, 1980); "0SMCR Spending by Cost

;o AN . o
O 275.,« L o .
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Center,{1980-1981); "OSMCR Task Responsibilities,by Divisioﬁ." (Nqvember 5,
1980): and OSMCR Activities 1979-1980 by Mandated Function,” (n.d.)
14(. For the court's perspective on the history of desegregation litigation in

Cleveland; see Specigl Master's Report,.January 31, 19807 ind Reed v. Rhodes,
“Court Order, July 25, 1980 .,

\
,14%,’ OSMCR, "All about School Monitoring. "

-

v “

142. For further information on désegregation in Cleveland, see Reed v.
thdes,xprder, July 3, 1979; Special Master's Recommendations, July 13,.. P
1979; Order, July 30, 1979; Report Concerning Criminal and Civil ’
Contempt, November 14, 1979; Report Regarding Remedial Order Imple-
mentation, January 31, 1980; Mary M, Ward,"A Study .of Parents of
N Cleveland Public School Children: How do they get information about
.their -schools?" (Cleveland, Ohio: Greater Cleveland Project,November
1979); “Greater Cleveland Project 1976-1978: Annual Report”
» (Cleveland, Ohio: June 1979); and Task Force on Desegregation,"An
Equal Chance to Learn" (€leveland, Ohio: Bar Association of Greater
, Clevelagd, n.d.). See also Cleveland Public Schools, "Status Report" .
varioug dates; "Explanation of the Court Order," March, 1980; and "A
Brief History of the Cleveland Case,' March, 1980. .
\ . ~_0n the OSMCR, see Reed v. Rhodes, Order, February 1, 1979; ‘Order,
K\\ . September 28, 1979; Order, November 28, 1979; Cleveland Ohio Public
' _ Schools, “E.S.A.A. Special Projects Proposal, July 1, 1980-June 30,
v 1981; Component: OSMCR " (Cleveland, Ohio, n.d.); Advisory Commission
. Minutes (Cleveland, Ohio: OSMCR, July'5, 1978 £f); Student Advisory
. Panel, "Questions and Concerns " (Cleveland, Ohio: OSMCR, December 19,
" 1979) ; Lisa Meyer, "Phase II Media Analysis" (Cleveland, Ohio: OSMCR, -
nid.); Meyer, "Media Packet" (Cleveland, Ohio: OSMCR, a.d.); and " -
""Handbook for School Monitors " (Cleveland, Ohio: OSMCR, n.d.).

143, Crawford v. Board of Education ofgth'City of Los Angeles, 17.Cal. 3d
280 (1976) ° . N

144, See Robert A. Smiths'"Report of Internal Evaluation of Integrated
Educational Excellence Through Choice, 1978-79 School Xearf\(Los :
Angeles, CA: Los Angeles Unified School District, August 9, 1979).

145,. It is substantially the same as the Intended Order, .which is a;l we ha&
. access to at the time this report was written. Crawford v. Board of
<Education,‘1n§ended Order, May 19, 1980. v ’
o.

146. For criticisms ‘of the Intended Order from the plaintiffs' side, see .
Roslyn Cooperman and Pat Benson, "Respénse to Judge Egly's May 19, 1980, o
Intended Court Order, Comments and Questions of Community Concern" :
-(Los Angeles, CA: Coqmunity Relations Conference of “Southern' California, -
l~ " June 10, 1980); John Caugheyet al, "Odjections Yo Intended Order"
: (Los Angeles, CA: June 3, 1980); and Caughey et al "Further Objeétions N
tosthe Intended Order" (Los Angeles, .CA: June 18, 1980).
B - - . H
f'147. Gary Orfield, "Desegregation Principles for Los, Angeleés: Report to )the.
Superfor Cqurt of the State of Calffornia for the County,of pﬁ%cAngeles."
(Novembér 14, 1978),. e e e -

- . -
v s ~ . )

. . s 9 @ o .
148., Muriel Paskin Carrison, "Log. Anigeles Sch0014Intégration,"?aper presented

. -at the Annual Meeting.of the National Council for the Social Studies,
November 23, 1979: ) AR ’ . .
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see Bill Boyarsky,""Quietli' Desperate' Parents Plan Private Schools>»
Los Angeles Times, January 21, 1978: IT, 1. W )

- 1) l *
150, Crawford v. Board of Education, Charge to the Monitoring Committee, ‘

May 24, 1978, : .

.7 151, Monitoring Conmittee, "Reports to the Superior Court of the State of

L4

California for the County of Los Angele§f'Fifteen reports on the subjects’
of: .The Monitoring Committee's Organization (August-1, 1978); Trans-
portation (August 8, 1978).; "Research Plan and Trends in the Racial

and Ethnic Compositfon of LAUSD Schools During 1966-1977" (November 30,
1978); "Reduced Student-Teacher Ratio, Double Session$, and Staffing,
Grades 4-6 and Impact on Grades K~3" (December 12, 1978); “Transportation "
(December 19, 1978); 'Magnet Programs” (March 13,7 1979) = "Proposed

Expanded and New Magnet Programs, 1979-81" (April 17,'1979); "The .
Relationship between Racial Balance and District Policies Regarding ' -
Attendance Zones and New School \Sites" ‘(April 17, 1979); "Permits with :
Transportation Program”" (May 31, 1979); "pajrs/Clusters and ‘Midsites"
(August 27, 1979); "Desegregation~Related Sstaff Development in LAUSD"
(October 30, 1979); "LAUSD Desegregation Performance: Racially Isolated
Schools, 1977-78" (December 6, 1979); "Report on Enrollment Constraints

at the West Valley C.B.S, Magnet as of September 5, 1979" .(Feb. 7,

; "Permits with Transportation” (February 28, 1980) ; and 'LAUSD

Permis Policy" (May 1, 1980). . :

e

For othex information on the deseé}egaéion caga in.Los Angeles, see
Julfan J.\Keiser,"Los Angeles School Integration: -a Qﬁide‘for Speakers
" and Commun}ty Leaders" (Los Angeles, CA: Commubity Relations Conference .
of Southern\ Califotmia, n.d., c. 1976}; Monroe Priée, Referee,"Reports ‘
to the Supekior Court of the State of California for the~County of
Los Angeles" 24 Reports, from July ‘18, 1977 to January 3, 1980; and
Los Angeles Monitoring Committ e, "™Minutes" Hay 23, 1978 £f£. ) .
3ee also the'Experts Reports?Qof November-December 1978 tgQ Judge Paul .
Egly in response to. the Minute Order of Februaxy 7y 1978. The authors  :
and subjects of these reports are:, Beatriz Arias, "The Desegtegation
Plan's Impact on Services to Linited and Non-English Speaking Students
] and Hispanic Students;" Robert Craizn, "On tke L£rawford Rezedy;" ' '
. Reynolds Farley,'On the petographics of Los Angelesi'and "Changes’id
' School Integration and White Enrollment, Fall, 19783" Rernard Gifiord, -
"powards a Workable Remedy: Maximizing Integrated Educational Settings ‘
and Equalizing Resource Allocation Policies in the LAUSD}" Elwood Bi.-
,Hain, Jr, on metropolitan-desegregation, the Monitoring Committee,
omission of the ninth grade, and RIMS; Gary Orfield, M"Desegregation
- Principles for Los Angeles_," Thomas F. Pettigrew, 'WaDd esegregation - )
Goals, the D2finition of pesegregation, and a Metropolitan Approachi™ . <
and Prancine Rabinowitz, 'The Evaluation’of Feasibility'l and‘The’Role . *-
of the State of California in LAUSD Financing." Coet e T S
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"153, Southeastern Public Eéudation‘frograﬁ, Almost as Fair.[s(J;ckgon, : 4
' Mississippi, 1978). ' ' .
; o

. & - -
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134, "Sp@iheas;ern Puplié Education Program” (brocture) (Jackson, ¥S: May 1978),
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] 155. 'breated Equal' (newsletter) (Jackson, WS' Southeastern Public Fducation
Program, November 1977 ff.) ¢ *
. .'156. of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act, 1955. - ‘ .
v » v M IS

s v A . . .
* 157.° by Elizabeth Giése (Milford, MI: Michigan PEER, December 1980):. See also gg
"Jackson/PEER Contacts and Chronoiogical Report of Activities, Summary --
August 15, 1980;" Jeri Kgrnegay, "Jackson's Title IX Program Rated State's

LA Best," Jackson Citizen Patriot, May 18, 1980. <
Co 158. League of Women Voters gf~%alt Lake, "From Sex Pias to Sex Vouity
Where Are We in Our Schools?" (Salt Lake City, Utah: March, 19787 >

&, . .
159. League Gf Women Voters of Salt Lake, YEquality in Athletics: The Effects of
) TitleMX in Salt Lake City " (Salt Lake, Utah: March, 1979.) ~ .
.o See also League of Women Voters of Ogden/Weber County, Beverly Lalley,
Chairperson;'"Equal Educatioqal Opportunities: Implications of Title IX
for Ogden and Weber Gounty Schools" (Ogden, Utah: September 1976. )
* 169. The question of whether Title IX self-evaluations .are publicvdocumente
O or in-house resources for adminisﬂrative purposes still 11ngers. PEVR
lawyers believe that the self-evaluatiods, inasmuch as ey arg not .
explicitily designated in the regulations as being, inaccessible to
citizend,: should be considered public documents. Conversely, as
Granite District Superintendant Dr. John Reed Call wrote to “the LWVSL .8
in a December 2, 1977 létter: ° .
We are fearful thal allowing private groups to view and place /
. their own, interpretation upon the self—evaluation has- the )
< . potential .for-destroying the cormunication. (between the ’ ‘ - - .
. schools and the Title IX compliance officer),necessary to allow s
._~ . the program to functiom. o -
’ s & > (quoted in Leagué of Womep Voters, From Sex Bias to Sex guitz, p.3.)
\ + To 'date, no administrative or court rulings specifically .dealing with
° . publi¢ access to Title IX self-evaluations have been promulgated.

-161, SHirféy McCgné and\Martha Mathews, Implementing Title o and Attainigg
Sex Equity in Education (Waskington, D.C.: Council of'Chief State
School Officers, 1977..) -

Y

162.. Educating handicapped children unquestionably‘costs more thaq edueating
non-handicapped students. But the expense of providing smaller teacher/ ”“\
pupil ratios, teacher aides, therapists, psychologists, special trans- N
portation® and other services is no excusefor nohiorovision of services. .
. Support- for this s found in such recent ‘court cases as Mills vs. Board

\ . . of Education which found that unsufficient funds can no longer be used
) ) e as a reason for excluding any child from' the public schools. See The -

Parent/Professional Partnership: The Right to Education (National )

. Association for Retardéd Citizens Research and Demonstration Instityte,
. . R ‘1977), p. 15 . . . "

» »

- 163. See Shepard Weinswig, "The History of the Fort Wayne Commudity Schools' o
’ ;ﬁdvisory Council on?Special Education" (Fort Wayne, Indiana: -Marcy 15,
- 980) ) . o :

164. Shepatd WeinsWig, momthly newsletter td parent-members of Advisory .
ol . Council for Handicapped Children, October 30, 1980. See also Fort Wayme
‘ . Community Schools, Department of Special Education, Robert E. Marshall, a

. Director, “The Spectrum Focus on Special Education Activifiesland_Impor-
, . tant Events' ‘(Fort Wayne, Ind}and‘ March 1980 on)! o
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See Richard H. Patton and James H. Laue  The Role of Communitv and
School Groups in School Desegregation: Strategies.for Crisis and

- 9

Ghange (St. Louis, Missouri: Center .for Metropolitan Studies, Un’iver.~_;1;y\‘
of Missouri -~ St. Louis, Gctolqer 1979): 148-151, . .
. - ~ ) L t )
For a discussion of this issue in particular, and "structural litiga::ica"
in general, see Owen Fiss, "The Supreme Court 1978 Term; Forward:' tiss
Forms of ‘Justice ['Harvard Law Review 93 (November 1979): 1-58. -
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A, Intervien:r X o . . 5., ) ®

-

1.” Name, university affiliation . . ARSI
S » 2. Sponsors of grant’ . °

. B. Grant - ~ o= '
F " . o Ny . s

. 1. Purpose of study - make Tecommendatgons to OCR about when and
‘how to establish citizen groups. to monitor cempliance with

- o ‘civil rights laws regarding discrimination by race, sex, or
: handicap. §

, . . [ 2N > . Ye
. P A
}\ 25 Purpose of this interview: a) to -get information abov.%

) monitoring in this commfunity; b) 'to get R's assessmen é%
success and failure of desegregation, and of role of monitoring
AN ) panel in.that success or failure; c) to compare. this community
i to others, if possible; d) to get R's recommendations for

changes in the civil rights and. monitoring processes in that
community, w
'. : ._ ‘ > - N '

s ) C. Consent form and discussion of confidentialitf
‘ > DR . s .
° R rd . (" i . . —_

.

A ¢ 3 R's Background'(‘briefly)

. . * = ) S - N g A~
o A. Occupation, role in desegregation process ' . .
B Length of involvement, how and’ why became involved .- ?
C -2 '
‘ M C. Relationship ‘to monitoring body(s). , " @ o .
S W _ . - _ B . n )
. - "IILI. R's°Assessgent of DeSegregation Process R
- . . -"’ £ . . . . . .\ . -
= A.'Goals_(GET SPECEFICS) ’ .
S . - - > Yo
: a’ 1. What do you see as the main goals of the desegregation plan now
x e in force in (city)? Do any’take priority over others? ,
i "l - Do -any conflict with others? ., - _ .
2. Do the courts, HEW, schpol administration, and.black #nd white -
. communities havé’ different goals for desegregation’
3. &ow has, the monitoring body responded to these di£ferences7 - i

A
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T T L B sFrategles (GET‘S?ECIFICS) . "
’3.. ' \-' > 1o Hpw 1is (city) trying to achieve these goals" (go through \
e i ° eaéh). Do you agree with this strategy? .
Teeo o T { Again, do different people in town have different views on how
v o, to achieve the désegregation goals?
. C. Success and failure (GET SPECIFICS) A

. '1. How well do you think (city) has implemented its desegregation
plan? (make distinctions among parts, if necessary)-

2, What has been;the greatest success? The greatest failure? ‘
. 3, What should the court, HEW, the school board, the black and
W c .white comfunities do to enhance desegregation’ success?
\ ‘ & * -

1V, Monitoring eodieé (¢ GET SPECIFICS)

A. Goals . . - !
‘,wi.fWhat do you see} as the main goal(s) of - (monitoring body)?
4
2, Are any of these goals more important than,any others’ Do any -
of them conflict with any others? .
- - 3., Do the courts, HEW school Administration, and black and white
g ' communities have different goals for the (monitoring body)?

4, .Why do you think the court (school, community...) set up this body?
. / . -
5. Are.the mission and tasks of the clear to it? to the schools?
- / the community? : - ‘ )f
4 ’ :

-BL Strategies’ (FOR EACH QUESTION, GET SPECIFIC EXAMPLES) o T

. : 1.,How’i§’the * trying to achieve-its goals? (go, through each)
. . Do you agree with this strategy?

——

. 2, Are there different viesron correet ‘gtrategies? . '
4;. ' ' 3, (For péople on the monit8ring body): Can you describe how the

o ’ goes about its daily work? How do you decide what issues to

focus on? What do you do about _those issues...z,t

- 4, 2ds has the mahitoring process changed over thevlife of the .1
) . 5. Does the (monitdring body) work ologely withyteachers’ Other
i e -, school officials? Members of the black and white. communities’ The
o T court? HEW? FOR EACH: to what effett? 1f not, vhy not?
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* 6. How does the (monitoring body) relate to the media? To N .
. opponents of desegregation in the schools; in the community? .
C. Resources ,
W " bl
- 1. What kind of legal power does the have? How much contadt
does- it@have with the courts? b .
. « - - . L)
-2, What kind of leverage does the - 'have schools who resist
its suggestions? (If necessary: 'ty Can it, for example, threaten
¢ to withhold federal funds? -Local political support?
' 3. What technical and professional help does the have to draw
upon? What political resources? Financial? v
. ] ] .
4, How were the members of the selected? How much orientation
and- training did they get? From whom? Was it enough? How much ™ -
. - prestige do they have in the community? . - -
| ) 5. How much communication is there between.the and (1its
\ sponsor)? Is it regular? Sufficient? Two-way?  Single or , ,,
. mu%tiple channels of communication? ) .
14
. . ’ .
& 6. Are there any other resources that the can draw on to doM1its
. work? Are there any resources that it needs tgat it dges not have? ‘
~hy not?’ A B
. , .
D. Success (GET SPECIEICS) . : .
1, .Does the " seem to be achieving its éoals? ﬁhy ar why not?
. ’ ' ‘2, What is its biggest achievement’ Its biggest failure? What was
. the most ugpopular thing the did? : o {
b - ' 3 What barriers within the, monitoring body keep it from greater
‘ success? What. barriers ‘outside it (i.e., in the schools, the
e © '+ community, the court- order or HEW remedial plan, etc,) keep the ~ ~ °
- . - ' monitoring body from being more effective? . S, e
; . ’ - M : ;»‘.-
4, What features of the monitoring body are most useful or yaluable?“
- . . What featuﬁ;s of the p;an\are most_belpful to 1it?
- : . 4 ' v
B o Changes: in the Monitoring Process ' ' e L
1. “What” changei would you recommend in the“mohitoring process ‘or-in- — o
its’ goalsﬁto -ake 1t more. effective? T

—

2. Would you‘recommend any other kinds of outside monitoring, say by,
- the. Justice Department, Office of Civil ‘Rights, or the NAACP, '
instead of by the coumt? : ‘(vary according to type of monitoring body): .

B /"
|

\\,
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3. Are there problems in- the desegregation procesds that the . «

i , wonitoging—body*is—not—addressing? How could 1t do a'hetter ®
RO Job with them? )

.

1. Do.yOu know of any other citizen monitoring groups in - (city)?
How about in other cities? P .

-, 2% If-so,what 1s your impression of them? Do you know of thone
Q should talk with about_ them? -

4

3. If R is very knowledgeable, go through questions in IV again.
. @ N .

.

-
v

B. Other potential monid!ting-

1. As you know, people concerned about civil'r;ghts also want tb end
qiscrimination by sex and physical or mental handicap. Do you
ow of any plan oér program’focus;hg on sex equity or discrimination

L

. 2, If‘so, could you d;scribe this btogrdm? ’(Ipclude goals, stracegieé,'
&% . successes and failures, involved groups, and so on=-but briefly.)

» . 3. If so, has the§e been any monitoring of this_pr;%;am? If yes,

4 could ybu pledse describe it? {Include same topics). .

- °

4, Do yourthink problems with sex equity could successfully be monitored,
in a pannér similar .to the monitoring of desegregation plans? What

g odl facets are amenable to monitoring?, Why or why nog? )
3. Similarly, do you think problems cjgceﬁning discrimination against
" the handicapped coul successfully be.monitored? Why or Ehy not?
) . . §7 '.) B
VI. Cchclusions ' o v

A. I"fﬂﬁre anyone else that you would rébémmenﬂ for me to talk with
about these 1issues? © .

-

° i

B. Have you, or do you know of anyone else who has, written any matetials
+ on monitoring? d .

»
[y

C. Anything else you want to mention? - ’ o -
. g - . ‘
. . ) “ LA

S . : -

against'thg handicapped in - (city)? s

& - v . v ' 5 “m.:ﬂ
.- A + A R ¥ . - ?
.. © 4, Finally, if you.were designing gngajdeal monitoring body for
c.0n . (city), what,woqlq it look like? (gonsi r -size, ‘-~
““*"‘charactqtisticg of members, gponsor, mandate, powers, funding,: - .
staffing,” information gathéring  and reporting- procedures,) . _—
° ‘ ) el = : ."3'3 M y?ﬁif ; > » t.‘: -, bl a3 ' -‘ . [ < * :
. .7 . . \: R . .. 9_“: v&r‘“ . .’ . ° s ' . °* .- . ..' .
v. Otheiruonitorfhg Processes . -, : R - :v;' BRI AR Y
- . - "' . ". - . -
i ] : .
- . A. Other existing monitoring ) T ’ . - -~
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S e am C*Site'Visit Interview Guide foi' Sex ‘Equit:y N
."' ) T . T -ty - e . K ‘
S v ' h . . . ~ .
L . I. Introdution -4 MR N
B . . A. Interviewer. - - I .
- . . 1. -Neme, Xiversit:y affiliat:ion - oL . p
Y " < "~ . s o’ + i
cw v .2, Sponsors of grant to-
.. i 7 .o~
- . B. Grant . - . - -
' T 1. 'P\xrpose of st:udy -~-make reconnnendat:ions to OCR about- when and
. . how to establish cit:izen groups to menitor compliance with *
. ) * civil rights laws regarding discriminat:},on by .race, sex,. or
* Y ’ handicap. . b )
- ;, ’ -, ‘\' - -~ . : .

T . 2. ' Pufpose of this interview:. a) to get information about .
. monitoring in this community; b) to. et R's assessment', of )
[ success and failure of Title IX Jdmpl&mentation, and of role :
' of monitoring panel in that success or failure; c) to N . ?
compare this community to others; and d) to get R's recom-
-.mendations for chariges in-the civil right:s and monitoring

processes in that community. / ] \ s .
‘ . C.-Consent form and discdssion of confidentiality . ) i ’ )

. . . 1 * R
N IT. R's Backgroudd (briefly) .. . - N

\. (A, Occupation, role in sex equity proceds . » —_—
M ) B 3 . i ’ e ! N
e B. Length of dmvolvement, how and why became involved :

. - . ver <«

C.. Relatiomship to ?nonit:oring body e o n

. .
. . -t

.o
N4
4

III, R's Assessment of Sex Equity Compliance P_rocess

°

A. Goals (GET SPECIF"I.CS)-

2

‘ . ¢
g ‘ T What do you gsee as the main goals of the Title 'IX compliance
. o ‘process’ as it is taking place in .(city)? (OR What should
o "+ be the main goals of,"a Title, IX\c ompliance process s when it :
< begins in , * (city)" Do any_of thése goals take priorit:y

over others? _Do Do any conflict: wit:h- others?

2. Do the school administration, OCR women's groups the state,
and parents Yave. different goals for or definitions of dex equity? .
o2 - R
L)
3. { How has the fmonitoring: body responded t:o these differences in

. goals, or conflicts- among goals? __

D
.

’
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B. Strategies (GET SPECIFICS) - '
. A
»
1. How-is - (cit:y) 'trying to achieve these goals? (Go through
each ) Do you.agree wit:h this strategy? o
. 2. .Again, do different people in town have differént views on how =
D . . ° <to achieve sex equity in the schools?
A\
C. Succ&ss and fatlure’ (GET SPECIFICS) .
* 1. How well do you think (city) has achieved sex equity? (OR
; complied with Title, IX requirements?) ( Make distinctions among
< components of'complican@if necessary,) . S
VL 2. What\ has been the greatest duccess? Why? . . ’
~ 3.. What hastbeen the greatest failure? Why? e &

) ‘4. What ghould ‘the school persoﬁhel,,OCR wom%n S groups, the state,
« - and parents do to improve complian®e wit:h ‘sex equity requirements?
’ (Go through each separately). '

(f 4 N . vl ’ ) * ¥ ) . ‘ ,\
¢ By, Monitoring Bodies, ) - ' ' | '

<

A. Goals (ciar.sm:éIFICS) , 6 T : " - g

What do yOu see as the main goal(s) of (monit:or\ing body)?
C o2, Are any of these goals more import:an\'\:han any otfiers? Do any < > 4
. conflict wit:h any others? T . < :
Yo Do QCf{ tha school administ:rat:ion, womerr s groups, and students -
and parents - Have different goals for (monit:ora.n; body)? q
- ‘%‘ . R S —— ——_- .
L 4., Who set up «fie monitoring body? Why -=- what goals afd ’ (sponsor)
have for it? : ' . - ~ -
- ‘ , . . . A °
‘ 5. Are the mis$ion and responsibilities of the : (mon;l.t:or.ing body)
clear to it? to the schools" ¢ to the communit:yL .
-~ “ N
- B: Stratebies (*FOR EACH. omssnou, GET SPECIFIC EXAM:PLES) . Co
j:;. ' ) i 1. How is. the (monitorigg body)_ trying to achieve its goal T
e .  of -7 (o througfi each gpal .) Do you #gree with this strat:egy" I
Lo . x ‘
L ’ 2, Aré‘?ithere different views on the correct st:rat:egy” / o j‘ ,/
g » 3, (For peopLe on the Ironiéoring body) Can you describe how the __. N
e . " (monitoring body) goes. aboug 1ts, daily work? How do you decide what: .

iSSues co focus /on’mqwdo you do’ about: thoee 40’Sues" A

- ;4: How has t:he monit:oring process changed over the' 1ife of the A
' ’ . ' : —2 _

| (mOnit:oring’\body) . g ce o, ..\ S
5 Does the (mOnit:oring body)’ wotk..closely w:Lth teachers" other =

‘. .
. et
'pl > -'p . Yoy

. :.;. \ .
RN 287 S
b H “« f y, e
Boa PRI 4 e S ) %."ih\ TR
4 A




-~ s - e e el s e f opp e -

- - . / | ' " ' J‘
4 - ' . 4 ’ i‘/
. school personnel? ‘pargnts and other community members? OCR? .
. FOR EACH: To what effect? Why do they interact in this fashion?
6. How does the ~ ~(monitoring body) relate to the dedﬂa?:fToq . .
. . those who oppose or are indifferent to sex equity in the |schools
: : and community? - 4 o : :

C. Resources . * ) i - ot

.

1. Does. the - (moﬁitoring body) have aﬁy statutory.or‘*legal power?
How much."contact does it have with OCR? the state’ board of educatiop?

2;_ What kind of leverage does the ' (monitoring body) Have over
. scheols who resist its suggestions? Can i, for ‘example,speak for .
. OCR or a state agency with regard to withholding of funds? Can-it “
' * threaten to withhold local political support;, or any other resource
the schools need? . ; - ’

. 3. What tecﬁnical and professional help does the (monitoring body)
- have to draw upont? What political or social support? Financiadl support?

¢ - » P

4. How were the members of the. (monitoting body) selecteg? How

" much training or orientat}on have they received? From whom? Was it

. enough? How much ‘prestige-or status-does the (moniqning Jbody)

. haye in the community?-* .

X L) . L
/ ) . 3. (If the group is not self-sponsored): How mucH‘communigétion\is«there
. ) . between the, group and its sponsor? Is it regular? Sufgicient'{\' Two-
. way? Single or muigiple channels of communication? i
6. Does the (monitoring body) have enough staff?' Too much? |\ How
. are staff selected? Have there been any . difficulties between the
. staff and puglic members? (Get specific examples). Lo

' 7. Are there any other resourdes the * (monitorjing bde) can draw
on? Any resources it needs that it lacks? Why dodsn't it have that

. resource? e R
D. Success and Failure (GET SPECIFICS) . ) .
S = ' Y eo ' . ‘
g * 1. Does the +_ (monitoring body) seem to_bé achieving its goals? Why?
- - .
v 2. What is its biggest achievement? (Get full description) °
o ° ! 4 - ’ - a ’ )
N 3. What i4.itg biggest failure? (Get full descriptidn).
* "“ 4. What is the most. unpopular thing‘the' (monitoring body) did? Was \_ .
. it .worth it? ! . ' ' - .
. ‘S, What' barriers within the : (monitorﬂng'body) keep it‘frém grgater
‘ success? What barriers outside, it (in OCR, the schools, women's‘group53
“\ community etec.) keep it from being more effective? < Lo
a . 6. What features of the (monitoring body) are most useful to it?
; What features are least useful?’ . . ‘S
- o L2 £ W _ . T

PSRN
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7. What-features of the compliance plan. are most helpful to the
~ e . ? . - P
. (monitoriag.bo@y). o v - & - B
v .: E. Chgnges in' the.monitoring process '

.

R - ¢ ~

. : 2 ) .
1. What changeALin the monitoring body, s its goals, or its actionms
i would you recommend to make it more effective? )
~ - ' .
T 2. 'Would you recommend any other kinds of monitoring, say by OCR. or

. - "a different women's group: or the schodls Ehemselvqs to improve
* “"the monitoring function? . . " . A W .
- ," M"_ . e ‘ . -t .(;5 ¢ " .
.3. Wha® aspects of sex equity is the (monitoring body) noé\addressing?

. How could it'do a better 'job with them? - : A ) )

» C.l B . ’
S 4. If you were designing an ideal monitoring . group~for ;(éity), , .
¢ ’ what would it look 1ike? (Consider size, characteristics of membets,
'sponsor, mandate, ‘powers, funding, staffing,’ information éathering-apd
other strategies, report ppocedures.) ) T

.
- . . - -

V. Other Monitoring Processes . o

4 .
-&u 02her existing monitoring bodies ) . C
oy : .

- )

¥.. Do you Know of any'other citizen monitoring groups in.
How about'in other school districts? - |, . . .

s

2.':IF YES: What is your impression of them? (If R is very knowledgeable, »

go through interview guide briefly) Who'else should I talk to about this,
N other group? R -
. B. Otﬁip'potential monitoring ' - ” '
- - *'1., As you know, People concerned about sex equity also want to en&"
discrimination by race or- physical or mental handicap. Do you. think
s desegregation plané.could successfully be monitored? Whak features
would make them more, and less, easily moditored than a sex equity

compliance process? (Same questions for handicap-relatéd monitoring.)

[y

A
t : . . .

“

.
4

VI. Conclysions N o .
: R g

" Al In the final analysis, what do you think is the real purpose of monitoring?
+ Is that a good goal to pursue? ' . .

B. Other people and material . e

\
\
.

1, Can'ypu'feéqmmend anyone else for me to *talk with about monitoring

. . sex~vequity 1in . (city)? - ,
s ' 2. Have you or anyone else written any materials on monitoring or on
’ the~experience in (city) with sex equity?
. 4 i - .
3, Anything else you want ta mention? . - -
. . 3

"QL' ’ ,”' . 289 !‘ ;’ . .7 \
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THE MONITORING COMMISSION -
* AND THE COURT MISSION ST AN,

S

.. - %

T e

~ 1 L L , T
}
_ o judges should be vgy.clear about their mandates, and give specific
. ~* attention to the limits of responsibility assigned to monitoring commis-
sions. : . e
e Some pa;tic_ipant's felt that a general and somewhat vague charge may
oo be useful int the early stages of a commission’s life. At a later stage more
) spet"iiicity will be required. The' judge may use the monitoring commis-
sion as an outlet for public comment and as a pressure valve.

o The court urder itseli should be studied carefully by comimission mem-
bers. If the order is vague, the commission can either seek clarification
from the court. or interpret the meaning for itself until the court directs
otherwise..As indicated above there are ogcasions wben a less specific
charge from the court can serve a community best.

. * o When questions arise 6n the meaning of the language in the order, a
T ‘ . more specific definition should be requested from the court. Upon its
. formation the entire commission should receive an orientation from the' .

. judge. This will give all members an opportunity to.ash q_uestions and .

¥ . .receive responses. :
e The monitoring commission should clear up ambiguities as to its role
and-mandate prior to beginning its work.

o A regularized communications pattern shquld be set up with¥he judge
(i.e., who meets regularly with the judge, how often, what kifys of
reports the court expects, how frequently). If the members and staff of i v
the monitoring commission are to communicate with the judge through - )
his staff, the procedureé should be clarified in the early days.

) . Submission on recommendations to the. court should’ not carry lhe\'
. expectation that any or all will be adopted. ' .

i
« Commissions should, if necessary, rémind the judge that his continued
- support is essential to their effectiveness. < T B

.

ped
-

This publication results from a symposium: sponsored by the Community - N .
Relations Service, U.S. Department of Justice and the College of Educations - .
Ohlo State University (Columbus, Ohios May 3l-june 1, 1977) . ' . -
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THE ORGANIZATION AND STRUCTURE
OF THE COMMISSION, .

o The meinhership of monitoring commisyinns should include a cross
section of the community (students, parents, civic and business leaders,
religious groups, labur, teachers. home owners, and plaintifis). Racial
dnd othnic characterisiicos of the cantmunity should be represented on
the cominission, with particular attention to sulntantial minonty mem-
bership. The selection of members by the judge is critical. As a particie
pant stated if, *’Big names were nat hig workers.” There isa tendency to

select prominent persons who are usuallv over-involved in other mat-
a * 1)

ters.

o The cuurt should chonse only individuals with exceptional leadership

ability toserve as chalrpersuns. The chairperson not only influences the

- quality of the commission’s work, hul may also influence the clirnate of
the Commumly. >

~*

o The commission shuuld have rc:ponsubnhtv for rz)mmmundlm, new

members to the judge. In some communities, voluntecr monitor?-

ohservers who workaed haed during the first years were good cundidates
for commission membersh-p in the second vear, °*

o Members should undergo a lramm&program before embarking on lhew
work, This includes problem identification, conducting necds 255C$S-

ment, consensus building, and recruitment, screening, and training of °

monitors. They need to know whax to look for. what monitoring experi-
ences have been in uther districts, what worked and what did ot They
need to be aware of how to identify racial isofation in schools, and how
to keep from b!t‘.-mg made ,caplwes of the school dmnd -

>

. Momlormg commmlons should estahlish their own ruh's, regulations
and procedures for monitoring the lmplementahon of the court-order.

_ o The comrpission*shoiild be funded and orofesstonally staffed. Funding

may come from federal, state, and local sOuues, both public and

- pnvale, R =

.
0Comm|ssnons shoulg' have access to experts it such arcgs as pupil
. . rcassngnmenl. teacher recruitment, orientations, program costs, etc.
Such e\pcrls may be selected from colleges, business organizations,

tegal aid staffs, general assistance cenfers, and urban planning groups.
Both the court and the monitoring comnission can utilize technical
. asgustance available from the Commumtv Relations Serme, U.S. De-

. partment of Justice. » .

) * @ The roles, functions, and respomxbnlmes of monitoring commissions
. should he spedifically klenlified and defined concurrent with the for-
' mation of the commission. The re Lationships of members {0 staff, to
* attorneys, and to other experts should be detailed. .

o The monitoring cnmmlssion should not Sssume duties of the school
board, dor should it build political structures within the commission.

N Where the court has included a numbey of ¢ontponents to he moni-
tared, subcommittee task forc es can be especially desirable for workmg
.. at the commun“h level. . .
{ . -

s
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[’—t‘ T T T aid in elfective reporting 1o diverse constituencies, commissions ~
} 4 s,hould organize a small number of committees te.g.; sc!’mol relations
P _ wommittge tor hoth inter and intra-school; a transportation commitiee;
¢ a safety, committee: and a community relations comnfittee).

% e Monitoring commissions should provide the court with regular oral and

“wrilten reports. The contents of these reports should, be shared with”

. schod! officials and with the community. Commissions should have
’ . . available evaluative criteria. These criteria <hould relate specifically to

" the court order and be used to assess the ¢ompliance of each school in
the system to the court order. .

o The monitoring group should be in contact with both plaintiffs and

‘ i deiendents on matters concerning the monitoring of.the desegregation

X ] plan. , h ) \
' ~ -‘ . 3 3 . . 3 .

<o o The monitoring commission should establish criteria for internal and-

external evaluation of its own effectiveness in carrying out its charge.

~
.

« - o The monitorinz commission should remain in existence from the time
. the desegregation plan is implemented until the court considers its
- orders to have been carried out and ceases further jurisdiction.

o The monitpring commission should designateone ortwo spokespersons
to report its positions to the court, the s‘chool system, the community,

and to the media. If every one is iree to report for the commission,

- " chaos will inevitably ensue. ,
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' THE MONITORING COMMISSION

&

AND THE SCHOOL :

1

4

. of the commission to school officials and all school personnel. Bv the
_same token, such explanations should be reflected, in the actions ofihe
‘commission. '

S — _5';;,,0_ Repeated efforts must be made to expigin clearly. the missioi\';‘id‘lasks_ .

° 'Rela‘tion‘ships built on mutual trust and respect should be sought with
. school officials at all tevels, ' ' .

o Teachers as-well as administrators should be involved in working with

commissions. Their viewpoints and, experiences must be sought, for

P - they are important for effective desegregation. These perceptions must
- be gathered in a regularized process by commissions, and not received

_only through a few monitoriobservérs in school- buildings, . i~

. . . cipals, permit them to react to reports concerning their buildings;
' . commMunicate effectively with the school staff, and share information-

T with them. By establishing working relationships  with  teachers and

building administratols, many minor problems ‘can’be solved clo ¢ to

the level at which they haveé occurred. It has been found that frequently

‘ such problems can be handled by local administrators (when broughtto
their atteniion). The need to report such problems directly.to the judge

is minimized, thus reducing the number of tourt directives that will be

. addressed to the schools. - - # ’

® o,The monitofin y commission should work closely With the school admin-
istration. &he’superintendent of schools should paxﬁs commission rec-

- ‘mately make the recommendations more acceptable to the board, and-
. facilitate cooperation. There will be a need for continuity and commit.
. ment for effective desegregation after the commission has been dis-
" solved. Inducing the cooperation of the school svstefn is important in

. ____+ terms of long range solutions.’ . . ‘
, The commission must remain scrupulous}y frec-of being co-opted in any
— way. “Positive relationships” should not threaten the separate and
' N independent operation of the commission. —

o Commissions should not view school systems as their enemies and
perpetual “heavics.”” Some board member participants pointedsout that
many boards of education arebecoming responsive, and that an adveg-
sary relationship helps no ore. Participants pointed out that the word

: . “monitoring” alone often puts school people on the defepsive: Some
suggested such an expression as "infopnalion gathering.’ would be less
> threatening. . ‘ !

o Stadent participation on monitoring commissions is essential. Students

really know what is going on in schools and can give the kind of .
feedback to the commission that will make it credible in the local

— community.

—_— N '

v . . o1y .
o The commission must reach mutual understanding with buildipg prin-

ommendations on to the school boa‘rd.ACIose‘ communication will ulti-
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“THE MONITORING COMMISSION

Al

4

«

. -

o Monitoring commissions have to huildthe broadest poasibl= coalition
* of sdpport ‘within thejr communities. Organized labor, for example.
particularly in urban’ areas, can be 3 major and singularly imporsant
supporter of munitoring efforts. Y
e The majority of“nembers should be from within the citv, but represen-
Latives of business and the professions should be members regardless of
their home 3ddresses. While it is very important to have parents of
children’in the school heavily represénted, others who help shape
puf)lic opinion and who work with children and their families should
be involved, too, such as clergy. health professionals, leaders from
civic and social orgdnizations.

¢ Volunteer monitor‘observers should be recruited froI'n the city itself,
and they s‘hould be recruited for speciiic roles and specific tasks.
The,commission should determine early what kinds of information the
‘community needs in order to carry out the charge of the court effec- |
. tively and to keep the community properly informed: !

e Efiorts to educate the community should-iavolve students and school *
personnel as-well as community membeérs. :

«@

' o‘p}nent of effective community relations. Such expertise exists in
évery city, and can be brought to bear on the work of the comrﬁ'lssign.

e The commission must tocate and use expert knowledge in the devel-

e Substantial resources are required to conduct a thorough desegrega-

. tion education campaign for the benefit of the community. The com-,

mission must stimulate and generate these resources. A campaign
should also include flyers, phone calls, hearings, broadcasters, all
. possible channels for reaching people. * ~

e The monitoring commission is in a position to Iist_en to the community
carefully, assess its needs, report them to the schools, the courts, and in
some Gases prayide for community needs through the commission
“itself. *

* . ‘ .y W :
o The commissio;must make clear to the community what matters falt
within its scope. <o T

e Commissions cannot view themselves as panaceas for extremely com-
plex social problems. They must be aware of their limitations and avoid
unrealistic exectations. In' some instances commissions assume tod-
many responsibilities. Monitoring commissions serve as valuable pres-
sure valves for their communities. They can be. helpful in aler{ing
judges to prohlems, but many issues which they uncover will have to be
handled by more broadly based community- groups, of by more
specialized agencies.

e Commissions should seek to work with existing community group$

whith are city-wide. Such a coalition should be expanded whegeer
possible, and should not ignore groups with points-of view that dgpart
from those of thercourt. : C \

-

o Awareness of communily concerns is essential in the repor}ini pro—
cess. Monitoring c0mm§ssidm.sh0u1d serve ds sounding:hoards in
fulfilling their reporting functian. The+ should receive concerns
through the widest range’of community interests.

o The monitoring commissipn must be willing “to be unpopular” £
necessary to see that the law itself is enforced. ' )

e A monitorifig commission must guard against locking itself into 4
quasi-judicifl posture that inhibits it from heing a gocﬁ reflector ~~
community concerns. . . . - . 95 /

O < o ) *, .
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~ THE MONITORING FUNCTION OF— —— —— ~
' THE COMMISSION ‘

, . 4
.t . ) .l
o Schools must be well informed about the monitoring process: what will .
. be monitored? who will be monitoring? how often? what are the '
limitations upon monitor.observers? f ’

.o - .
o The careful monitoring of student rights and responsibilities should be . - -
a priority to ensure that rio one class of students is being Healt with
unfairly (e.g., expulsions and suspensions).

e The monitoring commission may have to evaluate the schqol system’s
record-keeping, identify the school records which are mgintained and
record and compile for themselves those which are ne®ded but not’
kept by the school. a B

o Monitor:observers should never report: directly to school officials, .
~ although some commissions *have found it useful for the observers to «
leave copies of the reports with the principals. An observer’s report )
should go directly to the commission. Commission representation . -
should then report to the school those activities which might cfeate ; 7
tense situations in school buildings or otherwise be valuable, A

e A procedure for regular reporting of the results of monitoring should
be developed at the outset by the commission. Concerns and view-
points of school officials should be considered when the procedures
are i the development stages, and m:éthods for cooperation with | e s
school personnel should be established at that time. ,

e Considerable numbers of potential monitors must be found and -
screenéd before arriving at the actual persons who will do the monitor-
ing. Far mor&people will have to be regruited initially than will finally
serve as observers, PR

e Monitors must be well trained and not enter schools without un- -,
derstanding of their roles, the instruments they are to use, and the
. manner in which they are to deal with persons in the schools.

e Monitoring should involve reporting observations without value judg-
ments of the observer. . .

& Observers should not be assigned to sgl'rools attended by their own e
children but should operate without vested interest as much as possi-
ble. o

\ .

o -School officidls should be invited to participate,or at least to be
observers, at training sessions for commission members and monitor/*
. observers. This will help to reduce fears and-apprehensions of many

schoolpeople " o ’ ! ' ,
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> THE ADVISORY FUNCTION OF

" THE-COMMISSION-

Q

-

. {_The commission should be confident that its data collection and
- analysis are complete before any advice is given. Nothing can destroy
) the credibility of a commission faster than premature judgments

based on inadequate or inaccurate data. The commission must be
prepared to call on its own professional staff or outside experts for-
- analyseX Not only must data be valid and reliable, itenust be collated
. and organized in logical, seasonable, and useful ways.

e «+ Recommendations must be issued in a ‘timely and accurate manner to
B all relevant parties and constituencies. In addition to the legally re-
3l sponsible parties.to the suit, distributions should be made to those who
. must carry out specific recommendations (such as teachers in the

. classrooms, the school board and city council.) Community and s¢hool
- ~resources can and should be utilized in solving the problems irivolved

with desegregation.
- o Advice should be offered inaf

(4

oem that is pblitically viable and palata-
ble, without sacrificing the substance or fegitimacy of the advicé. A
confrontation strategy with board members, administrators, and

teachers will undoubtedly put these parties on the defensive and can
create no-win positions. The result will be delay and further confronta-

tion.

o A monitoring commission may help to construct a remedy as well as

. % " monitor implementation.

o Commissions must respect the con
Commission members are entitled

The commission must use such jnfor
of school officials. Where resistance to releasing data js encountered,

officials may be able to provide it more willingly if in.dividuals' names

- are deleted (as in sUspension, expulsion, bostile_incidenls)'.
L3 . -

fidentiality of certain information,
to data whith may be confidential.
mation in the same way expected

.

3
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. I. wHY HXVE CITIZEN MONITORING? . '
e . - A
1 . . . - . ] ) , -
Whereas some people turn to/Ged when a pyoblen’
’ looms on thé social horizonm, and,:gﬁérs turn the
' state, Américans instinctively form a committee,
elect a president and secret -treasurer, and set ' J
. . . about finding a solutionm. /
abour Hindt e .
’/// ) . Rober//Paul Wolff, The Poyerty of Liberalism
", b, o ¥y ]
e ” - . = Not pnly the peculiarifies of our cultural heritage lead
. Americans to form monitofing copmittees to oversee the implemeéntation
of civil rights mandates in gchools. The number of these groups Is . '
© very large and growing, at /Jeast partlyp h?c':ause they help
four goals of public polfcy-making to be fulfilled. , These goals are_ __ A
t:he*fur‘t:heralnce of ju/ ice according to the Co.nst:itut:ion‘hanges in. . : .
s 2 & ¢ . : ;‘ o . .
3 the political strucfure and processes' of communities, improvement

M ’

of education for 4ll children, and fostering of intergroup under-
, ) o :
standing‘and afpreciation. Monitoring can enhande 'each goal -- ‘
P : ) : }
' although perhaps not all at ‘the’ same time, as we shall see below. i
b

a’/// First, monitoring ig}é way to extend the range’and depth of -
s T e . executive and judicial policy without incfeasing the number of civil

servanys. For the Office for Civil Rights (OCR) directly to oversee

%% o

types of civil rights éompliance‘ in. all school districts would
-be /impossible without vastly increasing its size -- and even then

droblems of coordiﬁat;pn and communication would be GVEpwhélminé.

/ - . \g * s .

/ For every federal judge directly to oversee civil rights compliance .

= . N o L

would also be impossible without substantially restructuring the
- %

»

" judiciary. Bpf citizen groups who are under the direction of OCR or
L

-

"a judge, and who have close two-way communications with tpeir sponsor
» . I R i —
. . e

g
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v . P . ok .
.can oversee the achievement of €onstitutional mandates and then disband-

\‘ 2 * when their task is done. f : -
Second, mpnitoring is a way of involving more people anH

. groups in the decisions and activities of schools. Schools are.: T
o, e ,.‘g .
L [y N,.' ]
-t ’ Public institutions - supported by taxes, headed by. elected boards,
/- .o R :
’ accountable’ ultimately to parents and soaedety in general. Parents "should

$~ ' -. have some say in how their children are educated;and what they are ,

-, . .

e ; Do ‘
{ taught' business enterprises and civic organizations should help in
- ¢ y\p
) the education of their future employees and members. Monitoring is a
,,(
" way for more people to participate in education in a way that is !

£
“structured, focused, mandated -~ and also donducive to change and

expansion. . . ’

: Third, monitoring is a way of making syre that,educatio;il__

goals are not lost in the drive to comply*ﬁith laws.' No judée can_fully

} ~ understand the egigencies and needs of educators;_no single law and

set of—regulations can be optimal for all &chool systemss, No one wants
'y

blind obediente to get in the way .of the children's best interésts, !

R

) 4 , .
and yet we must not permit lcf&al/exceptions to vitiate the force of

-
-

b

~

civil rights mandates. Monitoring groups‘are a way to connect general
7 “ -~ [

& - . - A
laws and specific situatfonsy or to conmnect legal experts with profesgsional

-
-

* ) educators.-.Monitoring groups can help to ensure thdat laws are enfor/ed

' 3

but can also help toQEnsure that the idiosynérdtic needs of a specific

school System in educating its students are met. . Ty
Finally, monitoring is ‘a way for people to come together,

work on common goals, develop new networks of friends, and learn to

. ® ~
. ' understand and appreciate their differences as well as their ‘similarities.

'

fw}

(A

A
Q.

- Q
y O




P - .-

>

One pdrpose of désegrsgation is to bring _.bla.cks and whites together; .

one purpose of gex e.quit:y is to bring men a_nd women togethery the

same, of course, holds for the handﬁapped. Monitoring groups - i .
‘can t:hemselves create ties and set exampleS° they can also help to ’

ensure: that schools truly iht:egra’t‘s their students and teach edch

. -

one the value of all, P ‘

- ' [ -

Thus monitoring can perform at least four functions. Each

.
.

functions corresponds to a type of monitoring group and calls for

»
w

specific recommendations. Tpese groups are diSCl‘.lSSedl in Section ITI * '

and the appropria;e recon;pendatiom are in Sect:io;n VII. But all groups ' -

Y

. < N - <
hive some features in commod,' and some common recommendations — which !
i .

are discussed in Sections II and VI respectively. : -

og ‘&4 . . s R " -

Ir. WHAT IS A CITIZEN MONITORING GROUP? . . ' r .
Monit:oring groups range from three to 100 members, from

<
budget:s of nothing t:o hundreds %f thousands of dollars a yaar, from
>

radical activists }:o carefu_l soci_ala‘/scient:ist:s, from a focus on race

desegregation to sex equi_Ey to aid for the handi;:apped. ’ Their goals

and effects a]iso‘ vary, but they all.share sdms charact:erist;icsa» A ",'5.‘,
citizen mon;[t:o;ing group must have most, if not 511, of the following ) ’\‘
feat':ures: . ~_. . .

» -

1) It:s main focus 1s the implement:at:ion (not the design .

-

.or enactment)};f .civil rights laws; in court cases,

.

. it focuses on the remedial phassof the proceedings;
. ! . ’ .
2) . Its main ‘Purpose is to ébserve and Teport on civil

"
- -

rights implementation == not to pa,rt:icipat:e directly '>
' /




3 o ,
-~ . . °
o , ' T - - ‘v - » ?
- 5 '
3 ‘ . .
.> f?i' " - N ! . ) A
*f . ; ‘ - ,
.7. . . - B P '\ .
' } - in achieving goals; :
3) Most members are private cftizen§,'who do not work for
~ . . .
’ . Y the courts, schools, or any level of government, and - e
E .
- who do not hold an'elected or appointed public office;’
- . ' » e
. 4) The monitoring®group has at least several mémbers;
. 5) The group hag ar least quasi-official é%atu§’and
i - A ‘ ’ R ' _. *
- « usually isemandated as a public body-by a cou%t or
u ) * ’ ’ T d
executive agency; . T ‘ !
/< . ' -~
T e 6) The group deals with more than Bmelissue, and exists N
. B . over a relatively long period of time; . -
% 3 r -
.4 . :
7) The group addresses civil rights compliance only
L . - '
i, L ‘. for students in elementary and secondary public * | .
$ - _" - L. <
i \,‘A ’ : schools; and } S
. oo 8) The civil rights issues to be monitored arise from . "
¢ Eo8 ' . N il . e,
- b ) . , ; B
< . the Fourteenth Amendment and subsequent court cases, - !
k) " ' T .
/ . ' Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964, Title IX'
‘ : of the Educétioﬁ Améndments of 1972, and Section 504
. of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973. |
o N /
- . - .
" f L %n sum, a monitoring group is several citizééi\that are .
. ‘ C. ) S
. . mandated to observe and report on the implementation of Titles IX .and . ¢
. x o~ ’ % N s
'§ . . VI, Section 504 and the Fourteenth Amendment, for students in
ce " public schools, over a relatively long perfod of time and a variety of
. - 2 , .
L . . Y .
. ai issues. Some groups do not have all of these characteristics; the full.

report d;scusseg deviations from this strict definition. ,
. ) ;

‘ . -

e
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f © III. WHAT IS MONITORING?: FOUR TYPES OF MONITORING BODIES

/,,‘, Because of the wide diversity of groups who claim to be .
. "monitoring," because citizen monitoring is'at such an early stage

¢ y

of development, and because so little has been written about - . “

— e D e

monitorigg grOups, we do not offer a rigid definition of monitoring. §
~ T ! R
+ . The activity must include observation an?'evaluation of the actions of

o ‘;} // another body as it works to implement a given public policy such as '

oo ‘¥ a law or court order. Its purpdse is directly , . .

Y.

or indirectly to control the actions of thejégdy being monigored. ¢

- .

Control ke%gjis defiﬁedras constraint or shaping; monf%qring is one tool for

~

_ gett}ng schools to behave in ways that they might not otherwise‘have

PR

done. . ) ’ .
L

) ) . Beyond this general definition, we offer four more ., J ‘
" ! L . vv’ '
’ specific definittons of monitoring- These four types of monitoring e

‘ 0 vor -~

2

‘are ‘described as sharply different from one another in order to .
highlight their distinctive features. But several of them are highly

- : compatible with one another,.and we make recommendations below about

* which are complementary and which ‘are not.

.
3 ¢ A
. . . . .

. o o -
N

+

- ‘ The first type of monitoring is statutory monitoring. Monitoring

bodies can help to insure compliance with a*court order or statute

\\\\\Vana its interpretation through regulations. ‘Judges are&not equipped
J understand‘ never wmind oversee, "the workings of a bureaucracy'as a .

t

complex, wide-ranging, diffuse, and perhaps hostile as a school system.

Federal aaencies such as OCR have few tools for overseeing and ewaluating

I

- ' _ schgpl systems that are geographically and psychologically far from

.. ,
)
: oy
1 )
< - .
. 4 . -

i L . . é){)“_ . , )
. L . » . u . - .
. X . .

& .




Washington. Thus both judges and'agenciés need 9}body that is on the
scene, that provides reliable and extensive data about what 'is

‘happening in the school system, and that can analyze and evaluate

u";ﬂi:honn;nxgsglytizingHQr_distorting.>_Itﬁheips to shape<Ehe schools' -

implementation process through generating, organizing, and disseminating.
information. It is, in short, the institutionalized "eyes and ears of
the court" (or agency.) ) .

”~

The second type of monitoring is political monitofng;

»
4

- monitoring bodies can be used to induce change in the political

picture of a school'sy§§em with. regard to ci§i1 rights. Politcally-
oriented monitoring boéies are less concerned with obeying the 1e£ter
of the law or court order than with changing the balance of power
among school~dctorsg bringing new'actors into the process, or

bringing new resources to bear on civil rights problems. One variant
. L 8

= of political monitd}ing is the interest-group model; it channels

previously uninvolved people, resources, and-energy from-minorities,

business peoﬁle, and parents into selected aspects of school programs.
. . ” 1 4
It helps to-shape the schools by facilitating the entrance of new
. - .

‘of political monitoring iszthe:grasséroots'&odel; it channels ~ .
- . . L .

prev;guély powerless people into decisioﬁfmaking positions within the
. / ’ . .
school system. It helps to_sQape ‘the schools by increasing the voice

and levérage of Some actors and égfreasing that of ‘others. .

. The third type of monitoring is educationdl monitoring;
. ‘ 14
monitoring bodies can bg*used to improve the quality of -education and

" to equalize-acq;ss to good eddcation. _Educationally—oriented groups

-

hal

actors into the civil rights implementation process. The.othgr variant
{ - . -

b




-

are less concerned abdut either statutes~or political balances than L
- / ; . * -y
- ‘about’enhancing the learning process. .Educational monitoring also y

' 4 Ve ‘
__has two variants. The first focuses on opportunities; monitoring -

hére means making sure that educationalz:;? always have priority -

. . R [v3

over all other demands, a::tttt that each student has a full and equal !

chance to become educated. School policies ,are shaped by encouraging

’ . ( ‘ N

. g educato?:s to put their professional training to its best usé. The

. 1 R R '

second \\rari‘ant focuses on results; 'monitorifig here means making sure

» -«

- : the previously disadvantagsi‘children receive’ enough compensatory treatment

that they attain the same educat\ional out comes as other children. Here,

. -school policies are shaped by influencing the allocation of educational

resources in order to benefit formerly deprived students.

< s

The fourth and final type of monitoring is social monitoring; ‘

- a monitoring body can be used improve relations among hostile or

. - 3 . ) Iy Ry
.distant groups, enhance tihe gself-esteem of disadvantaged children, and

involve more-people in school activities. Such a group will strive teo
. * create good social relations within the group, to develop networks ’ ./

across groups and.,within the ‘schools, to protect the physical safety
i , “ ar;d%psychologi:al well-being of fo:|.:m'erly deprived students and to .
, build\community morale., It will help to hape school* policy by providing
E ;n example of intergroxp harmony, and}y fostering a supportive and

b .
K2
.

diverse community within the schools. . . .
R Thus monitoring /a,s we use it, wranges from compliance‘ review '
. B A .
- ‘ to needs assessment to program evaluation -to a mediating device as it B

a . . ) . moves through the four types identified hejre. Again, several of
o 4 * « Y e ' e
Ei‘ ) N thﬁ types are completely compatible with one another; others are léss

2 -

| 3 S . o

30;




-

 IV. EVALUATING MONITORING BODIES‘ o ’ .

» . . . }

or not at all compatible with one another. But all forms oﬁﬁnonitoring

sharé the quality of trying to shape a school system's. implementation
of its civil rights mandate by examining its behavior, gathering

information about its actions, and conveying that information to

.,'

others who may as a result take more directly controlling actioms.

Monitoring, in‘short, rests on the belief that krowledge is power.

-

.
A3

/

~m P
In order to*evaluate the success of a monitoring !roup,. ‘\"
7/ ‘ .

one must consider conflict, efféctiveness and failute. <

A. Conflict . -
’

Monitoring bodies are set up in,order directly or
indirectly to help to control the actions of school systems as they
implement civil rights requirements. Even groups whose mandate is
only to gather and report information are implicitly part of a strategy Z

to constrain and shape school actions; if they had no such role, _no’ »

policy-maker.would bother to set them up. Thus at least some conflict
. . Ky 3
o g

e

bettveen the school system and rhe monitoring'body is inevitable, and :g

.
s

pxobaﬁfy useful If there were nogi*pthe monitors would be- ei;her

superfluous or co-opted. The amount of useful conflict will vary

aecdrding to the cigil rights issuey community resources and sentiments;

' o ~

persqga],ities of the actors, and so oxi. rI!oo mucl-s conflict can be

ing their job. ) . : : ..

" S

A different kind of conflict is also likely, if not.

disastrous, but somedgs simply an indication that the mon‘toring body

and its sponsor are

4

R

1

inevitable, within thelmonitoring body. Because the group is primarily \ﬁ

~

. ,
. . " .




.

observing, and perhaﬁs,facilitating,-it is not primaridy acting directly

A3

, did the monitoring.body achieve’ its own goals;fwaé it effective in the

-

N 4 ]
to achieve civil rights, mandates.. ’éome members may feel that the somewhat

. > < ~
limited and passive role of a monitoring.group is too narro& that the

§

group should act on the‘!nformation it gathers “or use its resources

Y
as a political actor, not just to helg otherg. Perhaps it should so
/“\3

¥
act -~ but then it is no longer a monitoring groap. Thus conflict
g
@ill arise both because the monitoring group is fostering change and
] ! ?‘

hecause it is not creating change itself. - ’ -

3

B, Effectiveness ¢ 2

£ . ,

If a certain kind and’ level of eonflict is esseftial to’

| g

monitoring group success, it is not.sufficient for it. Defining ‘success)|

_is difficult' accurately measuring it is impossible in the absence of

.

controlled experiments. Nevertheless we ideﬂtify three measures of

effectiveness; ranging from least’ to most stringent; and“we'seek to

| . . . < ‘4 ! -
evaluate ‘the groups we studied according to°these measures. First, - .

rs -
] ., 1

sense that it achieved a goal that it saw_as, important? Each committee

™
- v

. has one or more of the four goals deecribed above_and each goal has

an appropriate set of committee outputs associatedwwith it.. The - y
- .
tv:,:hg“:i} -

question then is; did a committee with, say a statutory definition

. ~ . o
of civil rights sticcess turn out the number and;caliber of reports -
it thought was necessary? o S . ,

- N e : . v

Second,, did the monitoring Body achieve the goals defined. -

A

for it by its sponsor; was it effective in the sense that it did what 34

4
it was set up to do? Each sponsor of a.monitoring-group has.one or—

' ‘ - ,'\ ’ 4
) N .

[y
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more civil rights goals, and 'each sponsor has' at least.a vague notion

.

of how the donitoring committee can help to further it. The question‘\\
then is, for example, if a sponsor defines civil rights success
politically, did the monitoring committee satisfy the sponsor’ sgg)

desire to provide a forum for powerless individuals or uninvolved

-

groups to develop an appropriate role in phe school system?i

) “Third,-did—the monitoring boéy make the implementation of
.’ .

students’ civil rights any easier or mgre successful than it would
- ]

»

have been if the body had not existed? With this definition of

.. K4 .
effectiveness, we move'completely %o the judgment of the observers.

[

The question here is, can we as analysts argue that the monitoring
A .

bodx’s existence or actions caused-one or more aspects of the civil

. e

-~

" rights mandate to come noticeably cleser to achievement? .
/L ‘

.
.
“ . P

" C,, Failure ’

ﬂgL -+ Monitoring groups piﬁftail according to one or another
N - R * . 4
definition of effectiveness. They can also fail in more ?pectacular

or definitive ways. General reasons for failure to be effective .

. " ‘
nclude: . . S
o, s ’

.1) HNo clear sense of the civil rights goal, or of the
[ "o ‘

- committee's mandate to help achieve that goal;
2) DieagrEement‘among sponsors, Between sponsor(s) and
. committee/o;‘ wighin the Eommittee about the civil
rights goal eﬂa monitoxing body mandate;
3) " Having an inappropriate structure, wrong or *
%psufficient—resources, or iecorrect stragegies to

« carry out its mandate; . | ~

) ’ , " | 310 o - ‘- .
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- LB Having an environment that is too hostile to permit

much civil rights implementation at all; -

5) Baving a sponsor that is unwilling or unable to

act on the committee's findings, so that its

\ ’ -~
observations and activities c;;\ﬁe ignored with ,
/‘ “— impunity; or S ‘ A

o ] 6) Achieving 'symbolic success ——eg. pub}ishing:rgports, i
4 changing the racial or sexual composition of

' " certain committees,-holding forums etc. —-that

takes the place of real change.

Each type of monitoring group is also prey to more

i
3
7
7
i
i
i
i
i
I
i
1
i
i
i
H
1
i

spectacular forms of failure. Specific types of failure, listed in<i

’ “‘-.l
the same order as the”four types of manitoring are:
o

. N . & .
* i 1) With regard to statutorytgoals, the greatest danger

) ' . 1s that the committee loses its sense of being an

objective, impartial, ‘zeliable observer‘agd Becomes

vv‘;;7—\ e caught up .in adversarial relations with the .school: P

3 > -
¥

- system’— or that the school system perceives it as
an enemy rather than- an uninvolved observer. .
)

Zﬁgsﬁith regard to political goals; the greatest danger

.

for a grass rootsg committee is that ic will become

- -
3

7£otally engrossed in’ its battles with the school

Fi /

system and both sides will harden into implacable 1

' .. enemies; For an interest group committee, the danger
A 3 b

P
,\
™

is that it will ome preocqypied with internal

political contes#s or with political jockeying
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3)

4)

Apépween particular members agd corréspond{ng

.
+

elements of the school system. In short,the

v

danger here is that membery of the committee

will be, or at least be erceived as being more

.
~

interested in their own political goals and

.~

careers than in tRe civil -rights issue per se.
With regard to educational goals, the greatest danger
of an opportunity-oriented group is that it will‘g

co-opted by the school system, so that'it becomes
' L I T

an apologist for schools that cannot or Wwill not
change to meet ¢ivil rights goals. ,If many o

committee members are themsélves educators, and if
. i -

‘

they come from the school ‘system that they are

> h

monitoring, it may be very dffficult for them to

-

maintain pressure on the system to change .while

working4f3r that system. For an hchiévement-oriented

»
-

gfoup, the greatest danger is that it will come to

support, or be perceived as supporting,’ tontinued
) 2 :

segregatibn between advantaged and deprived groups,

PR

and that it will blame the school syscém for
circumstances and  ,results that are due. to more,
/

general economic and political inequities.’

With regard to social goals, the greatesg danger is
ﬁhat social, relations within the committeesy’ orvg?

<.
friendly but superficial monitoring and programs
within the schools, wilf%blunt the\édge of the

L4
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N complexity. of the issue and the tumber of people involved. We used a - .
. . R ) X .

.
e
v y °
.

xf‘

- cormittee's mandate to protect and boost former&y
deprived students. The committee may be unable

. both to criticize discriminatory treatment.and

K - Y

. " to encoufage cooperation and respect, ahd it may

: ‘
drop the former task in favor .of the\much more DA

¢ -— F h - A

“%." enjoyable latter task. . 4

\ . . .
. M . ' 1,

. , . B . .
[} . . .

v. OUR BASIS FOR RECOMMENDATIONS | oo e

. L)
‘4 . .
-

During 1979 and '1980, we studied eleven sckool districts ' .: ,
. with cf%izen groups monitorlng race desegregation, eight districts
with groups monitoring sex equity, and seven districts with groups

[ B ",VZ\

monitoring wid to the handicapped. For each district, we read all ) )

- the awvailable schglarly studies, journalistic accounts, feourt orders,‘

~ ,pub ictdocuments, and unpublished material by participants in the’ o~
T ¢
‘ civil/fights activity. We then conducted a site visit td each district,
—— ' .‘
during which we interviewed from two to twenty people, depending on the .

IR

standard set-of interview éuestions,g@nd asked about the interview '3“/ . fl
- . - v (-‘
subject's role in the Mgess, his or her goals for the civilyrights X
. . Y
activity, the nature and effect of the monitoring group, evidence and V.

lJ
-éxplanation of success.ind failure of the group, and recommendations

. bl . : .7
for other groups.'%we interviewed school administrators and teachers:z:2 . -
\ ~ -
judges and attorneys, plaintiffs and defendants, parents and students, ~
AY ) . R
a/government officials, members and staff of the monitoring group, -

journalists and academics, comqunity supporters ahd opponents of the“' . .

implementation plan, and others. ,We also traveled to Washington,D.C.~ v '




.
*
e
.
.

% L

™ to interview national leaders of interest groups and federal officials.
* ?

. A ¢

With this information, we devised criteria of

effectiveness for monitoring groups and systematically compared the
’ ‘/ ) ) ’ -t " -

twenty~five school districts on var.ious dimensions.  The comparisons
involveq the spohsor of the group, the civil rights goal, the
monitoring body's mandéte% goal, regponsibility, authority, strﬁcture,
membership, resources, strategies for action, outputs and effecés.

These comparisons provided the basis for the recommendations below.

‘

The full.repbrt contains details of the research .meghods.

It also provides case studies of sixteen of the districts that we
A

studied.

VI  RECOMMENDATIONS FOR ALL MONITORING GROﬁng

,‘.l 'A. General Recommendaﬁiéns e
Our main rec&%pendétioﬁ is tha;ai monitqriﬁg'body mu§£

‘be established ?aréfully, thoughtfully, and cohereﬁtly, Theréponsor
needs to know the circumstépqés of the pargiculgz school distr;ct, to

L

qnderstanﬂ the characteristics of the civil rights issue involved, to

a . -
definme clqarly the proper role of the monitoring body, and to recognize
. B . . N . . . .

that certain structures.and strategies must be associated with

»

certain roles for the monitoring group to have ény success. Too’%fteﬁ

-..ponitoring groups are established casually or igmoraatly, and they

- end up frustrated by internal contradictions and extégnal.oﬁétacleq-
which could have been avoided,. Much of this problem is no one's

’ S ~ ..
fault; it has steﬁmed from.a lack of .systematic knowledge of monitoring,

which this'report hopes to allgyiatei As one judge fespondedZto our .

b

.o
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draft final report, "I only wt:?»tha;hl had had a similar document

three years .ago." . ' .

- £

Thus our first recommendation is: '

-

The establishment of a monitoringsgroup should not

. - be an after-thought; it should be an integral part

' . ' of a compliance plan or remedial court order. Make

N ) sure that the mandate, structure, membership, resources
] and strategies of a monitorfng group are (1) appropriate
to their setting and civil rights issue, and (2)

. consistent with each other. . , -

2

4 monitoring body should be established before the
« remedy or order is given, or before the overseeing
- agency tries to force a school district to comply
N with its regulations. //T\
/ ‘ ’
We have two other general recommendations. First, in civil rights issues,

v

particularly race desegregation, emotions run high, ideologies are

strong, perceptions are buibkly skewed, no one can be a neutral’

’

. observer, Monitoring groups, of course, are set up to try to alleviate

’

this problem but it is extraordinarily dffficult, if not impéssible,

K3

for them to be truly objecﬁ%ve.. Thus:

Do not rely on any single person's or group's “°¢
. interpretation of events. Members of monitori
° bodies will inevitably be influenced by thei
. ideologies, ascriptive traits, methods
and occupation. Thus the sponsor-mist Both do every- .
thing 'possible to enhance the grou accuracy, and
remain open to alternative vie ntsand interpretations. v

observation.

it from the sponsor's desk to s@meone else's. The sgggsor'd mandate

and assignment of responsibilities to the committee are in this_gase less’
o .. © .
iﬁﬁSrtant than its real mission, which is to give school personnel,*f:—
, ! .

parents, suppbrte§§ and opponents, public officialé, and others some
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\
f A sponsor should .beware of hidden agendas, his own

16

A .

’ ) . . " 4

entity besides the.spbnsor on which té focus their wrath, curiosity,
and demands. ~ The group may become a substitutg for real oversight

and,chaﬂge, or it may exhaust its energies,fighéing an unresponsive

a

sponsor, or it may go off om its own track, dragging the unwilling

[ 3

. .
sponsor along. .None of these outcomes is desirable for anyone.

Thus we recommend:

,// ‘ A sponsor'of’a monitoring body should be prepared to

spend as much, or more, effort on the. civil rights
issue being monitored as. he would if no such group
existed. A monitoring body is not a means of
delegating responsibility or tasks; it is a means of
helping a sponsor better perform his task.

We also recommend:: °

¢
.

and others, in setting up and overseeing monitoring

" groups. It is unlikely that all members of the

- group will share such hidden agendas, and the ensuing
conflicts hetween group and sponsor and within the
group inhibit the group's effectiveness.,

.

B. Mandate - ’ ‘ -

The mandates for most récé*desegregafion monitoring

‘ R It
groups appear very similar.  What matters most-in shaping a part}curar

group is the committee's'iﬂferpietation of that mandate. Ourf@afn
l‘/

re;bmmendation for a mandate is: . X i
'Thg mandate from a spossor should clearly statefthe
general mission, respénsibilities, and authorittes of
the monitoxing body. The entire group should W
‘meet with the sponsor to answer questions and .clear
up misunderstandings. The mandate should be flexible
o enough to permit the monitoring body to decide how
exactly to carry-out its responaibilities, The

'Sponsgr to clear up misunderstandings that arise
during its work, and 'it should explain its mandate-
- - clearly and repeatedly to the public *and schools, wﬁ§§§

L )

~

AN

™

s AL

..~ monitoring body should have easy access to-the e

L




C. Authority and Power .. . .
- 3 .

A monitoring body\mgst be given the authority it needs

to carry out its mandate. This will vary primarily according to the
'type of monitoring group and will be discussed in Section VII More
generally, if a monitoring body has:ETleverage over a school system
or if there is not a generaf perception that the sponsor has such -

*  leverage and uses the monitoring body's experience in deciding how

and when to use it, a citizen monitoring group is useless./ This

¢

extremely strong conclusion®was almosg universally®drawn by interview
subjects who are or have been members of monitoring groups.\ Their
reasons are described.in the¢ full report; suffice it here to say that:

The sponsor must: either make it clear to all concerned o
that a monitoring group is purely advisory, and 4
subject to the school s desires for it, or he must make \ ,
- it clear that the committee has his backing and that
its experiences will be used in determining his
future relations-with the school system. If the .
. * sponsor makes the latter claim, he must be prepared
to back it up when necessary.

ey

‘Leverage can take many forms -- court orders, withholding

of federal or state funds, adverse (or favorable) media coverage of

key actors, political campafgns against elected scliool boards or other

[y

officials, pressure from businesses; student boycotts, parental protests,

and so on. The right kind of leverage depends on the civil rigﬁts . L

-

issue, the particular local circumstances, the type of sponsor,

the monitoring body goals énd mandate and the nature of the problem
to which power is being addressed. The right level of leverage
7
depends on the same factors?-— too much power keing applied can be
\

almost as destructive as too iittle. We'cannot specify a priori 4 ;
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" exactly what kind and amount of power is appropriate to all circumstanges.

' We can, howevé:, recommend that: : . A .
. The sponsor and group members’ should agree
» on what levels and kinds of levérage are appropriate
% . in particular situations. Ideally, they should reach ’ .
" this agreement, and publicize their intentions, before i
. a crisis arises; the sponsor must then live up to his
i g ) : statements unless he; has an excellent reason not to.
b4 ) The sponsor and group should make sure that the kind
’ . and level ef power they intend to use are available,
foster the' monitoring body's goals,and ‘are compatible
) with its structure, resources, and membership.

3

w~

D, Structure P . ‘ _ s
- Differeht structures seem most'appropriate for different

type q{ monitoring bodies, and these structures will be discussed ’ .

'/ in section VII. The main general paint is that some structure should , . ‘
be established early, perhaps before the body pegins {ts work, so that

procedural questions do not dominate the first -few weeks or months
. . . . oy ;

. - .
r of work. We recommend: : .

. ~ The sponsor and chairperson of the monitoring
. : body should set up an appropriate structure
i before the monitoring body begins to work.

) Decisions should be made about subcommittee
- organization, recruitment of members and staff, AU Y
allocation of resources and authority within the ,7 ~ \\\“*\
! . committee, and communication channels with non- ' s

. members. The structure must include mechanisms’
; . for change,.and be flexible-enough to respond to
¥ i ) ’ *  new-circumstances or members' needs.

.E. uemhership_

S ' The focus and effectiveness of a monitoring group depends

Ly

largely on the views and skills of its members. At a: minimum.

. A sponsor must be very careful in choosing members of . - ‘ .
s » _a monitoring group since the group!s composition
largely, determines .its direction and effect.

1
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s, °
. . ~

™~ - g ' :

- . For that reé%%mendation to be useful, however, we must specify the

eleménts of a good choice. The members pf a monitering group,

w® ' especially one dealing with race desegregation, must not be SO diverse

in their views on desegregation that they "retry the case" every time

they meet. On thg other’ hand, the& must not be so uniform in theirK N

: N views that they have no‘credibility with people other than those they &+
agree with.. There must be enough diversity of methods of observation
that many.,different kinds of information are‘gathered, but npt so

" much diversity that members cannot agree on, the implicationé of

what they have observed.  To achieve enough but not too much, diversity'

B - T among members, we make the following recommendations:

o The sponspr’ should choose members who are T
) f committed to carrying out the civil rights '
court order or .reguldations, whether or not Y
; they firmly believe in it. They need not
- advocate desegregation, but-they must advocate
- ' ‘ obeying the law. . @

/ The sponsor should make sure to choose members so
that all actors in°the process trust and respect
at lgast some members in the monitoring group.
e de Thaf probably means that there should be some
v edycators, a considerable number of minority
' "representatives, .Some meémbers with standing in [the
. - business community, and -so on. .

-
- ‘- PN

# , . . Perhaps the best way to ensure that all.actors
. ) trust- at least some members is to ask each major ) L
' ) actor to gubmit a list of acceptable candidates . T
. . to the sponsor. The sponsor then ghooses among :
v that list of names according to.other criteria, p
. ® such as commitment to compliance and\the e o
,/f’/ ‘ \ symbolic isspeé to.be discussed below ‘ \
- . . \ . N
. The other main issue in choosing members is the importance of
. 7 g 4
. symbolic¢ concerns. ,Having local res-‘izints with ¢hildren in the public

L _ ) schools on the. committee is a powerf symbol to commiunity residents; 80
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e

’

by, members of formefly deprived ,groups. The question of length and
I .

location of residepce may have little to do with ong's gkill as an

observer and reporter, but it is an easy and convincing issue for

skeptics toﬁuge.in trying to dismiss the findings of the ?3?itors.

e )

>
e

- Iﬁ short:

Q

‘The sponsor should be extremely sensitive to -

' symbolic issues of place of residence, length
of residence ‘igythe community, number of
children in the public schools, socio-econohic
status, race, et@nicity, sex, and handicap in
appointing-monitoring group members. He should
avoid appointing many people who are easily
discredited on symbolic gfbunds.

.Also for symbolic purposes, the sponsor shou
appoint (or organize school elections for)

/ student representatives on the committee. The
students shog;d not be treated merely as .
' symbolic appendages; they should be fullrfledged

members of the committee with as much authority
. and responsibility as possible. However, their
greatest value may be a symbolic one. ~

A D )

/

-

-

urces and:strategies are

F., Resources and Strategies

?
[}

Host rifommendations'about reso

I, siace the§ vary by monitorinﬁ group type.

‘.

‘contained in Bection V

A S
However, some recommendations are appropriate for all groups.

7

1, Funding:

v .

At leaéfisome funds, which are assured and.regular, which
.os
é;ripg body's discretion, and

v

can be spent at the moni which are provided

.

in a way that“ﬁe;mita the body to remain independent 'of their donor, are

essentials At ‘a minimuﬁ, the group must havé'clerical help aﬁd,sﬁséiies

- 7

in order- to communicate internally and 'with the spomsor, schools and

‘

. “é;';:w

. o
community. At a maxihum, it needs funds for a large professional
. , ~
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. \
staff and computer time, for public forums ard activities, for travel

5

- and consultants,, for salaries of school monitors, and so on. There-
: '

" fore, we recommends " . !

A sponsor must provide, or otherwise ensure,
steady and reliable -- although not necessarily .
a large amount of == funding that the monitoring

body can use as it sees fit and that has“no implicit

or explicit stripgs attached. - AN
' 2.. Staff: -~ '
7 A)staff ‘can make or break a monitoring éroup. . The full

. .

report describes the functions and dangers of a staff. Here we

point out merely thataa staflf can gather and analyze information/ °

o
- " organize events and daily muti&es to make the best use of the

comittee m.embers' 'time’ rovide emotional Support and constructive
P
. ¥

v
~ L

’ criticism to public members, and do other useful tasks. It can also, .

~

however, create or fan dissension within the committee or between it

and others, become a small bureaucracy with an agenda and momentum of

its own, minimize or distort the committee's connections with 'the’

schools, ,sponsor and public, and do other harmful acts. We recommend, .

3
- 4 .

therefore, two things with regard to staff:
. ) .
The spn‘oi' should ensure that the committee has at .
least a skeletal paid staff, probably chosen by the
. g committee members and accountable to the committee.:

L)

. 1&’ sponsor and public members should choose staff
5 " e carefully, focusing more 6n competence an .
SRR . . acceptance of the committee's goals and date
than on.personal or ascriptive traits¢ Both
S “@ponsor ‘and public members should be ery alert ., ™
P e I to potential problems with staff, and-move to
' solve them early. . . -

LR

|
By



3. Leadership: ) - g

* The quality of the qpair's leadership is crucial to a

body that is composed of people with,limited time, varying '

different ideologies and desires; and

. constituencies and pressures,

~

disparate packgfbﬁnds and skills. A good chair must be able to weld . *:

- ‘ ‘ - .
this group into a cohesive unit’ that can agree upon aund accamplish only

a small set of its possible and desirable tasks, The phaif must béﬁf

°

able to keep control over the staff while leaQing it enough autonomy

A

to work; he or she must maintain good relations with the schools while

e

insisting on certain demands; he or she must act as 4 public spokes-

person and link télthe sponsor without violating the autonomy of

individual committee members. Specific qualities to be sought vary
. A : .

among types of monitoring groups; as a general-recommendgtion we

3
.

argue: . :

'The sponsor should -be especially tareful in
designating the chair of a monitoring bodye »
He or she must have public and private gtature,
strong leadership abilities, finely-tumed
politieal instincts, and a commitment to. give
the time and ¢ffort necessary to lead a group
of volunteers in a very delicate and difficult

task.

4, Relations with the School System:

-

) i The twin‘dangers for a_monitoring group are cdboptatién

and extreme adversariai relations. Some coﬁflict with the schools is

N~ ' -
‘probably imevitable if a monitoring body is doing its job wells |
sponsoggﬁ%hould be wary of consistent agrsement. But sqme monitors

. - . .
. are so antagonistic or sensitive to co-optation ‘that they needlessly

——

aggravate,school officials by refusing to ehtérgg}n their suggestions

. or Show them committee reports. We recommend ¢ ,

27
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. Monitoring groups should submit reports to the school system e
o “« 0 ‘for comments or response befdre submitting them to
- Ll the sponsor or making them public. The ‘group. should .
- - " not be committed to makImg changes suggeste& by ©
. 'S 4" the schools, but they should semehow publicly-
' T acknowledge the schools' response.

ey

- y R Monitoring groups should te giert to positive actions
taken by the school system, and report positive .
AP - actions whenever pgssible. It should not ‘tone down

) \. .+ justifiable - criticisms, however. . .

i
| . ] °

¢ o The rest of ‘our recommendations for resources and straEeg;es_vary
. & .

- - -

according to the type of monitoring group established, and are discnssed

. 4 . o / »
in Section VII. 5 .. . . .o
A G. MeetingsLReporting Procedures, .and. Outputs
R Once again, these most}y vary by type of gr up so are
. ‘ ” -
P - considered below. We have, however, one general recommendation:*
. Whatever time and place'are'chosen‘for neetings—-
- . whatever form and frequemcy are chosen.for outputs, . 2
‘ whatever procedures for -disseminating infqrmation are - ’
agreed upon -- these should be established early,
. routinized quickly, and left in place unless there :
ww ’ islan extremely strong reason for changing them.’
’ This is not a re ommendation for rigidity, but it is a calfiﬁor standard :
ok
- Monitoring groups are composed of ‘volunteers with
e different beligfs and skills, doing highly diffuse and.innovative tasks,’
g%' " ' in a volatile atmosphere. Each of these features contrfbutes a strong - 1 o
. ‘ . [
) centrifugal force; anything‘that can be made routine and noncontroversial &
"~ should be. s : : ‘
;: - ” . ' . ’ . , . @
% ) - The rest of our recommendations vary by the type of groyp T
- ) as described in Bection II. We first suggest conplemEnta;yiand
éj “ incompatible combinations, then present recommendations for ,the four

e Il , o
- .
. . .

+  types of-monitoring group.
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VII. RECOMMENDATIOI;FOILTHE FOUR TYPES OF MONITORING BODIES

., ’ A. Combinations That Do and Do Not Work
’\

i <
Sponsors, vgry on the type of monitoring body they see as

most desirable.- Judges and federal officials seek statutory monitoring;

interest groups sTek political monitoring; school systems seek educational

monitoting; community leaders seek social monitoring. At least in N
o ) N

&
through what they want, have seldom articulated what they want, and

have seldom chosen monitors and a structure that\foster their goals.

’ theory that is t;e?EEEE}xig\graetice, sponsors have seldom thought‘“

\
~ Too often goals and roles are blurred or incompatible. Aéainmwe‘ ‘

—

e ~

urge our first.recommendation, and add:

- . Make sure that the monitoring body does not cfisplace
‘ "~ —___  its mandate to pursue a goal other than the 'sponsor’s.
& ) Alternatively, make sure that the new monitoring
body ‘goal 1is-acceptable to the sponsor~and all members
and that the resourcesy structure, ﬁnd strategies are

‘ changed to fit the new goal, -
\\
We make the following recommendations about combinations of types of

: monitoring bodies, or monitoring mandates, which seem especially fruitful
y and fruitless. ‘anations apd examples of each recommendatior are con-

) taingd in the full report. ' ‘ -

. /A statutory mandate should not be combined with a .
* political or .social mandate, or a results-oriented
o educational mandate. It can, under some circumstances,
X be combined with"an opportunities-oriented educational
;% - ' mandate. _ . :
3 . - — .
- - A results—oriented educational mandate ls usefully ~ -
combined with a grass~ropts political mandate,
Alternatively, an opportunity-oriented educational
mandate is usefully combined with an interest-group
political mandate. The other possible combimations -
here' (educational results and interest-group
politics,, and edupational opportunities and #rass-
roots politicg¥ are inherently unstable ‘dnd possibly

« counterprodudtive.

;
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which‘elso is disc@ésed%ﬂore fully in the full report,is:

~
3
‘

A social mandate is probably baest combined with
an interestegroup politics and/or educational
opportunities mandate, €-

~ -

Our final recommendation about the combination of mandates,

N

s s -
Ym A

‘The best wayfto achieve a variety of civil rights goals
is to set up several citizen groups, each with a
different mandate, membership, set of resources,

and set of strategies|

These ‘groups should clearly understand the
boundaries between them and the limitg of each, )
but they should also work closely together and,

where possible, reinforce each other's activities.

The advantages of a network of groups with distinct mandates all working

toward -separate but comblementary ends include the avoidanée of intra-

group econflict and of efforts to switch from objective observer to

passioliite actiyist and back again, A network also gives the schools
Y . ¢

and community clear foci for different tyﬁes of communication and

claims.

t

)

The dangers of a network are that the groups may expend .

1 [

- «

‘Tﬁeir energy in fighting with each other over resources, power,. and

~

mandates rather than pursuing ¢ivil rights goals. To avoid such fights
- Y B

& wee—

over -turf, we recomme\a\thgsf . ' .. i

~
The spdnsor must aﬁke\fure that each group clearly under- «
stands and accepts its mandate and its relationship with

. the other groups, N ‘g’

. The sponsor must make sure that the structures and
members are appropriate for each group.

The -sponsor should build as much as possible on

& groups that already exist to achieve a particular

civil rights goal.,

The sponsor should make definitive allocations of -

any new resources, and should not permit any.

ambiguity over allocations of new powers, resources, -
. or objects for monitoring, '

-

-
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Note that the sponsor himself can play the role of one of the groups
: * \

{

in the network that we have just described. For example, if a state w
I . civil rights agency or the Office for Civil Rights does” its own
monitoring for legal compliance, the citizen group can concentrate )

on other goals, and can perhaps avoid an adversarial relatdonship between'

LY
*

school amd community, - . )

ca - ,
v »
. . .
< .

14
We come now to recommendations for specific types of
- ) 4
monitoring gxbups. They are presented here in tabular form; examples

. and explanations for these recommendations appear in the full report.

N

~ ~

.

/
@ ‘ ’
\ o -~ Fl 7
.= ' \ . .
- - * L] -
.
¥ ~
I . .
kS
. ' i/
P . . g
a
- . =
. 3 » .
N
14 - ’
‘ “~
. CL
4
° 5 )
’ N °
- LY .
\ - \ "
\
\\ i
) ~ ~ - A '
‘ En .————~—}, Es " N
. -
. o - -
. -
N - ' N -~
il ‘
=~ 326
- N, . oe

IR * h o P . “.
2 . . e v o
. L ) S e




SPONSOR:
MANDATE:

>

AUTHORITY:

r .
STRUCTURE:

_ MEMBERSHIP:

-

 J

© ) e g ~¥. ¢
, TABLE 1 ' -
. Model of a Statutory Monitoring Body
) \ : | ‘ ‘ .
Judge; OCR, state civil rights agency R L S ;o

e

* Provide systematic, objective information to sponsor about compliance

wit court order or statute - *

-
*Determine individuals or institutional processes that stand in the way of
compliance and recommend ways-to alleviate that problem

Legitimize and depersonalize court order or law in eyes of community and
implementors S

-

Make ‘it clear to schools and community that compliance ig inevitablé, necessar
Y apd possible , . &
. . 7 [ N

Access to. school data on smudens, facﬁlty, and )staff
Access to sponsor and authorization to use his leverage when necessary

‘Possible authority to speak for sponsor on reasons‘for\.and elements of
compliance N . . .

-

: Sub-—committees determined by issue areas ' 1
Single' spokesperson with authority over whole monitori}g body
Relatively formal organization

”

-

Experts on policy implementat‘idﬁ gnd evalpation, rot necessarily experts on
education or the particular communi *

Not necessarily representatim gl. scxual racial or, handicapped groups
Not necessarily powerful or well-known members of the commumnity . -

Some members must have standing in community to legitimize *
.order or law to comm‘m‘gy and implementors.

Need famfYiarity with court system and litigation, or with agghcy and law




- MEETINGS: ’
" REPORTING PROCEDURES:.

*. OUTPUTS:

TABLE 1

-

@ . )
liodel of a Statutory Monitoring Body (continued)

<
~

3

. . 4
Large, especially legal and analytic experts
Strong executive director .

Objective and trained monitors :

t .
- "a
. N e

Substantial -- need staff salaries, computer funds, large amounts of
materials and supplies, training and perhaps reimbursement for

school monitors P .

Y

Complete independence from funder

~

Strong executivé and analqt}c skills

Public spokespersom (not necessarily same person)

When necessary to direct, respond to staff R . '
Closed ﬂo,public ‘ ' - ’ : &

o~ N RN
[

Regular reports to sponsor .. - “ !

giDispersion to- school, media, community etc, at sponsor 8 discretion,

\
Regular reports with systematic analysis o£,specific topics _
Printed explanations to community and implementors of requirements for
gompliance | « . . 3

‘
> - . e "

1) A stance ‘as 6bject1ve, uninvolved observers of the'school system
2) A nminimum of ression of personal opinion_ and 1deology, and a - -
1imit onirecommendations, to the extent desired by the sponsor o
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TABLE 1
Model of a Statutory Monitoring Body (continued)

S

ES

g, P

A high degree of autonomy for the staff, éspeciélly in gathering and
analyzing the data, and a strong stgff, director.

~ ¢ < ~ ..
A single public spokesperson, who provides only as mych publiéity as
is necessary to lggitim;ze the order.or law to the public
Information gathering that is system-wide, vérifiable,‘nof focussed
on individual problems, and chosen in accordance with components of
the court order or law

- ., ' _

A perception among members and staff that they are'gll the staff of
the sponsor, and that their role is to evaluate compliance with the
plan, net the merits of the plan itself .
Formal\presehtation, preferably in writing,to the community of facts
about the litigation or law and actions needed to comply
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SPONSOR:

-MANDATE:

_ AUTHORITY:

STRUCTURE:

No single spokesperson

TABLE 2

r ¢ . . .

Model of Political Monitoring Body

Interest Group Model

.
P

Local community organizationsr ¢ivic leaders, institutions in conjunction
with court, school system, or agency

’

Should be flexible

- v\

- Provide information on civil rights aspects of school programs and policies

to community , = . .

Provide forum for community to express concerns, become involved in civil ¢
rights implementation ‘

. -t T

Establish pYograms that bring group resources into school system ° T

Establish channels for groups- to influence relevant school policies and progra

: Provide forum for expression of claims and complaints by disadvantaged groups

Establish contacts -between school administration’ and group leaders o

©

Access to school documents and officials relevant to that group”s arena of
action . ‘ -

Authority to set up and implement programs in conjunction'With schools -
rd . . - /

Largély autonomous*subcommitgees, organized according to interest group
and/or program area

Informal structure




.

S Model*“f Politioal Mbnitoring Body s

TABLE 2 (continued) ) .

Interest Group Model

L

;mmgnsulpz Residents- of community ~. . . . '

LA

- ) No particulgr expertise; except wide contacts in community, organizational skil
} . . and higf credibility :in school system N
—'/ J High-level repregentatives of -local _organizatio'ns, interest groups .

. Not necessafi]:y all strong advocates of civil »fights'goals : ) .

No particulat proportiom of disadvantaged‘g ouﬁs

‘RESOURCES - .

STAFPj Relatively small, purely administrative .
S .. . z
‘IUNDING; . If necessary to set up progrdms .
- - Try to raise funds from’vindividual donatiofis, ﬁrivate foundations, federhl and
grants- :
I'.EADERSHIP:. ’ No dominant leader; each member , should be powerful leader én own arena
5 Chair should be facilitqtor, above all , .

Also should control and have access to external resources, (eg. expertise,
money, wolunteer 1abor, training and jobs, for students) that schools need

MEETINGS : A bpen,-often in various ];ocations around town . .

-~

* LA

REPORTING PROCEDURES: Non—technical information on activities to schools media, community -

,Make recommendationa ‘ ' *
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STRATEGIES:

>

o . [
TABLE 2 (continued)

Model of Political Monitoring Bod}

4

- Interest Group Model
0 N
. New programs ' . . ‘
) New-%esoqrces into schools -

Advice to’;chools

L)

(Y

. -

1) Informal, cooperative, friendly relations with school administrators

-

2) Combinations of monitoring with recommendations and act{jiﬁwgc A
“3) More interest in substangive policies and programs than in dec¢ision-making
. P . K
4) Pluralism and.equal relations among committee members
5) Selective efforts to invblve the community, and responsiveness to -
selective’elements of the community; good two-way communications
yith community leaders ) .
6) A perception of independence from the sporisor among members

7) In some cdses, an effort to use)the monitoring body as a step toward

further public office —_
8) cCultiyation of favorable media coveragé of programs ’ e
( - \
- u
E 332
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’ SPONSOR:

MANDATE:

-

* AUTHORITY:

STRUCTURE:

-~

~ Provide forum for citizens to bring complaints, devel6p networks

. " " Grass-Ro6ts Model

-~
Local community organizations seeking, change, local politica)} movements,
. parents' groups ) .

Should be flexibIe '

-
Provide information on civil rights requirements for school progtams and
policies to community . ,

Substantiate and publicize problems in civil rights)implementation . \*(

Bevelop mechanisms for previausly uninvolved citizens to becpme involved in
hiring, transfers, promotions of teachers and staff, add in atmosphere o
and substance in classrooms ‘ . -

Provide credible threat to school system in case of intimidation or refusal '
to address citizen claims \ “ g

’

]
I.

Seek redress of citizen compiaints %

Attend meetings of school board and civil ‘rights-relatkd staff ,

«»
Access to intra-s!!bol system communicatjions

'ZponsOr or committee ability to prevent reprisals against members or constitute
b

tain information on representation of disadvantaged groups in school
decision-making organs

No single,spokesperson; no dominant ader

Largely autondmous gubcommittees

&

Informal structure
Subcommittees by geographiccarea and/or by members' concerns

‘

333 © . :
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Grass-Roots Model (continued)

-

MEMBERSHIP: - Residents of community

e . : No particular expertise, except wide connections in community

. . 4

i

Representatives of' previously disadvantaged groups, including students and lead

N ’J\\\/Ar_aéctivists, strong supporters of civil rights goals -
3 k- <
Ratio of groups represented even or in proportion to their numbers in the schoo.

P system . , .
« 3 , ’
RESOURCES -~ _
STAFF: Small, primarily administrative )
FUNDING: , Little, to reimburse poor participants, disseminate information, e

fgcilitate meetings

Preference for private funding, with complete independence from funders
and no obligations to School system .

s

lBADERSHIP: ‘ Strong political and ideological spokesperson N
. . Good facilitator of intra-group differences -

HHETINGS' ‘ Open¢ﬁoften, in various locations around town

v

REPORTING PROCEDURES: Nontechnical information to media and community of activities
Seéek to reach normally uninvolved citizens

.

OUTPUTS : Institutionalization of citizen involvement in school decisions.’

- skt~
- * ~ <
* .

e
-

x ’ « ,
STRATEGIES: . 1) Frequent ad:erarial or confrontational relationslwiqg_school administrator

. ?) Mutual support with some' teachers and low-lével staff ¢

o . .
P ) ~ —




- Grass-Roots Model (coﬁ'_{:inued) t -

3) »Effort:s’g:o combine highly qualitative monitoring with activism

4) Plural/cisin\ and equal relations among committee members ' .

5:) Open meetings that solicit community involvement

6) Efforts to determine ahd redress individual grievances of community
members, rather than /o do systematic analyses .

7) Strong efforts to have good t:wo-'-way communications with community

8‘)§ A perception amdng members that%y are &ndependent: of their spomsor
'y
9) stroégsadvocacy of civil rights goals with st:rong recqQimendations for
implqmentat:ion \ y

10) Efforts to obt:ain and retain participation in schoo]ﬂacisions

. { ) St
\
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"SPONSOR:

MANDATE:

AUTHORITY:

L »

“

. STRUCTURE:

-

:
ot

- School system, in.conjunction with court or agency

>
. P,

_— PN ‘ v F

TABLE 3 .

Model of an Educational Monitoring Bqdys

-

Equal Opportunities Model - -~

Clear boundaries and authorities ’
Oversee improvement of educational offerings for formerly deprived students
by monitoring assignment of students, teachers, resourcés, monitoring new

programs and policies and analyzing results

Help to minimize disruption of school" functions attendent supon implementation
civil rights programs and policies by -
.establishing procedures for complaint filing and resolution oo
.providing buffer between schools and educationally dysfunctionar
- citizen protest _°
.intervening with court or agency to suggest modifications of
civil rights mandate inappropriate to that- system s x
. -

T

Access to school administraticn, especially at high levels °
Access to data on students, teachers,and staff '

Access to sponsor °

o - s

Relatively informal ,
>
Subcommittees by grade level, special programs
Local residents predominate - well-respected but not necessarily well-known
Fe
Predominantly educators« - it . ’

Some representation of deprived groups, but no necessary ra&io or numbef

, . , .
- . ' S

' ~ ;




v . ) N . " .

) . ~ ‘ |
€ ‘  TABLE 3 {continued) , ,
. Model of an Educational Monitoring Body - .
et . - Equal Opportunities Model .

RESOURCES —

STAFF: ~ Small, mostly educators and data analysts ¢

‘ -

<
IS
.,
N .

.
-

. 7
—FUNDING: . Low == for administrative purposes, some data analyTi « Could come from °~

school system i Ranae U .I~( 35 g- - \
1

)

-
-

. LEADERSI}IP: . Need strong organizing skills, good public presence,' 'ored .it‘ﬁ”"a"mon’g
educators | . . .
. . . i ¢ t ' P
MEE'I‘INGS‘ ‘ - When needed, open th not widely advertised R
\ ‘ o
ORTING PROCEDURES' Reports \to sp_onSor and school"district as needed
. Y .
: Reports on. ‘student participation in new and old programs ; .
) a ) 1 » . P . ' ~
i {Institutionalized procedures fot redressing student grievances and
,d_alleviatin%,,dyafunctionallyf’ rigid rules N - !
- - & ,§§ . - . -
1) Coope‘{'at »n mds“’close ‘c‘o ﬁnication with school officials at all .
. levels, Hut ?'ﬁ‘e,cia}.ly itéﬁ top, “adm {;istration - o
! y S .
v
2) Objective da a—gatheriﬁg éombine%with recoxmﬁendati/ but not ,/ o
; necessard.ly activigm‘? - L T e, .
iy 0 b ' % o ' ‘ ’ e

k) -Gpen but not. extensi\ge oA puh@cized neetings and repo 3 open
mmunication chéannels : tzh’@il segments of community *# o




TABLE 3’ (continued)

.

Model of an Educaticnal Moni[:fing Body

LR -

ﬁhual Opportunities Model

‘ > e
—

4) 4 combination of system-wide observation on some issues with ad hoc
individual problem-solving on others

’ ) . , .
5) Independence from the sponsor but an attempt to work closely with hfa

. , 5

6) A focus on integration of deprived and priviléged students

! .
~ 3
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;2

SPONSOR:

MANDATE:

AUTHQRITY:

g
14

STRUCTURE:
g,

o

MEMBERSHIP:

-

artens

Bqual Achievement Model

R

Parents, members of deprived groups, local groups, plaiptiffs (possibly
b In conjunction with court or agency)

Sérong,fairly flexible .
—Evaluate ch\nges,in achievement levels for disadvantaged.-students

’ Induce schools to compensate students enough to make up for past -
- deprivations . o

Help to modify aspects of court order or statute that impéde achievement of
deprived students, even if that entails maintaining separation of
deprived and privileged students .

— Es tablish procedures for complaint filing and resolution ' ‘ §\\

Monitor, substantiate and publicize -differences in treatment among
7 groups of students - ¢

. o

Access to data on placement, achievement etc.

® Access to infor@tion on’how programs -and policie‘s determined

_ Subcommittees by grade level, special programs

~ Informal L ‘ ,

Volunteer monitors not necessarily part of committee

Local residents with credibility in community even i if not well‘Ehown

Predominantly members of deprived groups-

*

Some'educators

339 o T
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Equal ;Achiexeme_r_lt_yozel (continued)

- .

~— ' .
. Smallr, for administrative purposes and oyersee volunteér monitors s

- ]

RESOURCES~-
STAFF:

féNDING: Fairly low —=- to train and compensate monitors, do ‘'some data analysis, \ .
e ~compensate members if necessary %
LEADERSHIP: Need étrong«pplitical skills, ability to be ideological spokesperson * .
Member of formerly disadvantaged group S
) Educationa\ credibmlity desirable , C : .
k] 4 . \ M -
~MEETINGS When needed, pen ahd wipely advertised, ’ :
REPORTING PROCEDURES: Reports to sponsor, s€hool district, parents, and community as needed .
OUTPUTS Reports on changes in students achievement o
¢ Institutionalized procedures for compensation to deprived students as :
* long-as_necessary
: . Ly
. . ] . : ¢ ' {' i( 'li ,
STRATEGIES: 1) Confrontational or adversarial relations with the school system

A\

Investigation of specific complaints or problems, and a focus on
deprived students rather than syetemic analysis

2)

3)
‘-év
L

4)

6

-~

-

7)

: 5

v

Investigation of issues not specifically. related to civil rights

issues if they affect student achievement

Efforts to generate media coverage and community involvement,
especially‘Py parents and deprived groups

Gontrol‘held by public members rather than staff

Efforts to become involved in the implementation process as well as
to make recommendations

Considerate monitoring within,schools and classrooms ‘of daily activ

o 340 ~ >
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SPONSOR:-
» "\

’:HANDATE:

it

AUTHORITY: .

-

“STRHCTURE:

MEMBERSHIP:

(-]

- 'Promote or perhaps induce activities and programsnin school.

TABLE 4

. . : ©
Model of a Social Monito{ﬂng Body
{

\

Community otganization;anq\institutions,civic'leaders, interest groups

<~ Flexible, broad

‘ Monitor® in-class andlextracurricular activities, ‘resegregation, push-outs
x and drop—outs, guidence counseling, discipline ’ . °
, .
Sponsor activities to bring different groups together, such as workshops
and social gatherings .

’

Sponsor dctivites to provide role models, contacts, favorable images to
deprived groups

Receive and investigate complaints by deprived groups of discriminatory
hostility or isa!%tion .

Generate suppart for.school system in community”

Monitor withjin clsssrooms “~ RS

All snbcommittees balanceo among relevant groups- )
M LS

Subcommittees by activity or program area )

e

Approximately equal representation of all relevant groups, all political

viewpoints
Residents of community .. - .
No particular expertise, but widespread connections and community resp ct
s o desirable

Relatively Latge group

341 IR
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A a2 ' ’ TABEE 4 (continued) R ‘
. . . Al R . .
" . T Lj Model of a Social Monitoring Body
(% 4 & .
<
RESOURCES . _ E .
STAFF: : ) ‘Relatively small, for administrative purposes . . .
?UNDINé:' Moderate - support for activities, reimburse participants, publicity for~actﬁ
LEADERSHIP: . No single spokesperson° leader mainl facilitator with widespread public respe
S ' . Co—chairs of different groups for éach subcommittee
HEETINGS':'-u Often, open, around town, in various forums , AN o ~ skﬂ
. . \ « . 4 . ZI . ~ v
REPORTING PROCEDURES: Regular newsletter, disseminated widely R )
- Perhaps television, raﬁio shows, ete.  uw . *
A2 } u:r &:‘ L.
OUTPUTS: - . Community activities - o y/' 7 . '
' . ) ‘ Reports on.school and classroom osphere~'ﬂ )
o References for students on jobs, educational opportunities, cultural events, e
S Pairings of culturgl, educational civie groups with schools or classrooms for
-7 . . special programs, job training etc.
- Programs in schools presenting historical, current accomplishments of members’
. . ) + »deprived groups . ) S
. . . “ . . i . . <1
STRATEGIES: . 1) Working closely with all levels of the school system, avoiding adversarial
) e reiations in most cases - _ g
S ~ v RN o B
: . 2) A willingness to be more confrontational on issues which affect the .
5>\ . - safety or stafus of, formerly deprived students*
. »
AN :

. 3) HMixing observation with making recommendations,qdevising remedies,and
‘o : N helping to implemeng them : . -

p J




TABLE 4 (continued) "

d L ﬁpdel of a Social Monitoring ‘Body
Y - v h
) *4) Pluralism within the committee, withﬁgooperation among differed%
’ . . groups within the' committee .
he 5). Bfforts to. achieve wide and .favorable nedia coverage
* 6) Open meetifgs, reports etc., which solicit*communiéy involvement;
- efforts to promote considerable involvement bx all groups in
confnunity ..
- . 7) A focus on school-by-school observation, responding to problems as
. they arise - . PR
ey, . w ! T
8) Some system-wide monitoring of special programs, treatment of
formerly digadvantaged students ;v . ©os
' 9) #ighly informal procedures \
_—_— ; ) 10) ‘Independence from the sponsor ' s L.
11) €ommitment to good community relations more than stfahg advocacy of
- a particular civil rights goal . ’
3 . o ¥ ) .
_ °
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, Monitdring, in all its variations, can be an enormously

useful and attractive tool for helping to implement civil rights in .\

"schoolsf'“It“gives.courts and @gencies a greatér ability to enforce

their mandates; it gives schools a chance to fit the mandate to local

@

circumstances‘ it gives citizens a chance to shape~crucially important
"i [
and complex institutions in their lives~ it facilitates true integration.

%

E .. However, monitoring also has built-in frustrations and conflicts, which

.

©

5

must be confronted fqr it to.Succeedf

Perhaps the best way to understand why effective citizen

. ' monitoring can be so difficult is the following argument. Monitors qi.

PeY
need a series of resources, which we have described, to accomplish\‘ -

» . /
- their tasks. However, these ‘resources are granted by diffef"e”‘nt1 _3;é; .
D
‘ v agtors in the’ implementation process, who act independeptly of ne_J .

another. If two actors are in an adversarial relationship, the more -
k one actor gives of the resources under- its control to the monitoring
T K body, the more the group will be perceived as a tool of that actor, and |
., ?the fewer tbeLresources that the other actor will give. «Thus, to take

. ] °

the simplest case, the court can give a body a mandate, funding, staff,

)

leaders, members, and the promise of judicial backing if necessary.

But it cannot give the body information or legitimacy in the schools —
°only’the schools can do that., And when court and schools are locked
// i in a bitter fight, the more resources the court gives, the more that - [

the schools withhold. - .

; . : The coreé dilemma is that a‘small set of resources are all

necessary but not shf&icient by themselves effectively to monitor




| 1y

civil rights compliance, and these resources are cpn?rolled by separate

-

actors who are likely to-be antagonistic to one another or to monitoring. - .

These core rtsources-.are: 1)\mandate, authority, and members, controlled'

N

+» by the sponsor; 2) information, controlled_by the school system; and

3) community suppert or at least acquiescence;ﬂcon;rolled by the,/) :

community. . :
N*S\ The strategies that a monitoring body must use to get

enough of these three essential resources depend on local circumstances.

! o .

“ ’ If the school distrigt is the sponsor, or is in agreement with the .
‘\ 5$sponsor, the community is also likely to be supportive. JIn this .

@ situation, the monitoring bodf is able simply ‘to worh cooperatively
' *  with all actors. This is most likely to occur in groups dealing with

aid to the handicapped. Such a situagion is the most desirable -

but also is’the -one in which monitoring is least nécessary and perhaps

least forcefyl. . If the sghool district and/or the community disa&€95§;¢vw .
. ¥ . T [ . . - .: ’ s
. ‘ with the sponsbdr on civil rights goals or the means tonaéhieve them, -

. the monitoring body must make oneof two choices in order %e be effective.
4 It may be very'politically astute, and work hard to persuade a11 actors
to~give it :%é resources it needs. This situation is the most .common
'7one,in,sex equity cases.‘ Finally the monifbring body may rely heavily

I

on a sponsor who has and wilI use a ?9ﬁsiderab1e .amount & power.to force

Ehe schools and community to cooperate'with the monitors. This.aituation (
- * W ¢ - o '

- - v 1& most likely to oceur in *face desegregation caseé, and it is the

» “ ¢ -

- o situation in which mogdtoring is the hardest to do ‘effectively and the -
I ~ ¥ -

.

P e

moseg;gportant'to do effectively,
¢ ! .




oy

participahe in their schools~and‘to make schools and govérnments

.respond to deprived mino ties, women or handicapped students.

46
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Our last’ recommendation, therefore, is:
3

N
To-have an effective monitoring body, a spomsor must either

a) ensure that all actors will give the monitoring body ’
the resources it needs; ' R
b) give the monitoring body'a leader, members, and other '
resources that’will help it be perguasive to schools -
\ and commundty.residents; or -

c) sgive thenmonitoring body the backing it needs to force
the schools and cogmunity to give it the resources it
" . needs. This choiqé will depend on local circumstances

i

and the_}ssue being itored. ) .

The sponsor and monitors should adjust thir expectations
dccordingly. first situation makes effective monitoring
most likely; the second situation makes it possible but

: uncertain; and the third situation makes it extremely .

. difficult, though not impossible. ’

<« We ;onélude with a final reminder tﬁét tﬁqre,a?e no definitive
rules on what ﬁb.gpnitor and hpwlto dévit,' The choice of mandates, )
resourceéi ;nd strategies, 9nd the reasonable levels of expectation all !
depend on the kind -of qiyillrights being‘monitored and the degree of

enthusiﬁsm or hbstility to compliance among the actors. Monitoring is

‘not a way“to make a’problem go away§ it can be a way to help citizens ‘ 3

s - ¢ v .
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