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. o

gthé 1981 82 academlc y.e&q the. pro;ect has exa.mlned Publlc Educatlon' In addltlon to.

prep&mngf,tnwe p%el%wthe prmect cenducts semlnars for the M’ayor, the Clty' Councrl

LN

- g

the Sup/ermtené‘ent of SchOols and the Board"bf Ed‘ticatron based an\mts’\:\esearch }nd .

- -‘. ' e . s . T \”-\.
al,so holds apubhc conference A enT o, s, - o
N G - . Lo ~ . ‘\\
e '.‘ e . Lo S . . e ' A -

.
. o N

The prO]ect is an undertaklng of tbe Department of Urban Studles (College of

- 'leeral and:Fine Arts) and the lnstltute “for Distriet Affal‘rs of the UVE’RSITY OF -

THE‘ DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA. .It is funded by a grant from the NATIONA-L

‘ 4
-

ENDOWMENT FOR PHE HUMANI’I‘IES T

.« . . v . . °
| - .

b For copies, of _this paper or others in this series, send $1 00 for each paper to
\

Departm ent of Urban Studles, University of the District of Columbla, 4200 Connectlcut

N @ ° \./
Avenue,_ N. W Roomi 402—08 Washlngton, D.C. 20008, Make checks payable to UDC *
‘o N )/'. .
und/History-Policy Pro;ect N
: . < g '
I ’
L @'Steven J. Diner, 1982
v ~-ﬁ*'§‘ .
0. > V‘ P ’ ’ .
* i . g o b ) '
. % . -

’”




MAJOR FINDINGS o .
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The history ,of the governance of public education in the District has been

F . - . ’
characterized by conflict and competition among the principal "actors among .whom

authority and responsibility for education have.been divided: the %oard of ,School

—

Trustees or Board of- Educatlon, the central c1ty government (the Mayor and the Councﬂ

—
. -

. . or the Boa/pd of Commlssmners) the Superlntendent of Schools after 1869 and thes

> ) —

federal gtwernment especxally ‘the C'ongpess As early as 1§58 the Mayor ef

\S
Washlngton vetded a Coupeil blﬂ that would have establ%hed the post. of Supermtendﬁnt

of Sc’hools because the bill gave the power to appolnt the Superlntendent to the school

i -

/
trustees. He’ asserted that the heads of all executlve departments should be appointed
hd . ‘ ‘.

by Wthe Mayor. During the 1880s,:’the Board of Comm1ssxoners, Wthh appointed the

members of the Board of School Trustees, sought to:abolish the Board because of

L4
Y . . . . . . . A Y
continuing differences with it over the school budget. : )
<. : \ Ve : R .
[ ] ’

In 1900, after the. Commissioners dismissed the Superintendent of Schools;

4
.

Congress gave the Board clearer statitory authority over the sehools, and in'*1906, after

accusations of 1mproper pohtlcal influence on the schools, plaeed the power to appoint

- -

) Board members in the hands of the judges of the court. Confllct contlnued over .
" .
budgetary and other issues, and throughout the Jflrst half of the twentleth century’

L}

° numerous proposals to increase the power of the Board, ellmtnate it, elect it popularly,'

Y

or subopdlnate it to the Commissioners engaged congress1onal and pubhc attentlon

7, Durmg these years, relatlons among Board members, and between the ‘Board and the

Superlntendent were also often stralned Numerous eXperts C[‘ltiClzed the system of

. ~o

divided authority. The heart of the problem was that there was aneed on the one hand

for centralized admlmstratlon of all 01ty serv1ces and on the other hand for a pablic~
- 4 )
education system free from the potentlal 11t1cal mfluence of¢ the central 01ty .

< _government. . ' .
A v . ‘ * .




"y elected B‘oarti‘ replaced it in 1969. At the same tiine, other changes in the school

-
.

% -

- After World War II, although the conflict fostered by divided authority continued,
*the civil rights revolution, school deSegreg'ation, and the struggle f;o’r home rule became

4 R . ; :
_the dominant sources of conflict within the school governance system. The appointed

« Board of Education and the Superintendent came under attack increasingly, and the

7 Id

-

governance system_were made in order to improve student achievement, most notably

. i '
commun1t§»control and decentralization. . .
% . 4 ly - .
. . . L .

L
Af—ter athe\a.dvent of the elected Board of Edycation, many of the old ‘conflicts

* -r

' resultlng from divided authorlty. reemerg;ed, both beforée and after the start of partial

»

horhe rule in 1975. The elected Board went through five regu B ahd seyeral_actlng

Superintendents, and fought with the'appointei‘] and elected Mayors -and Coungils for
more money and greater autonomy. The role of Congress diminjshed after home rule,

howeveey and the Board gained greater autonomy than it had ever previously had.

S []
°

“This’ study .suggests that conflict among the key: actors ineschool governance is a

natural outgrowth ‘of the system of divided authority, even though it is possible to:

] 4

minimize this conflict It suggests that the perlods of- greatest furmoil in the schools

_ have been the periods in which the schools have had to confront social. changes in the

crty, and that proposals to eliminate current problems by tampering with the school
governance structure should:be made cautiously and only with knowledge of the..city's

. - . * - ' ) @
historical experience. The paper argues also that a s'trong Superintendent has been in

~

g the past a prerequlsite toa successful edueatlonal program, that rarely have struggles -

over school governance “had a posxtlve effect on the chlldren,L and that qu1te often they’

-
b -

have been harmful. S . Lo .

. , ¢ .:-“ L L . ” ~A \ ::.
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- Local Memory-and the ‘

Governance of Education

.

N [ ] . R ' 3 . .

How and by whom should our schools be governed? _This question has been hotly
, : s :

" debated in the nation's capital in the last two decades. As one Superintendent after

.

another has departed in confhct with the Board of Education, as rhetorical exchanges

. between the Mayor and the Board have made headlines, and as public impatience w1th

. t : . °
low student achievement has grown, many people have proposed changes in the system
-, s

of school governance. There have been calls for abolition of the Board of Education,
_ for'.a Board appointed by the Mayor, for drastic cuts in the budget of the Board and the )

salanies of its members, for aBoard financially independent of the eity government, for

-
PR

the appointment of a "state" Board of Regents to oversee. the Board of Education, and

for the assignment of more aut}iority to neighborhood school boards and ecouncils.

These and s1m11ar pro osals put forward in recent years reflect & tendeney in our
city to solve immediate problems by tamperlng with the st uetures ‘of governance.

'

Sometimes there is a well informed and reasoned case for such structurél changes.
L}

More often, howe/ver, calls -for changes in the structure of school governance in

)

Washington are/made without any knowledge of why “the form of school government

developed as it did, or of previous attempts to solve immediate problems by altering the
/ ' : _—

. ¢ ’ . \
arrangements for sechool governance.

EIRY

This h1stor1cal amnes1a is in no sense 11m1ted to the Distriet of Columbia. In many

L 3

respects, the pr‘oblems of school governance and the solutions proposed here mirror

—
—-

those in other cities. Y The District is unique, however, becsuse of its peculiar form

A '

T Un the history of pubhc schools in American cities, see David B. Tyack, The One

- Best System: A History of American Urban Education’ (Cambridge:. Harvard

Y University Press, 1974); Marvin Lazerson, Orjgins of the Urban School: Public
‘ . Education in Massachusetts, 1870 - 1915 (Cambrldge Harvard University.Press, /

1971); Michael N. Katz; Class. Bureaucracy and Schools: The Ilusion of
Educational Change in America iNew York: Praeger, 1971); and Sehool Reform:
Past and Present iEosfom Litfle Brown, 1971); Stanley K. Schultz, The Culture

Tctory Boston Public Schools 1789 - 1860 (New York: Oxford University Press,

-
- ? - -
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of government~ and in particular because of the authority of the federal government

~

over local affairs, the absence of a "state" educatlon apparatus separate from that of

-

the ecity, and bécause schoql governance questldns have always been tied to the city's

. quest for self—governance. These unique feature's of the District's system of governance
4

make an understandmg of its history all the more lmportant for those concerned with

currert proposals for change. . . \

X
.

A ’

The history of school governance in the District suggests certain things that
everyone cancerned W1th current governance &es should know. Flrst, a system of '
school governance that has divided authority _and responsibility among a Board of °
Education, a city government (Mayor and City Council, Governor. and Legislatu-re, or '

Board of Commissioners), the federal' government (both executive officials and Con-

7

gress) and a Superintendent of Schools has always been plagued by continuous and often

virulent struggles among these actors. éecondly, these struggles have oceurred most

frequently and with greatest force over money matters. Thirdly, dissatisfaction with

these arrangements has been .Jnearly eontinuous throughout the hlstory of the pubhc

¥ -

schools,..and serious proposals for reform of the school 'governance system have
constantly come forward. Fourthly, crlticism of the city's school governance systemn
and calls for change in it have been most vociferous in periods of social tension and

rapld social change, when the schools were thrust into the forefront of pubhc toncern,
]

Seldom " have changes in school governance been able to alleviate the sources of

discomfort in these periods. Finally, the outcomes of governance struggles have rarely

-

1mproved the quality of education provided to the’ ¢hildren, but when governance

.

% .
struggles have caused rapid change ' in the schools' admlmstratlve. leadershlp, the
chlldren have suffered.- This paper examines these features of W‘ashmgton's educational

'
history, and suggests their importance for current discussions about our system of
scho,ol‘governance. o . .

’
I B

1973); Lawrence A, Cremin, The Transformation of* the School Progressivism in -
American Education, 1876 - WHWTW‘DTEFRWW’
he Great SchooF Wats, New, York City 1805 - 1973: A History of the Pubhc
Schools as Baffleflelas of Social Change lNew YorE Basic Books, 1974).

-2z~
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Public Schools and Their Govemance o

N

e . . in'Nineteenth Century Wastungton

Four. years after the federal government moved to Tts new- capital city of
Washington and 'on'ly two years after the city received its first charter for local

government Washing'ton's C®y Council \(oted to establish a public school. Uritil the

+ 1840s, the y(ys piiblic schools served mostly whites too poor to afford other forms of

-

.
.
s

~

,a Superintendent of Schools, an;d0 the federal gOi;ernm ent. >

<

education. In the 1840s the city opened the schools to all wh\1tje childreh, and in the

1860s Congress established public schools for blacks. By the 1880s, public education

had become one of the baSic services, provided by the District Government w1th

responstbility for it shared by the Board of Com missioners, a Board of School Trustees,

Y

N
d » - - -~ \k
-
~ . N
. .

. The framers of. the U S Constitution ‘allowed for the establishment of a DlSt[‘lct(

"not exceeding ten miles square“ to serve as the seat of the- national government under

" the "exclusive legislation in'all cases whatsoever" of the Congress. In the Residence
. Vo .

* Act of 1790 .Congress specified the general region for the ten mile square and left it to

PreSident Washington to fix the exaddsite. President Washington chose an area ceded
hy Maryland and Virginia that includ d all of the 1and in’{the present District of
) s

Columbia as, well as most of wh. is now Alexandma and Arlington, Virginia, and

LR

engaged Pierre L'Enfant to desigh the new capital city of W“ashmgton on a piece of that .

ten-mile square bounded by the Potomac River, Rock Creek, the_ Eastern Branch or

.o S .
Anacostia River, and what is now Florida Avenue. Y .

P 9. r

37 Constance M. Green, Washington village and Capital, 1800-1878 (Princeton: "

Prihceton UniverSity Press, 1962), pp- -3-12..

T i

L -
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Within this dlstrlct there were already two well establlshed towng that had beenr' .

- N *

electmg their own Mayors "and Bpards of Aldermen for some years — Georgetowﬁ wh1ch

had been chartered by Maryland -and Alexandrla, Whlcfl Had been chartered by V1rg1ma

- When the federal government moved to/'Washmgton in 1800, Congress did -not revoke

' these charte%, and moved qulckly to establish a mumclpal government for Washmgton
-

C1ty The first city charter for Washmgton, enacted in 1802, provided for a Mayor

appointed by the-fPres1dent and atwo-house Council, one house elected and one

.

appointed by ‘the President. A series’ of amendments to the charter extended local

demogracy (which at the tinie meant election of officidls by white male property .

owners) In 1804 voters gamed the right to elect both charhbers of the Council gnd the
Counc11 rece1ved author1ty to elect the Mayor in 18)}2. A new charter passed m 1820

prowded for the popular election of the Mayor. 3/ Throughout the C&plt&l'S first

Q \

seventy years, Congress extended the authorlty of local government but ‘the c1ty

.government- was plagued by grossly inadequate funds for mumclpal services. (George-
town continued as a separate cjty within the Distriet of Columbia, and Ale*andrla Clty,

along with the rest of the Dlstrlct on the Vlrglma side of the Potomac River, was

retrqceded to Vlrg'lma in 1846 ). ‘ 7 ]
%}

- .

: e , ~ S
—_ i

The first city charter author‘izéd the city to provide for "the establishment and

.

supermtendence" of. schools, and+in 1804, the Council voted to establlsh a school for

. Washmgton youth under the d1rectlon. of a Board of 'I‘rustees The Council empowered

this Board to expend funds approprlated by 1t or donated by eitizens for the school and
establlsh necessary by—laws so long as they did not conflict with the laws passed by the

Council The Board consisted of ‘hlrteen members, seven elected.by the Council and

six by all those who had contributed more than t.en dollars to the schools. Presidept

A} . .. ’ \ . \ ‘
3/  Ibid., pp. 23-31, 88-89, 162-163; Nelson leensnyder, Local Government in the
- Ufs-trlct of Columbla, 1801- 1978 (Washington: * U,S.” Houge Committee on the

sy PP. 1-16.

istriet of Columbja, June

*

3
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¢ Thomas Jefferson won election to "the Board and for its figst four years served as its

" Board President. 4/ . e ' . .8

/.
t

PR \

. . ¢

In‘ 1816, as the city"s population increased the Clty Council ’divided the citthto S

" two geographlcal school d1str1cts each with a sgparate Board of Trustees — the f1rst
+ instance of decentrallzatlon in the hlstory of Washlngton educatlonu, pne of the trustee
boarcb was to beaselected partly, by the Councﬁ ‘and partly y the contr1butors, th:

other exclusxvely by ‘the Counc11 Two years Iater, the Counecil d1scontmued the -
[ 4]

eledtion of trustees by contr1butors,wtak1ng ‘upon 1tself excluslve respons1b111ty\for
‘ A b

seleetlom of Board members In 1‘820 as a result of the growing flnanclal problems of
T the clty, the Counc11 forbade the trustees from écceptl ng any pup11s except those whc&
’ parents were unable top;g for schoolmg Now the schools became excluswely pauper
v schoofs. -/ Black chlldren, regardless of ablllty to pay, still eould attend only privately * .

4 . slpported schodls, however. 8/ v : b . K

¢ . N
0 ? f . . W ° . .

- N LN

bl

O . - L >,
-4/ Green, Washi Vﬂla e zmd Ca ital, pp 42-44 J. Ormand Wllson, "Eighty
' Years of’ the Public 3chools o Washigton 1805-’1885 " Records of the GColumbia -
Historical Soctety, Vol. I (1897) i pPp. 121-125; Harry Oram Hine, "Public Education
‘. "In the District of Columbla, 1805-1928," in John Clagett Procter, ed., Washlngton,
) Pa.st and Present' A History (New York ‘Lewis Historical Publlshlng o ﬁpany,

] uregsu of Efficiency,’Report on a Survey of the Publie
. Schoo}s of the Dlstrlct of Coliimbia (Washington: 19 2 8), p- 177.

Greepn, Village and Capital, pp 76, 91- 93; Wilson, "Eighty Years, bp. 7—10 Hine,

‘ Cff’Educatlon 1En the ﬁlstrlct " pp 418—422 Bureau of Eff1,c1ency, Survey, p. 177 oLt
‘ " 6/ Letitia W. Brown, Free Negroes in the D1str1ct of , Columbla1 1790-1846 (New
) York: Oxford University ressy lian abney The

History of -Schools for Negros in the sttrxct of Columbxa 1807- 1947 (Washmgtom =
Catﬁoﬁc University of America Press, 1949), pp I—ZE Williston H. Loften, "The \
Development of Public Education for Negroes in Washlngton_, D.C.: A-Study of.

. Separate but EqualsAccommodations," (PhD dissertation: Amerllcan University,

-© ' 1944), pp. 66-99. )
( . . - ¢ . ’ '
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Even as Washington's Council was reestablishin; its sehools exclusively on a

' pauper basis, reformers in the North were.starting a national movement for free, publig¢
, : & o ~ .
"common sechools" to educéte the poor and the well-off alike. Supporters of public

’\

schools, hke Horace Mann of Mass;chfsetts, argued that pauper schools could never be

e P

) goodrschools, and that a free commion 'school helped equalize opportunities for echildren

.

of different’social orlgms and therefore could become the "balance ‘wheel of the social

machinery." 7/ In 1844 the City Counc11 of Washington, influenced by this movement

reorganized the schools into a, single system under a thirteen~-member Board of

Trustees, three selected by the Council from each of the cit,y"s four wards, with the

Mayor as the President of the Board, ex officio. Those who ecould afford to paid some
——-—f— i

. tuition until 1848, when the Council made public school free for all white childrén and

lev1ed the f1rst school tax. Also, in 1842 the. City Couneil of Georgetown, which

i £

heretof.ove had s1mp1y contr1buted money ' to private schools, assumed direct

. g

respon51b111ty for those prlvate schools supported by c1ty funds, and created a seven— .

person board of schodl guardlans elected by the City Councll to govern‘ the schools. §/

" . - - . T ®
' -
t

. By the 1850s pubhc education for white ch11dren was accepted as a necessary

functlon of loca1 goverhment in the D1str1ct and approprlatlons for it had increased

EN

substantially. Therefore, it is not surprlsmg that schools soon became the object of
polltlcal_dlsputes between the branches of local governmeﬁ‘b\ln_\l_gﬁ],' the Washlngton

City Council passed' an act proyjding for a Superihtendent of _‘l?ubli‘c Instr-uction,'to be

- ‘ Toe
DR aa
>, -

7/ On the publics saﬁol movement .in t‘he ante-bellum period, see Schultz, Culture
Factory; Lawrence A. Cremln, The ‘American Common School: An Hisforie’
Conce ;c10n (New York: Teachers.College, EolmeIa University, 1951); Michael B.

. Katz, The Irony of Early American School, Reform: Educational Innovation in

- Mid-Nineteenth Century Massachusetts (Cambridge: Harvard University Press,
1968); and Merle Curti, g’I‘ﬁe Social Tdeas of Amerlcan Educators (Patterson, N.J.:
Littlefield, Adams, 195%. . .

"8/  Green, Washington: . Village and Capital, pp. 161~ 162 W11son, "Elghty Years," pp.”
,‘3 -18; Bureau of Efi'lclency, Survez, P. 178.
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o ‘ appointed by the school trustees, but the Mayor vetoed the &ct on the grounds' that the '
'~, ’ Superintendent of Instruction, like other executive officers, should be appolnted by the
Mayor with the advice and consent of the Council. The next year, however, the Councll '
- passed a law whlch transferred to the Ma’yor authority to app,olnt the school trustees,'
and at the same time greatly enlarging the trustees' powers.. ‘
The 1858 law required the trustees to furnish annually to—the Council their
' estirn'ate of the amount of money needed to operate the schools in the following year
. > a

_and to provide the Council with a report on the schools at the end of each year It

empowered them to hire and fire teachers, towselect textbooks and generally to oversee

the affairs of the schools. Th% Board i,tself was divided mto sub-boards, each w1th

respon\sibilitff for supervising in detail the schools in different_school districts.
- Finally, in 1869, the Council passed legislation providing for the appointment by the.

Mayor of a Superintendent of Schools to oversee the work of the schools under the rfules

established by the trustees. =/

By

%

>

Such competition for control over the schools within the Washington city govern-
ment was mild by comparison with the conflict that developed in the 1860s between the .
governments of Washington .and Georgetdwn on the one hand, aInd the federal govern-

. ment on the other. The District was a southern, slave-holding territory, and many local
residents sympathized passiv_e’ly or even act,ivet_y with the Confederacy. As the war,

kY

N —_ - N 4
progressed, the issue of public education for black people in the District would become

)

a major one. -

- 8§/ Green, Washig%on- Vﬂfgge & Capital, pp. 212-214; Wilson; "Eighty Years," pp.
128-131; Hine, ucation in the DIS 1ct "p. 424; Bureau of Efficiency, Surv_z, p.
178. . . -

10/ .Bureau of Efficiency, Survey, p. 178. : C
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many were able to purci)ase their own freedom and later the freedom of ‘their relatives. .

With the-publi¢ schools @sed to them, Washington blacks developed A considerabié”

11/

number of prlvately supported schools -~ In 1862 with the so herﬁ states in

o

¢

appropriate sum to be: $265 in 1862 and $410 in 1863 from W hmgton, nothmg in 1862
and $70 in 1863 from Georgetown. These sums fell far belo hat Congre*ss had
expect.ed, and s6 in 1864 Congress revised the formula. It requir‘e‘%;é cities to pay t'o

the colored schools a por,t\igrg of all education funds equal te theiproporfipn of black

children in their' total school—age populations. The local governments determined.to

resist the congresswnal imposition upon them, so despite the new law, Washmgton paid *
only $628 1n 1864 and 1865 out of a total school fund-of $25,000. Washington Mayor

&

Wallach, in a letter to the Secretary of the Integ;or, complained bitterly that Congress

-

-

11/ Dabney, History- of Schools for Negroes, pp. 1—99 Constance M. Green, The Secret
City: A ﬁistorx of Hace Relations In the Nation's Capital (Princeton: ~Brinceton
niversity Press, y PP. 13-94;-Lofton, "Development of Public Education for

* Negroes," pp. 66-99. :

.-
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o
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education in the territories through sale o

Washington and Georg‘etoi;vn reluctantly paid mos} of the money. —'-~

-

’

14

-

Y

—_——

f public -lands.

. had never given any aid t6 the District's scﬁools,'ever;‘though it.had liberally aided

12/ '

During the war, Coﬁg/ress also established a school system for Washington 'County,

the- largely rural afea within the District outside.of the cities of Georgetown and

Washinéton. An Act of Congress in 1864 created a School Commission, to estabish’ and

govern county schools, consisting of seven persons, each representing one of the school *
s . L 4

°

t? «

- distriets in the county. These Commissioners were appointed by the members of the

-

4

Levy Court, which collected taxes and handled administrative matters in the county.

School funds raised by an annual school tax in the county were to be divided between

white and colored

2

‘the ages of six and seventeen. ~=

&

13/

-
2

schools in proportion to the number of children in each group between

]

~
-

In'1871, Congress completely overhauled the governmental system of the District,

abolishiné the separate governments of Washington'City and Georgetown City, and

plac;iqé them, along with the rural county, under a single government for the Territory

b

of the Distriet of Columbia. The President appointed a Governor, boards of publie

works and health, and an upper house of the Territorial Legislature. Distriet voters

[

- o0 . oF 3 . .
elected a lower house of the legislature and a non-voting delegate to Congress. The

*

Territorial Governor assumed responsibility for ap.pointing Superintendents for the°three

school systems under local government control -_the white schools of Wgshingtofl City’

‘and
12/

13/

A

3
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Eventually, however,

12

e

i - . o7 .
Qreen, Washington: Village and Capital, pp. 257-258, 281-282, 304-308; ﬁabney,
History of Schools for Negroes, pp. 111-121; Melvin R. Williams, "Blacks in
Washington, D.C., 1860-1970," (PhD Dissertation:

Johns Hopkins University,

1975), pp. 104-122; Lois E. Horton, "The Development of Rederal Social Policy

for Blacks infWashington, D.C. ‘After.Emancipatien,'L(-PhD Dissertation: Brandeis

University, 1977), pp. 120-136.
Bureau of Efficiency, Survey, p. 179.
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. apd.Georgetown, and the schools of the County. -Since Washington City already had a
* Superintendent, the Goternor simply extended his jurisdiction to the Georgetown

e

N s~choois, and a year later to the schools df Washington County. One Superintendent,

[

-then, was resp'ons'ible sim}taneo'usly to the Governor who appointed him and to .three

diff érent boarts.responsible for overseeing the three school systems. In addition, black
o . : N ¢
schools for Washingtoh and Georgetown had their own Trustees and Superintendent, all

13
E /8

- appointed’b the Secretary for the Interior, until 1873, when ;authority to appoint them
. y th ; a
14/

shifted’ to the Territorial. Governor.
< ’ i ' LI .

m 1874, Congress abolished the Terri{orial Government after it had managed to
. accumilate a massive debt. It was tem'porarily replaced by a three-person Board of o

Commlsswn%rs, and after four years of study and dellberatlon Congress made the

commission ’syste'm permanent " Two of _ the Comm1ssxoners were to. be cwlllans, the
N N

+  third an offxcer of the Army Corps of Engineers. They were to be appointed by the
. Presxdent and conflrmed by the Congress, which became the legxslatwe body for the .
¢ 5%

District of. C?lumbla The 1878 leglslatxon &sweetened somewxhat, however, by a

p[‘OVlSl(}n that Congress would pay half the D1strrct's annual budget, t eglnmng of the

wE .
curren{ ,federal payment. Washington had gained some financial re t the price of ’
complete loss of self-governm ent 18/ ' o ”~

iy ) o
I :
il | Co g ~ N
. . *hen the Commlssmners ‘assumed responsibility for the District ih 1874, they.

‘qulckly repladed the four separate Boards of School Trustees with a single Board of

P

P | e, e

m_neteen .persons.  Eleven of the members came from Washington Clty, three from

GeOrgetoWn, and f1ve from the County. Five of the nineteen members had to be

rl

i
®

117 Hlne, TEducation in the Distriet of Columbla," pp 431 434; Wilson, "Exghty ,
"' Years," pp. 151 160. . ' ' i

.,
A

15/. Green, Washmgton, Vlllage and Capitel, pp- 393-395.
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black. The Commissioners' retained the two? Superintendents,'however, one for white
schools and one for colored schools. The~0rvgnnic Act of;18‘78, which- made the

Commission form of government permanent officially transferred the powers previously '

A}

aSSIgned to the school trustees to the Comm1ss10ners themselves along w1th the-

authority to name the Superlntendents of Schools. It %rowded however, for the
o

appointment by the Comm.issioners of a nineteen-member Board of Scho_ol Trustees to
whom- they could delegate authority to run the schools. In 1882, Cbngress reduced
member:ship of the Board to nine,persons, three of whom had to be black. In 1835"
Congress expanded it to eleven when it authorized the Com missionérs to appoint women

to the Board. lé/ - ) ) ’

-

\]

U'ntil 1885, the. Commissioners allowed the Board of Trustees and the two
Superinte_ndents some latitude in running the sehools, ‘althopgh they almost alwag‘rs
substantjally cut the trustees' budget- requests. Historian Constance M. Green wrote
that "yearly, to the taxpayersi :

*

estlmated necessary, and yearly Congress, though approprlatlng more than the Commis-

wrath, the commissioners pared the figure the trustees

sioners asked for, voted less than the trustees requested." In 1885, however, the

Commlsswners, fed up with the annual. competltlon w1th school trustees they \them—

L3

Ly

selves appolnted announced that they were taklng over the duties of the sechool boafd:
_Vlgorous citizen protest followed, a mass meetlng was held in. which it was asserted
that the change would take from Distriet residents "the last that was left to the/_\yf

"}

popular government," and Congrgés debated but never voted on a schoo). reorgamzatlon

4

16/ __Igi_q.,‘p:‘387-38F; Bureau of Efficieney, Survey, p. 180." . Lo
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17/

and returned some authorlty to the trustees. —

In 1900, conflict over school governance peemerged. The Commuiissﬁoners dis-
missed William B. Poweil, who had served as Superintendent of the white schools since

1885, had‘modernized the curriculum, and had fired many ill-trained teachers who had
gained their positions through politicgvappointment. The Senate District Committee -,

investigated school management extensively, held hearings, and concluded that the -
powers of the Board of Trustees were too vague and too easily assumed by the

Commissioners.: As a result, Congress reorganized the sehool system, providing for a
~ .
seven member Board of Education appointed by the Commissioners for seven year

terms, with complete jurisdiction over all administrative matters concerned with the

publie schools, including speeific powers to appoint a single Superintendent for all

.~ schools and Assistant géperintendents for the white and colored sehools, and power’ to
employ and remqve.all teachers and other employees of the sehool system. The black

-

‘schools thereby lost some of the au't'onomy they had enjoyed since their establishment"in ‘

+ 1862. All expendltures of publie funds for the-schools were fo be made and accounted
for 1_1nder the supervision and control .of the, Comm1ss10nersz hovgever. The Board of

Education was required to ‘submit a proposed budget to the Commissioners each year,

whieh the Commissioners had to forward with their recommendations to Congress as

D -t

part "ﬂ their overall budget for the D;strlct 18/ The*act of 1900 also provided for the

L]
payment of Board members at the rate of $10 per meetlng, not to exceed $500 a year,
DY ,
i, : : ‘
<

-

-

¥
. -
——

" 17 Constance M. Green, Washington: Capital City, 1879-1950 (Princeton: Princeton-
* University » 1963), pp. 55-38. . .

18/  Ibid.,,p./58; Bureau of Efflclency, urvey, pp. 180-181; Hine, "Education in the
iet,!! pp. 437-438; Robert L. Haycoc%, "Sixty Years of the Public Schools of

the ‘Distriet of Columbia, 1885-1945," Records of the Columbia Historical Society -

(1946-47), pp. 45-486.. s
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The new paid Board soon came under cr‘xtncmn fron many cltnen vroups and | '

_ school _employees bwse it tended- to mvolve itself too exte; \swelyr in the actual
H] A
+ management of the schools. '“ongress ﬁal held hearings :and although some people «
. N '[ Ld \
advocated a school system co'npletely independent of the Commissioners, Gongress :

rejected that in favor of partial autonomy. In the Organic Aet of 1906, Congress m&ed
to assure the Board's independence of the Commissioners by placing responsibility for
appointment of the Board in the hands of the judges of the Supreme Court of the

Distriet of Columbia, and by elaboratmg in-greater detall the authority of the Béard v

and of the Superintendent of Schools. 13/ :
: . v

£ '
0 .
‘Thus, in the forty four years following the passage of the law mandating education

for all Distriet children, Washington confronted ‘most of the probiems of school
- L . * .

governance that have plagued it ever since.- The Board of School Trustees had clashed
. 7

continually with the Commissioners aver the financial needs of the sechools. The

Superintendent of Schools, insufficiently responsive to political demands, was dismissed .

by the Commissioners. Congress tried in 1900 to insulate the schools from political

influence by giving the B.oard of School Tx"ustees specific statutory power. Six years

+  later, when thls proved madequate, Congress went further and placed the responsﬂ)lhty

‘ for appomtment of the Boat‘d of Education, in the hands ‘of the Judges mstead of the
r&& N
~  presumably. more political hands of the Commissiohers. The heart of the school

govemance problem was thls: an 1ndependent Board and Supemntendent “insulated

N [}

education from polltlcal influence, but also hmlted the capacity of the city's general

government to balance all city neegs. Since edtxcatlon was not their .d;rect respons-

3
h ’ i ' ‘ ‘ ' ° 2 . ) - ‘. L] ) * 4 "
= ibility, the Commissioners had found'it especially easy to cut the school Budget. S

- 3 v o : ~
. . ’ * ‘e ! )
° Y — -
» . . .
. X -
b . - »
4 .' : v ¢ . . -

19/  Bureau of Efflclency, urvey, p. 1815 Hme, "Educatlon in the Distriet," pp: 437-
438; Wilson, "Eighty Years, bp. 45 46 A ., . A
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. s1oners as some citizens proposed by- grantmg the Board of Educatlon taxmg power and

School Governance under the
C&lrt-Aonmted Board, ‘
1906 .1946

‘ -

The.Organic Act of 1906 .established a system of school governance that would
4 ' . . :

remain largely unchanged for sixty years. The courts appointed members for three year
terms, and incumbent members were eligible for reappointnient. Three of the nine

AN ®

. t i . :
members of the the Board had to be women (ger_haps the earliest. case of Congressionally

mandated affirmative action) and a tradition quickly developed that three members

IN * P

* (one woman and two men) would be black. Board members had to reside in the District

S

of (olumbia for at least five years prior to appointment, and served without
[N L]

<
[ - .

\
compensation. v

' ‘

-
)

~
The Act vested in the Board authorlty to ' "determme all questions of general

pollcy relatmg to the schools " appomt the SupermtenBent ‘and other "exectxtwe__

.
’

officers," and to "direct expendltures "It charged the Supenntendent appomted for a

of and supervnsnon in all matters pertammg to the
€
instruction in all schools under the /Board of ',Educat,}pn.'.' Furthermox:e, the Act
! it
N - . : ‘ ) . .* . Y .
specified that "No appointment, promotion, transfer or dismissal of any director,

¢ t

three—year term, with "the dlrec!lon

supervising principaI' prineipal teache'r 'or a'ny other subordinate to the superintendent

of schools shall beé made by the Board of Educatlon except upon the"wmtten,

recommendatlon of the sdpermtendent of schools." 20/ L
- ’ ' . :‘ > )
L . . 4 -_ .. . ’ t b -

N :
Congress cons1dered making the schools entu‘ely mdependent of the Commis-

+

[y - . v - .

207 Orgamc Law of 1906 in Compilation of Laws Affﬁctlj the Publie Schools of the&
" District of Columbia (Washmgéon Goévernment Brinting Office, 1929), pp. 14~15,
({In 1936, the respons1b1hty for Board appointments sh%fted to, the Dlstnct Court qf '

- ‘the'Umted States for the,Dlstrlct of Columbla) qa'”
S . . G . “f"« :




oy, . . ‘ - .- : . ¢ /q. . Al
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flsea§ autonomy, but@’the end it contlnued ‘the ex1st1ng practlce of giving the
‘ P
, Commissioners flnancra} xespgnslblf‘ty for’ the schools. The Act- stated that "all
/
expendltures of pubhc %{ chool purposes spall be made and acéounted for as now -
provided fer by law under the d{neb n and control of ghe Commlssmners.... The

a_ ..
Board was requ1red to submit & dété’{?ea estJm‘ate to the Commlssmners of funds needed

A

\ for the schools in the followmg yeap, gn&athe aCommissmners were required to forward

. ' \ \' e ) a " ] -
. this request along with the1r OWIL, reco\&mendatlon for the schOol budget to Congness.
21/ M - +°f ‘ (vu .

s N ) X’\'\ . ’.' + .
. - ~
7 .- < - «

That the system lasted slxty-twb, years, far longer than any previous system of

school governance ln the Distriet, mlght lead one to thlnk Jncorrectly that a broad
"
» consensus developed in its févor. ‘.[t dld not, and proposals to change the structure of

M 9

. - - school governance constantly came forward from school and government offlclals, -
» - # ¢ .
_citizens, and members of Congress. Although it functloned better in somé pertods t'han

- \

in others, overall the system frequently produced confhct and demands for change from

‘, its key actors: the superlntendent the Board of Educatlon, the commlssmners, the

\

Congress and the o(anlzed public. n.tss before a system .of divided authorlty«and

responsibility, representing a- compromlse waeen the need for Sehool systgm autonomy
oo
Lad on the one hand and for centrahzed admmlstraflon of c1ty services on the other, worked
» . k ¥, . 5
better in theory than in practIce t‘/ B Bl

&
=% A

. )
- v
- . -

In Jgeneral the superlntendent (:omplalned that the Board tended to usurp his

adm1n1strat1ve prerogatlves, and that t@e Commlss1oners and Congress d1d not glve him

sufficient admlmstratlve autonomy and flnanc),gl support to run the schools adequately . .
. v

Board members often complained™“on }he one hand that the superlntendent did not

3

respect and follow their authorlty, and that on the other hand they were hamstrung by

-
4

the financial control of the Comml,ssmners_ and ‘the Congress. The Commlssloners‘

-~ <@
.

complained that the Board of Education, as‘a,b"ody‘ charged with an executive -function,

Ibid. See 7also Taurence F, Schmeckebler, The District of Columbia: Its Govern-
ment and Administration (Baltlmore Johns. Hopklns Umverslty Press, 1928), pp.
554-633. . R
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.

- should be appointed by and subordinate to them, and disapproved of the Board's efforts

to get Congress to 1ncrease the approprlatlons for educatlon beyond what they, the .

Commlssloners, proposed to Congress And although Congress had final authority over

N ~

)
,the structure of governance for the Dlstrlqt schools, individual members -often

* L
i

coemplamed about the practices of the Superintendent and the Board of Education.
Parent, citizen and teacher groups, unhappy with this divided authority and with year
after year of inadequate appropriations for education, struggled continuously to gain

greater autonomy for-the school system, == 22/ . . B

»
= . gu

. .
- - ¢
d . .

Let us examine, in turn, the major areas of conflict produced by this system of
_ r liet produced by ‘

divided authority: 1) conflict between the Board of Education and the Commissioners

)

and between both of these bodies and the advocates of a popularly electéd Board of

¢ 14

Education; 2) the consequehces of Congressiondl conhtrol; 3) ‘the conflict between the

§uperintendent arid the Board of Education; and 4) internal conflict,amoflg.rnembers of

. $
the Board of ‘Education.

» a . -

\ .

The Board of Education versus the -Commissionersr Proposals for.Change

P ’ ¢

In the five decades followmg the enactment of the Orgamc ‘Act of 1906, pub11c .

offlclals and citizen groups consta'ntly put forward proposals for the reform of. the -,

-

N -
> - S

“apt
22/ - Membership on the Board was drawn from the Washington elitgs, black and white.

Of sixty onsamembers of the Board between the years 1906 and 1937, seventeen
were lawyers; fourteen were in business, nine were housewives, and five were
public officials. Physicians, clergymen and writers accounted for four each; three
educators and one scientist completed the group. A study of the D.C. 'schools in
. 1937 noted that "although the persons selected-have generally been acceptable,
they have not been, representative of all, groups in the community. See, Lloyﬁdw E.
Blauch and J. Orin Powers, Public Education in thé Distriet of Columbia, Staff
Stidy No. 15, The Advisory C_ommlttee on Education (Washmgton (‘overnment
Printing Offlce, 1938), pp. 50-55.° .

.




. " . ) - . LY
@ 'schoo]’ governance system snd ‘Congressmcontinually considered these proposals. The

‘o same proposals came up year after year:' appointment of the Board of Education by the

,Commiséione::s; &f)pointment of the Board of Education by the President of the\United

3
.

. States; finanecial autonomy and taxing authority for the Board; relegation of the Board {
to ‘a purely advisory stat‘us,_with responsibility for administration of the schools’ placed

\ in the hands of a,S.uperintendent appointed by the Commissioners; and eleetion of the -

® ~ *

Board of Education. Behindathese vpropo;als stéod two issues that hq_\;e never been ‘&

" resolved to everyone's satisfaction. First, ow much control should the central eity

.

government exereise over sehools in the interest of overall administrative and financial >

efficiency,-and how much independer{ce should the schools have to insulate them from
1 - . . . - .
political influence? And second, would the needs of the schools bé served by

E 2

appointment or popular election of the Board of Education?

L]
¢

Less than a decade after the passage ‘of the Organic Act of 1906 the Commis-

smners drafted a bill to place the schools once agaln under their authorlty, and a House .

co_mmlttee held hear}ngs on the bill. An emerglng class of professional administrators

in the United States in the early twentieth century advocatéd-a strong city‘ executive,

. [
preferably a professional city manager with broad administrative authority over all eity

. N > * i
functions. Commissioner Louis Brownlow, a pioneer in this progressive city adminis-
tration movement and’ ldter a key figée in the development of the public

] - .o~ s . [}
- administration profession, stated the Commissiongrs' case in an artiele in 1916:

P

All officers, boards or other organizations charged with performance of
municipal duties should be -subject to the direction and control of the

. . executive head of the District Gobei‘hment Take, for instance, the
Board of Education. The District commlssmners pay out every cent of

L the money ..:and yet have nothmg say about ... the uses to which this .

money and property shall be put 23,

- 937 Touls Brownlow, "The Commissioners' Side of thé Proposed Change inSchool
Admlmstratlon," The Searchlight (January 15, 1916), p. 1; Herald, December

11, 1914; Star, January 18~‘February 16, 19186. e
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‘T{\e 1916+ version of the Commisioners' bill called for abolition of/ the

~

Board of Education, a[Spointment by the Commissioners of a director of education with

sole executive respons1b11'f$' fMe schools respons1b1e to them, and establishment of a
AN [

_ new Board of Educatlon w1th advysory £unctlons only, The House agaln held hearings on
the bill, whleh was op?osed not only by the Board of Education and the hFlederatlon of
' .E)iti'zens Associations, but also by the Board of Trade, which represented the city's
busnness 1nterests. Representatlve James T. Lloyd a member of the House Commlttee

conslderlng the bill, stated the case agaxnst the com m1ss1oners' proposal: .

Under the laws existing prior to {9000t was & common thing for Senators
and members of the House to miake requests for appqintrﬁent of
teachers. When the District Commissioners had the power in tne schools
e - I know of instances where members of Congress made requests for

,  appointments, and wien these requests were denied became'very offended .

. d
about it. N
\'\ -

During the hearings, Congressman Lloyd suggested that the President of the United
AN

States Appolnt the‘Board but after a-conference with the Comm1ss1oners, Pre51dent

Woodrow W11son announced that he would not agree to that proposal. The influential

Board of 'i‘rade submitted its own report to the House Committee oppésing the plan, and

called for the granting of exclt;sive authority over expenditures of publio school fupds to

2/ . ? / o
the Board, 2/ - T ' .

L—

-/\"nhg, struggle between the Commissioners and the ‘Board ‘went to cburt the

following year. The Commissioners had sought to deny payment to a high school

" teacher ass1gned temporarily or the grpunds that her ass1gnment by the Board

ﬁ

-

¢
-

constltuted a contract obllgatlon in. eﬁess of current appropriations which thie

24/  Star, January 20, 1961; U.S. H’ouse Commlttee on the D1stnct of Columbia,

© " -Hearings on H.R. 7569, January 19, 20, 1916, pp.' 123-127; Heler E. Samuel and
Chester W. Holmes, TRecent Hlsfory vof the School. Board," Journal of the
Education Association of the D1stnct of Columbia 4, 3 (June, 1935), pp. 14-15.




‘ Appeals Justice Van Orsdel found that) the@omnusswners had acted %mproperly, and

’ restrlctmg the Com missioners on eontract'obhgatlonSs“-

. concluded ha “A parental rebellion probably explams why 1919 had found over 18
. percent of Washmgton's school populatlon entered in parochlal and other private

. schools,“ a§ opposed to ten percent a decade earller 26,

N - . N . . .
‘ movem\eyr}, including sweh diverse groups as the Federation of Citizens Associations,,.,..-.

- < - E}
.

-
al

/@Qmmlssmners, and therefore the Board, were proh1b1ted from doing. letrlct Court of
\ a‘ﬂh

that the Board Was an independent agency with broad pgg{ers and ‘%und by the law
25/ ) -~

»

- -

« .
' t

If the movement f or admlmstratlve efficiency 1nsp1red the Com m1ss1oners to seek )
confrol of the schools, the, detguoratlon of the schools: durlng World Warl 1nsp1red many ~
c1t1zens to seek an elected school board, . Approprlatlons for educatlon bad never been

adequate, but durlng the war, Congress, beset by blgger problems, cut them substan-

-~ l‘

txalli\ The effect was mogt severe, accordlng to h1stor1an Constance M Green, on*e .t
whlte schools, whxch galned large numbers of ad}ltlonal students while black enrollments '

declmed s,h htly (The exact opposite would oceur durxng World War "II). Indeed Green i

L]
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Immedlately after the war, .a Cltlzens‘ Jolnt Comm1ttee for an Electivé School v

°

Board glrs{fted.an/electlve school .boa-r.d bill and began, to lobby for it. For many'years

tW6 movement's leader Was Ray Claflin, chairman of the, Edueation Committee of\tm\
. . . . . [y ' y » . . - T ~|
Board of Trade. In the next. decade, seventy different organizations joined the .

»

the Central Labor Union, the Amerlcan Leglon and the Washlngton Teachers U’nIOn.

il

But on the Hilly “ether proposals recewed more attentlon. In 1920 M1s515s1pp1 Senator T

Pat Harr1son cha1re\‘a Senate Select’ Commlttee whlch approved a b111 to have the

° . - . 4 < K 4 ’.
Py . . — . - . - £
A » - - . L
257 Star, Nevgmbeﬂ?‘ 1917. . . ‘ - - :
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Président appoint the members. of the Board.. Harrison was seeking to punish the

current Board, Wthh had just fired the Superintendent of Schools desplte Harrison's

. SUPport for him. / : 1 ) )

» - * -~ -
’ -

-] . . ) ‘ ~.

In ‘the early 19‘2(05‘,1 the ‘debate over séhool governance shifted to a special jo'/\ S
Senate-House commlttee headed by Senator Arthur Capper of Kansas. In July 1921,
"“ Senator Capper's commlttee lssued a report claiming strong local support for the

appom'ement of the Board of Education by the executive branch and urged that- the

power be returned to the Comm:ssmners Capper's plan won endorsement from the new

) Supermtendent of Schools, Frank Ballou.

4

Capper'srcommittee.examined the, issue in considerable detail-over the next two

_ years, and it.received testimony on it from the Unit i tates ' Commissioner of
Education, 'Johne J. Tigert, and a report on.it froﬂ;’:!;jm.w' ner of '

¢ Education, Thomas E. Finegan. Tlgert caned for an elected l?oard~ ' \

In most c1t1es they have a schoogi; board that is elected by the people and | '
is” responsible to the people, and they have a supermtendent whom they
allow practlcally to run the schools. He is made the-administrative head
and they hold hih1 ' responsible .. But here the supermtendent is so

fettered up with overhead orgamzatlons that he is practlcally impotent.

-~

-~ . AN
. . *

-

Fmegan, on the other hand, calleq for a Pres1dent1ally—appolnted Board, but agreed with
Txgert that: the Board should haVe complete eontrql of the schools.

. ~ . R N . . P .

.
Y - A\l

o« Senator Capper, strongly mfluenced by Fmegan’s report changed his pos1tlon and ) ]
1n the report of hiscommittee to the Senate called for the appomtm ent of a Board the ~/ ... »

~ [SRPE e

. \ 2 am an orf, 1stor1cal Study of the Supermtendency of Dr. Frank W.
~ 7 -~ -Ballou in the Public. School System of the-District of Columbia," 1920-1943 (DEd - -

Dlssertatlon. Amerlcan Unlversxty, 1962), p. 2426,
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. /
President, with financial independence from the Cominissioners and full authority to

28/

manage the school facilities. =—='. The Commissioners, however, continued to win

support for their pos1tlon. They had a rider -attached to a blll in 1924 reforming teacher

4 1

salarles which would have returned the power to appoint the Board to the Commis-

— .

29/ !

sioners. —

¥

L]
.
<

In March of 1923, the District's Corporation Counsel issued' a report on the Board

~‘,of Education 1ndlcat1ng that "it is a creature of the District government subject to the
/
control of the District Commissioners." The Corporatlon Counsel had become involved

in the issue after the Commissioners refused to approve expenditure of $330 authorized

M .

by the Board for purchase of "cosmetics and beauty culture paraphernalia for the O

i ’ ”
Street colored vocational school." The Board immediately announced that it would seek
. . v L4 +
30/

14

congressional legislation giving it fisc&l-autonomy.

Between 1926 and 19‘36 congressional attention centered on the pla

elected school board embod1ed in,bills submitted by Congressman Allard H.
]

< . I
28/ . 'Hine, "Pubh,e/EdTJcatlon in the DlStl‘lCt " pp. 438-440; Samuel and Holmes,
"+ "Recent History of the School Board," p. 15 U.S. Congress Joint Commlttee on
the District of Columbia, Report of the Subcommlttee to the ommittees.of the
Senate and the House off the District of Columbia, February 26, 1923 (Washlngton'

overnment Brinting Oiffice, 1923); and Star, February 1o, 1924
297 . Star, January 9, 1924. . | o
© 30/, - ‘Bost, Margh 18,1923, = - ~ |
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and hearings were held in the spring of 1930 and again in 1932. In 1933, the National

«

Congress of Parents and Teachers voted to endorse the bill for an elected Board in the

District and Senator Capper reintroduced it in L933 Y . -

v

- Me&anwhile, the Bureau“of Efficiency report, submitted’in 1928, cailed for appoii;nt-
ment of the Board by the President but concllided that otherwise "nothing would be
\ ’ accompllshed by a change in the relatlonshlp that now ex1sts between the Commls-
sioners of the District of Columbla and the Board of Efducatlon n 32/ In that same. vear, ‘
the Presldent of the Board of Education declared that the schools should be run either
by the Board or by the Commissioners, and that changes in the law were ngeded to
eliminate the conflict be’tween them. "If the people rvant the Board ofEducation to
control the schools,” he said, "the Board will seek authority to subm1t school budget 4@?
estimates d1rectiy to the Burealf of the Budget " ThlS proposal for a Board 1ndependent

‘of the Com.m1s51oners came before the Federatlon of Cltlzens Assomatlons the next

e year. Twenty-one member orgamzatlons voted in favor and only four against, = 33/

N (4
In the mid:1930s, Congress once again took up‘the matter of school governance in
: i a
the District. The "Prettyman Blll" of 1935 and the "Blanton Amendment" of 1936
. FRY
would have grven the Commxssloners authorlty to appolnt the Board and veto, its LORE
s decisions. In the course of debate, five Board members 1nclud1ng the Board presldent .
\ announced they would reslgn 1f the Prettyman bill passed. Congress held hearings on
31/ Handorf "Ballou," pp., 36-37; U.S. House Committee on the District of ,Columbia,
Yo, Public School Educdtion in the Distriect of Columbia. Hearings Before Sub-
committee on HR 1413, 10470, 10656, 12158 and 12714. (Washington: Govern-
. o mentTrlntmg Office, 1930), "Report of the Legislative Chairman,” District
> o ‘Teacher 2,.4. (June 1932), p. '36; Star, February .15, 1931, Apr11 30, 19325
September 22 1933, January 1{ 1935 -
32/  U.S. Bureau“of Efficiency, Report on Survey of the Public School System of the
© Distriet of. Columbia. (GPO 1928). - , o
. "33/  Star, October 16, 1928 and April {1, 1929. . , P
- A ' , N > ) ‘
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this proposal which recewed extensweﬁ publicity in the press, but it did not reach a

 floor vote in either dhamber 34/ \‘_“’ T N

-

\ - ] .

- ‘le
’I'he Prettyman blll evoked = speclal protest from the black ecemmunity. Board
%
member Charles Houston, a prominent black attorney who as dean of HOWard Umversxty

Law . School ~would later train a generation of leading civil rights laWyers, spoke -
forcefully against the Prettyman bill at a meetmg of &e Board in 1935. ,Houston'
. argued that black people coudd only lose by the proposed reorgamzatlon of school

governance since the Commlssmners were entirely unsympathetic to the concerns of”
black people: ° > ) | » ’ .

&

Colored Citizens are opposed to the bill because fundamentally they do

not believé they will receive the same consideration and recognition
from the Commissioners which they now receive under the administra-
tion of the Board of Education. I call.attention to the. fact that under /
the ex1stmg set-up, colored cltlzens have propo{tlonate representatlon R
on thea BoaT‘d ‘of Educatlon, and the colored schools, school officers and.
school prroblems receive thoughtful attention from the” Board and all

. “school officials. A . .» -

-

But the record of the Board of Commxssxoners is different. T ere is not
a single colored c1tlzen in'a p sition of ma]or [‘eSponSlblllty under the
direct control of the Commlsslo lers of the District of Columbis ..

Per'sonally, I am opposed to segregation because a mmorlt oup never
has full equallty of opportunity under a segregated system. But our_
Washmgton school system as now set up represents the nearest approach
to equallty of opportunity which this"Country has seen and serves as a

o

model for segregated systems the country over. '
S

"~
-

Handor{, "Baﬂou," p. 39; Moylin..Moon  Sams, "Report of the Leglslatwe
Committee," Bulletinof the High School Peachers Association of the District
of Columbia, 27 lJunEe, 1935), pp. 6-7; TEditorial Comment: Whither the
District?,” The District*Teacher, 5, 3 (Aprll‘1935) pp 18—19, Star, May 18,
19363 Star January? 1935.
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Houston served notice to.the city that "any attempt to transfer ultimate cont¥ot
e - . ’ C .
of the colored schools in the Disttriet of Columbia to an indif ferent, unsympathetic

Board of Commissigners will meet witi® storm of protest from colored citizens
" throughout the country."” A week later, a wide spectrum of black. leaders addressed a
mass meeting called to protest the proposed change 1n the school governance system,

Among these were Belford V. Lawson of the New Negro Alliance, and Virginia McGuire

 and Archibsld S. Pinkett of the NAACP. 3%/,

. ’ >
'

The staff of President Frankhn D. Roosevelt's Adv1sory Commlttee on Educatlon

P e

examined the 1ssue of school governance in the Dlstrlct in ‘1938, Appolntment of the

Board by the Commlss1oners, its report asgued, "would tend to promote close relations

with the Federal Government rather than to emphasize local autonomy in the -

—
-

" management of the pubhc schools." Appointment by the Presidént "would tend to

. ] \
identify education in the District as a federal function" and presented the ‘danger that .

¢

"membership on the Board might easily become a political prize ...." An elected school

board "would probably be advisable" if Congresg gave the city an elective council but

until that is done, the report argued, "it wou appear unnecessary and 1nadv1sable "

‘e

Therefore, the staff report concluded that "Although the method now employed for

s

selectlng the members of the Board of Education is far from 1dea1 and has been found
unsatisfactory in other ecities, it seems unlikely that any other plan would produce

" better results under the peculiar ,conditons in‘the Distriet of Columbia."” 3§-{

s ° . ~

~

In that same year, the Comngissioners managed to é‘et a rider attached to an

-

. appropriations bill giving ‘them the power to hire, fire and control school engineers and .

E
3

\ z ; o , i
357 Washington. Iribune, January 12, 19, 1935, . . .
36 Blauch Powers, Public Education in the District, pp: 53-55, . .
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custodial emplovees. ’i‘he l?oard vigorously opposed this,, and the rider vwas rémoved.

. The following year, 1939, a major*study of the D.istrictgovernment prepared by the

2 firm of Grlffenhagen and Associates called for the reorgan17atlon of the entlre District
. government under a Clty Vlanager The study proposed establishment of a c1ty
Personnel Department w1th responslblht‘Z for hiring and ‘supervising all Distriet

employees mc‘udlng teachers and other school system workers, a Department of ,Public

~’Works with resp,ons1b111ty for operating all school buildings, and appolntment of ‘the -

[

e

Supermtendent of jchools by the Clty Manager to whom he would report. The Board of

hducatlor’t wou]Ld be limited to ah adv1sory role only. A. su'b-comm1ttee of the House
’d‘ LFS

‘ Dlsgrlct commlttee held extensive hearings on the proposals,pat which members of the

-Board of Education and representatives’ of parent and teacher groups v1gorous1y

r)-\ ob]ected to the educatlon governance proposals of the Grlffenhagen plan. 3

L,

The Schools versus Congress

Y [d

The constant battle betvaen the Boar® and the Commissioners over the1r

respectlve roles in school governance obscured_ the more basic problem = the -actlve

mvolvement of the Congress in the local schools of the District. Congress determlned
¢ . Kl

school appropriations, and legislated for the schools in a variety of ways.- Numerous .

observers and experts in municipal gévernment commented over the years on the
. e . ‘3 . .
detrimental influence of Congress. . ’
o

JIn 1507 an analysiss of "Education"iﬁ the‘District of Columbia" in a leading‘
educatlon ]ournal complalned that "The Congress is attempting to control by inade-
quate bureau methods and resources, a reall great enterprise™ )

No eﬁe knows who ow& ox‘m,n legally control school puildings;'but

any of the following offieial persons can tie up proposed. expenditures;
C , viz;,,the Property Clerk of the Distriet, the Board itself, the President

L
.

37/ Grlffenhagen and Associates, Ltd., The Orgamzatlon of Government for the
Distriet of Columbia: Suggestlons for Simplification and Modernization In
the Administrative Structure (Washmgto‘n Government Printing Office,
1939); - Post, February 4, 1938, February Y16, March 3, 30, 1939; Times
Herald, FEB'r—uary 16, 1939' Star, January 21, February 16, 19, 21, 25 l\/ﬁﬁﬁ
5,29, 4,79, May 4, 1939. .
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or the Secretary of the Board the Distriet Commissioners, the Auditor
of the District, the Audltor of the Treasury, the Contptroller of the
’ .Treasury, the Secretary of the Treasury, and the Chairman of the four .
sut;committees of Con°'ress on the District legislation’ and on appropria-
tions, either House, and the Pres1dent. Thus, authority and reSponsﬂ)lhty
are lost in, endless red tape. Itisa qulcksand }dt even an open sea. One

' o can nelther bulld in 1t nor row a boat; w1thout ald one must drown,

This partly explams why school condltlons here are among the wonst in all
the cities of Amer\ca, whxle at the same tnne the teachers are among the

.
r

. .

. \.

Certain other matters -are of importance. These are the schools of the

v ) very best....

, Nation, because this is the political genter, becayse the Nation payS'halt:
the bills, because the Government employees from all the States bring .
their ¢hildren here, and pecause the Congress is the real Schoel Board as

it is the real Legislature.... The Congress sets aside one session every

fortnight for all District business; yet attempts to fix every detail.” i?_/

. - . . ] a

U.S. Commissioner of Education John Tigert pointed to these same problems in
testirnony before a joint Congressional committee,in 1922. Because thesuperintendent

was "so fettered here with overhead organizations," said Tigert, né Superintendent had"

- >

ever been or ever would be able to keep up with educational progress in other cities. "I
L. T, 4

o would not take the ]Ob at two or three tlmes the salary," he concluded. ?9/

7 .
i * T

-
>

} Frank Ballou, the Boston educator who assumed the Superintendency in 1920 and

retired in 1943 (t(he ‘1ongest ‘tenure of a Superintendent in Washington history) quickly
o '

came to recogmzevthe problems 1nherent in Washmgton’s system of school governance.

Wy

H 8J’I()te a detailed analysxs of the admlmstratxve problems of the Washmgton sehools

_‘ for/the 1922 AnnualxReport of the Board. In ‘this analysis entitled "Why Educatlonal

, = d
- I 5

38/ '"Efe’a—ﬁ)m in fhe Dmtrlcf of C’olumbla," Educatlonal Revnew, 33, 2 (February
. 1907), ppidid4-115.  \ ° '
/39/ Test;lmony before Joint Committee; January 27, 1922; seé also, Hlnes "Pubhc )
. Education in the District of Golumbia," pp. 438- 439' Green, Washington: Capital
ve .‘Clty, p. 346.
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Progress in Washmgton is So Slow," Ballou described-the “legislative stralt-Jacket“
,createqﬂhy the Act of 1906. As an example, he mte’c}" é bizarre stow.of the schools' -
attempts *}‘b purchase pens for handwriting classes. By law, be}ore the District
purchasm‘g officer could request blds, the District general supply committee had to'

detemine whether the government had a surplus"*of the 1tems sought 'I‘.he ‘Brooklymn

- Navy Yard reported a surplus of pens, and the request for the pens therefore had to go-

to Brooklyn. Wh‘en atlast they arrived, the shipment contained only stul pens, which
40/ ' / ¢

were useless for penmanship lessons. — : .

~ Ay
F

N <

Thése problems of school administration and governancé were reiterated in an

\

article on. the District schools puBiished in 1926 in the Cyclopeoia of Education. The

article explained why the superintendency of schools of Washington is "generally

regarded as one of the most difficult ‘and ‘most undesirable positions in the United

N

States": - . . o ‘ ,
The term "Board of ‘Education" is a misnomer, for the Board is without.
‘power; and is little more tfan a board-of school visitors. Courts and
"'commissioners may review its decisions; 'Ireasury officials revise 1ts
. - estimates; and the. board has not authority to make a single purchase....
Progress under this plan 13 relatively slow, and the facility, with which (
N Congress can reconstruct the school systfem, as a part of the annual

appropriaton bill, makes interference easy and a continuous policy almost”

+ “~ an impossibility.... .

. ' - *  The confusion existing is hardly credible. Authority ‘and;;%esponsibiiity

’ ‘,“ are hopilessly tied up.with red tape... . An Ettempt is made to manage a

‘ "large city. school system by small-town methods, and” the result is .
) disastrous. Educational conditions in Washington, from. an administrative

s point of view,.are among the worst to be found in any city in the

re . « - - . ..

-

40/ —TFrank Ballou, "Why Educational Progess in Washington Is So Slow,""in e ort
of the Board of Educatioyoﬂhe District of Columbia, 1922, pp. <136- 13
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3 ~ R T properly to admmister sueh an undertak)ng and w1ll ,gwe to the Board of . /< o

S Educahen fthe power’ and control which should bqlong to’it there is httle

o Yo e hope of & goodmoderm,gchool system for the Distrlctof Columbla 41/ -/

<. N N 3 X . -
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’IZhe survey of Washmgton.s s h 131 ade by the Bureau of Effi 1c1ency upon request .

of the Senate Dlstrlct Approprlatlons Committee called for only mlnor changes '1n S

' T s ’

school govemance, but the staff r§port of Presxdent Roosevelt‘s Adv1sory Commlttee on

Educatlon a decade later was sharply cr1t1cal of Congressronal control over the schools.

.

Arguing thaf "CongreSSlonaI leglslatlon on details - of pollc,yTs not justified by sound

y pr1nc1ples~of government and admmlstratlon," the report asserted that "legislation by

Congress on minor details tends to 1nterfere in mat_ters thaf~~ are properly. subjeets for’
administrative decisions.” . . , ' ‘
(3 @x » . . o~ ' . ‘ . ’ . ° ‘ . y
The legislation for publie gducation in the District of Columbia needs to
i be thoroughly overhauled. Congress should ena;ct a comprehens1ve code |
’ for the puplic school system, delegatlng to the school offlcla]s bnoad
o powers and ample author1ty to ma1nta1n and develop a system of publlc
‘ educitlon‘ that is adequate to the.needs of the Capital City. The need

Z;for such a code is so urgent that legislation to mreet: it should be placed -
"z first on any program of educ\ational reform for the,dl()i‘strict.... -4\—2/ 0
a\ K h . i . R

The Superintendent versus the Board of Eggcatzon

W1th1n this dlffuse structure of authority over the schools the’ Supermtendent had
» : 7

to funetion.” Although some Superintendents proved more sucessful- than others,

o

-~

@

. conflicts'between the Strp'erintendent and the Board were common. Superintendent
Wllllam E. Chancellor, who served in 1906 and 1907 clashed almost 1mmed1ately with
the Board over: poliey, issues, and eventually the Board a1red charges against_him and

removed him from office. Ernest Thurston serv‘ed two terms between 1914 and 1920,

. . . LA [
3 P
. -
. . "
. . N 3 .

e

,4‘1/ "Dlstrlct of (Elumbla," In Paul Monroe, ed,, Cyclopedia of Educatlon (New York: |

-

42/ Blauch & Powers, Educatlon m the DlStl‘lct, pp- 29-30 . o o -
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but his contract was not renewed because of d1sagreements on educational pohcy

between him and several Board members. 43/ ’ : _ ,'

*t » <4 3 .
=Y
B} ‘ < b

>
. ¢

Superfntendent Ballou followed Thurston, and almost at the same time that he

. took off1ce ‘the Board elected a new pres1dent’ Rabbl Abram Simon. qimon, in his
et . - L) N

acceptance statement, pleaded w1th the Board té put a51de its tendency to harass the

A

Superintendent, and to unite Eehlnd Balfou Slm,bn announced that "whatever in the

nature of thlngs belongs to the department‘ of the Super1ntendent ., must’ first reqewe

their considerations before it will.win any encouragement at the hands of the-Board. 44/

P . . ‘ <
4 Iy “ " . - .
* ~
.

Ballou pro\ved to be a skilled politican, managing to'maintain a working relation-

ship with members of Cong‘ressJ the Commissioners and a ma]orlty of the Board for his
v . ,

ent1re twenty-three years as Superlntendent But h1s relatxonshlp with the Board was by

no means always smooth and peaceful Early im h1s supérmtende\cy, he expressed’*

h”

o,

-

4

opposition to the existence of standmg comm1ttees of the Board and Jndeed untll 1923 .

the Board abolished them and operated instead with a system of spec1a1 commlttees set

v PR N
up for part1cu1ar tasks. Agcordmg to .his blographer, Ballou "was chagrined and

, Stubbornly reésistive to the encroachment on h1s role as educatlona'f adm1_nstrator of the
45/ | .

.

3 pubiic_schools" ‘When the special committees were reestablished in 1923.
3 . : - sy '-“ . . . . , .
v . -~ .. s % ,‘ . o

Although the Board contmuous].y and ferventw opposed the Comm1ss1oners' plans
» ) > '3

&
to subordlnate the Board. to the1r authorlty, Balloy, pubhcly supported appolntment of

the Board by the Commissioners, and test1f1ed to that effect- m'192} before the joint )
. g ~ .

- A

- . " ¢ N

- 43] Haycock TSixty Years,"$p. 56-64 <L . .
" 44/ Washington Times; August 19, 1920; see 2 '81s0, Handorf “"Ballou," p. 24.
45/  Handorf, "Ballou," pp. 31-32. e RS .
- - ° - * " . o
v : - 29 - ) . ) w
3 ‘)’(‘ .
[ ‘u u v




Q

TRk BE £ T iwE e o

" bécause their reports were written by officials." 48/

' 47/ Star, January , 1924.

- ) ' , ALY . ’ " \\\\
: . . . ‘. . 46/ . .\\’ -
Congressional committee on the schools. —' Ballou's determination to keep the Board

[

out of school management w0n h1m the enmlty Qf some Board members.  In 1924, for

example, one member attacked Ballou for releasmg h1s annual report to the press'

before the Board had an opportumty to see it. a7/ ) : ™

. - . *
. . . . vy 2
t - M
.
X

Pt

A Board member -who served from 1921 to 1924 later recalled that "time ahd' time

again he would admonish the Board if they falled to concur in his educational

-

recommendations,” and mdlcated that because of her dlsagreements with the Superinten-
® i .ﬁ?
dent she was not reappointed to the Boarq. Another Board member, Captain Julius

Peyser, sccused Ballou of eontrolling the Board ahd supported election of the Board as a
remedy for the excessive authority'of\ the”Superintendent..,Testifying in favor of the )
Gascjge bill for an eleJcted Board in- 1926, P'eyser stated that even after the st'anding
cor_i}‘rjif'\itteesv:of the Board were ‘reestsbl-ished, they "did not amount to very much

.~ s » ‘. -

Other prominent cltlzens supported these accusations against Ballou. In 1930, a-
representatlve of the Federathn of Citizens' Assoclatlons, testlfymg in su;%prt of an

“elective Boarg, stated that "it is a matter of re¢érd that the Supreme Court has. denied

P

the appolntment of a well—recorh/mended member on the ground that they had not “ \ ©

/ ' i ‘\\ R .

-

457 Star, October 24, 1921. - . ’ -

- ,

48/  Handorf, "Ballou," pp. 34-35; U.S. House Committee on the District of Columola, .
Election of the Board of Education of the Distriet of Colunmbia: Hearings‘on HR

58 (Washington: Government Printing Office, 1926), pp. 25-26. \
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' . "rubber-stamping" Supermtendent Ballou's recommendatians for appointments.

L]

obtained the O.K. of the Superintendent' of Schools" and- insisted that the city had a

"Superintendent—selected and Superintendent—controlled Board." At a stormy Board
meetmg in 1941 one prominent member . eriticized his colleagues for a policy of

49/

E

’

Conflict within the Board of- Education 5

If some members of the Boari had trouble working with the Superiritendent, many
members also had trouble working peacefully with eachother. Although there were periods

w0f r 1; ve cal;g the Board often functioned in an acrlmomous manner. When Simon

—— ,.,% whte, AN
.

" assumed the Board pres1dency, he called upon the other members to adopt a "policy of

reconstruction based upon reconciliation. .,. No one is a friend of the school who glorles

now in his forimer hostility," he told his colleagues. "The best way to bury our grlevanﬁes

is not to rehearse them." 50/ ’ L.

" ‘ . A

P - ~

Si'moh's "reconciliation” lasted only a few years. By 1§24, the B,oard was again
factionalized. In July of that year, Captain Peyser accused another Board"member,.
.fulius Lloyd, of disloyalty to the schools because Lloyd had allegedly gone to Presig
Cal¥in Coolidge ahd sought reappointment of two of- the city's Commissioners eve
though those Commissioners had sought to make major' chgriges in a teaCher salary bill”

proposed by the Board. The f‘ollowing year, Peyser accused Lloyd, by then Board
. s -~ »

President, of using, his position to advance his own business interests.s-l-/ By 1929, the

4

*
*+ LS

. K~

49/ U.S. House Commﬁe on the, District of Columbla, Public School Educatlon,m

_ the Distriet of Columbia: Hearmgs on HR 1413, et al. (Washington: -Government

\- ‘Printing Office, 1930); p. 1U; Post,. Dpcember 4, 1941 See a]so, Handorf,
~ "Ballou,} p. 38. .

50/, Washington Times, "August 19, 1920,

51/ Star, July 13, 1924, January 8, 19252 . ® o
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in-fighting on the Board had gotten so bad that Senator Arthur Capper, widely regarded
as a friend of the District schools, admonished Board rnembers to stop fighting amongst

themselves: 7 &

» 3

v

The effect of this bickering and quarreling among the [;eoble who should
speak for the- pubhc schools here is only to make it more d1ff1cu1t to
obtam favorable actmﬂ by Congress in the prqposed program for the
betterment of the schools. Jﬁmportantithat th¢ people of Washington
who are patrons of the schools and those who represent them should
. present a united front.... These personal antagomsms voiced at the

* ., meetings” of the board. of educatlon can only have a bad effeet on

= -Congress. 52/ A o ! .

\
.

World War II put a temporary halt . to the, pergetual battles between the
Board of Edq,catlon, the Commlssmners, and the Superlntendent of Schools, as all

. / ~¥ ¢
4 partles set themselves to the task of mob111z1ng all resources for the wartlme

emergency Superlntendent Ballou retlred durlng the war after twenty—three'
years of serv1ce, and was succeeded for a s1ngle three—year term by his long-tlme
\ - e
) ass1stant Roberf‘L Haycock., who himself retlred in 1946. After a nation-wide

,search, the Board appomted Hobart Corning to the Supemntendency. Corning, who:
" would serve ‘fof twelve years, still had to cbnfront all of the difficult problems of

’ /\ ;
school governance that héad characterlzed the system of divided authority_ for

o 4

’ decadeS° conflict between the-Commissioners and the Board of Educatlon, heavy

handed Congressxonal control over the schools, \nternal struggles w1th1n the
Board,.and confhcts between the Board and the& Superlntendent over J,helr

respectlye prerogatlves. f-lowever, Corning and his successor, Carl F. Hansen,
v,{od_ld confr_ont the added pressures of profound socjal and political changes in the
District, ',changes which eventually ,bro‘ught down the appointeadf Bﬁﬁ_r'd/of _
B?ncation. . : ' K <o ) 3 -

527 Star, September 27, 1929.
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The Court-Appointed Board and the T

* Civil Rights Revoldtion, ** :
. | ' o1946-1968

/" []

/ \ By the time Corning assumed office, the schools of the District and the/ eity's

o

system for governlng them were bemg transformed by three dévelopments By 1050 a

»

bIacE studént majority emerged 1n the school system and by 1960, a black maJorlty in

. ? *
the ecity. The rise of thé modern elvil rights movement at ‘the same t1me demanded

first an end of segregatlon and then increased black pohtlcal power in this predomln-‘

antly black ecity. Firk‘ﬁ'{y a movement for home rule emerged'in the District and became

~ . R

increasingly militant. In the face of these.changes, the system of 'sehool governance

vy . v
. . . ' L]

-

which had remained essentially,_unchanged since the'Qrganjc\Act.of 1906 became less

and less suited to the demands upon it. ¢ T

P - ' ~ ) e
Continuing Conflicts of Divided Authority’ : . £/
I ' ) .
To be sure, the old complalnts about d1v1ded authorl,ty cont1nued éspeclally in the

-~ Qe
-

L& A

' gt

earlier part of the pe[‘lod The 1949 massxve smvey:.of the D.lstrlct schools eQ j\ducted
P L

by Columbla Umversxty Professor George F. Strayer cptlclzed the Board of Eduéatlon

—————— e W e v e e

. for being unw1111ng toﬁant the Supermtendent final admmgs’tratwe authority "even in
thé most limited degree," and admomshed it {or spendmg 1ts t1me -on the most tedious

B

and trivial details og‘ da{—to—day operat;;on. The Strayer report_ likewise asserted thaét'

B 4

S . e e " . 5_3_/\\".

regulations, opinions, and intricate legal structures " As if ‘to illustrate thé

findings . of the Strayer report only a few months after 1ts pubhcatlon the
4.

. Supermtendent and the Board President got into a major dlspute over the authorlty of

e - . \ . ) ’
53/ The Report of a ﬁvey of . the. Public Schools of the Drstrlct of Columbla
(WashmgtomTovernment Prlntlng folce, 1949), pp-6-21, 12T, ~
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"in no other large city system" are adt'ninistratbrs‘ "as subject to.laws, policies; -
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the Superintendent to withhold uhauthorized publications from school libraries. The

K @ followmg year ‘the Board reJected Cormngs nominee for the prineipalship of the new

+

Sousa Juhlor High School, an act whlch the Star, in ‘an ed1tor1a1. denounced 'as
"1nterference" resultlng from "personal d1f ferences rather than any questlons of policy.

By, the next’ year,w1951 dlsagreement over Corning's adm1n1strat1ve style and perln-
ality had factlonallzed the Board so badly that one member sUggested in a letter to the

-~
editor of the Post that the ent1re Board resagn, a suggestlon promptly rejected by the

e ¢

key prgtagonist. One Board member urged his colleagies to put "students' interests

above the desire. for \newspaper publiclty and their personal dislikes.," A few months

for the post of First Assistant Superlntendent for the black ‘divisions. 54/ Later that

o. . -

year, & Star editorial descrlbed the Board's: behav1or as "characterlstlc of its petti-
. v

fogglng ’poﬁcy of obstructlng the Supermtendent by its welghty preoccupatlon w1th

fadmlmstratn?e deta11 n 85/ . ) . T .

A = . P
- 0 .
. A .

Things got worse.” The Board the next year reappointed Corning by a six to three

{

T Committee" to oversee the Superintendent's’ work. A's late as January 1955, Corniﬁ'g

was reelected to**hls fourth term by a split vote of six to two with one member not

s, . sé/ : ‘ ‘ S

votlng T e o K !
4

R . ¢ - .
/ . ¥ .

. - M M - B
' ' 54/. Star, December 18, 1949 January 21 1950; Post, May 27 1951; hecord Herald
} ; July 11, 1951 A o ,
55/  Sthr,October 19, 1951. © ‘ s
. '56/  Star, January 13, September 30, 1952; Post, January 20, 1955. >
L - ) .
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\ later, the Board, in another slap at the Supermtendent, refused to accept his nomlnatlon

C.. 7 :wvote, and later'::that‘ year ébnsidei:'ed bitt rejeeted a proposal to establish a "Watchdog

: . " .o * . . Lo ’
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o The tendency ‘inherent in the structure of divided s”chool governance in the
_ District toward intra-Board factionalism, Board—Sugerintendent conflict, and conflicts

between the Board, the Superintendent and Congress, Was greatly exacerbated after’

World War I by the struggle for desegregation and civil rlghts\ln the last two decades

of the Court-appointed Board an 1deologlcal struggle over the ‘education of black
v S
children infused the struggles over the schools with a new fervor.

.

Racial Issues in School Governance Sy

e !

Beginning with the March on Washington movément of 1940 and the establishment

of President Franklin D. Roosevelt's Fair Employment Practices Committee in 1941,
the modern civil rights movement moved ahead steadily in its fight against racial

segregation. In the post—war decade, numerous~cr‘acks fn the structure o'f'rigld racial

-

separation appeared in the nation's capltal but the school system would not permlt a

‘single tS’reach in its segregatlonls’t practlces Thé growing opposltlon to segregatlon . as
confronted the Board with the most profoundly divisive issue sxnce Congréss mandated
schooling for blacks in_the 4DlStl‘lct in 1862, at the very moment that the cltys__

) cdemographie trends placed the: black schools in an immediate crisis that the Board could

not entirely ignore. L

.. White enrollment in the public schools had peakoed at 5'5 500 in l935 and-declined
1n the next decade by 10, 000 students. In.the nine years before sechool desegr’egatlon
the system lost an additional .2, 700 white students Black enrollment on the other
hand grew by about 4, 200 students in the ten years after 1935, and by 21, 000 students
n the nine years before school desegregatlon. That means that in 1935, there were»j
about 33,500 students, 1n Washington's black schools; by 1953 there were 58 900 A

system that had never recelved adequate approprlatlons for staff or new co strqctlon,

-and ong ip which new “construction had v1rtually halted during the war, went froh‘l a




Y

o,
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e
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combined total enrollment oi}%?g,OOO in 1935 to 104,000 in. 1953. 57/ Since the black .

t

- & » I
school population was in‘creasiné‘ rapidly while the white was deelthing, the only way to

H

meet the needs of black: children w1th1n the poliey of "separate but equal" was to

h

e

transfer schools from the wh1te to the black system

3

4 R M . * -
- * gy
* " B}

In the post-war decade, although civil rights 'gx’oups were challenging segregation

on principle, ‘they were also challengin th blatant inequality of the black schools By
g g ¢

~~~~~~~~~~

1947, the annual per pupil expenditure for black children was $120. 52 as compared with
$160.21 for white. The white junior high schodls had 1,851 empty seats, the black

schools had an overenrollment of 2,234, and there was a similar disparity in the senior

.
N

high schools. Classes in the white elementary schools averaged 34.5 pupils to a teacher,

compared with 38.8 in the black schools.

) . . .
2 v P A ¢ .

. In the post-war decade, sever'al cour.t cases, protests and 'appea]s to the Board"

_ demanded that black children in overerowded ne1ghborhood schools be perm1tted to .
meﬁnroll in underused white schools. The “Board responded to these demands by
transferring schools from the white to the black system, and. when funds permitted, by/
hiring additional black teachers School transfer proposals were always aerimonious,
comb1n1ng all of the emotion and anger that parents show today over proposals for
_school closings with deepcséated 'racial_antag_onisms. Between the start of World War II
and 1954,1{5%, Board transferred thiFty buildings. From*1950 to 1954 alone, nine
-elementary schools, twoqjunior highs and gne senior high were 'transferred. When' the
Supreme Court handed down its decision in the case of Bolling v. Sharpe, outlawing dual

! -
schools, the Board had before it proposals to transfer an additional six elementary .

schools and McKinley High School. Yet none of this was suffieient, and the pressure on

the Board remained. 5§/ : M ‘ - ‘ : )

57/, Martha S. Swaim, "Desegregation i the D1st~ract of Columbia Public Schools,"
- (M.A. thesis: Howard University, 1971), p. 156. _
58/ - Ibid . PP. 22—27 4 | -

»




Ll

\»

; attrlbuted to h1s outspoken gpposmqn to segregation. An editorial in' the Afro called

« he votes with the six whltes on racial issues," Taylor asserted.

B e . . %}‘: ~
r~ ’ q

solutlon to the problems of overcrowdlng in the black. . schools.. -Even- the black

» ~

membership on the Board was d1v1ded on the 1ntegratlon issue. -<In 1944, for example,

<

L

the NAACP) called for the resignation of John J. Wilson, a black Board membeis. 'r’l‘he
.demand was sparked by a testimonial dinner in honor of retired school ‘superintertdent -

" Frank Ballou, to Whi(;h no representatives of the black schools had been invited. The. '

-

NAACP critigized the Board of Trade, sponsor of the dinner, for failing to invite b‘la:%ks,

- d ' >

but’ Wilson disagreed and said that there should be separation of social and’ official

contacts between the races. Wllson won reappolntment to the Board several times. In

1949 Woody Taylor, education reportex for the Washlngton Afro—American, described

hlm as. a person who "can never be counted on to help our cause.... Nlne times out of ten,
59/ '

.
af; '
2 . X . 8
(- [ A' *
! . . e
»
L]

On the other hand, if black Board memhers spoke too assertively about the needs

. of their schools’or in favor of integration, they could find themselves off the Board. In .

?—y,‘

1949 George E.C. Hayes failed to win reappointment to the Board, a fact many people

the action of the Judges g comphment to Mr. Hayes’s 1ntegr1ty and uncompromismg
"

®

" interest in the, welfare of hlS race," and complalned that Hayes's Successor was

.

relatively unknown in black civie c1rcles. 60/

=

(3 £

A similar fate befell Dr. Margaret Just Butcher, Howard Un1vers1ty professor and
a militant opponent Jof segregation, appolnted to the Board in 1953. Butcher

immediately spoke against the dual school system, and after the Supreme Court ordered
F

1
4

. 59/ Washington Daily News, January 6, 1944, September 10, 1949. -
60/ Washington AfrorAmerican, July 2, 1949. BN A
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desegregation she sharply criticized School Superintendent Hobart Corning for slowness

in implementing the court order: Her. militant tone sparked intense anger from

segrecationist groups, who circulated a petition asking for judges to remove her from

offlce When Butcher came up for reappomtment in 1956, a thousand people attended a
& N
rally in her support, and over 12,000 signed a pet1tlon on her behalf. To no avall

Butcher failed to win reappolntment 81/ .

The only thing the Board agr‘eed to do about,segregation before May 14, 1954 was
to 1nstruct the Superintendent in 1952 to study the poss&blllty of desegregation, a report

that the Board did not rece1ve before the 1954 Court decision. A study of desegrega—

b

tion in Washington's schools concluded ‘that the Board "Spent most of its time on

.
LY - -

administrative matters, such as school transfers rather than on poliey questlons," and

Vet

pointed out that "durmg the entire year before desegregation of the schools, the Board

b

never discussed desegregatnon in any aspect hor instrueted the Superm’tendent 'to

produce any material on desegregatlon showing its consequences for budget currlculum

62/

and overcrowdi‘ng"" Still, in the wake of the Supreme Court declslon and a

statem ent by President Eisenhower that *he hoped school =desegregatlon in Washmgtou

would' _provide & model for the country, the Board voted within eight daSrs to

desegregate the schools, leaving to the Supermtendent the job of preparmg a detailed

3 . 3 s .
plan. - . - .

White enrollment in the schools declined by ten percent in the first year of

-

desegregation, and by smaller percent'ages'each successive year, so that, with black
enrollment rising, black children accounted for over seventy percent of the public

/ > Com
R .

i

st s ’

61/  Post, November 7, 1954, February 21, 1956; Daily News, Novermber 8, 1954.
62/ - Swaim, "Desegration in D.C. Schools," pp.. 140-141.
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school enrollment in‘ Washington's desegregated schools by 1960. Concern with making :

desegregatlon work absorbed community aftention in“the late 1950s, but by the 196(fs

many black leaders were ralsmg hard questions about the quality of education prov1ded
to black children in the schools. .

-

In 1858, Corning ret1red -and the Board appointed Carl F. Hansen to the superin-

‘ tendency. Hansen, Associate Superlntendent under Corning, had been the leading

o
.

advocate of desegregation within the school System before 1954 and a maJor national

publlclst of what he called the c1ty's "miracle of social ad]ustment" in-the wake of the .
court’ order. ’To address the problems created by desegregatlon and the changmg racial . -

, composmonnof the student t;ody, Hansen developed and 1mplemented a currjculum, first *
for the high sehools and later for the elementary schools, based upsn homogeneous : |

t

]ﬁé | groupmg of sstudents 1nto dlfferent "tracks" commensurate with the1r abllltles as

measured by standardized tests. 63/ ' ' v

.

-

Hansen, like Frank Ballou, was a skilled politician ‘and a very strong Superin- °
_ tendent who jealously guarded his prerogatives from ‘encroachment by the Board. ‘Under T

_different circumstances he might well haye ecjualled or ‘exceeded Ballou's twenty tﬁree

* years in office, but as the 1960s progressed Hansen found hlmself 1ncreasmgly on the

defensxve. Many people rlghtly attacked his tracking systém and especlally the lowest ‘

basie track," as ineffective for low income black children,

! M ¢ - . -
v . - » q 'd
- e
Yas

NS - o J
* The Board of Edixcation, still appointed by the judges, seemed, dere S e

i ;j'_ the bummg educatlonal issues of the day. In 1961 a black person, Wesley Williams,

» 1
' -became Board’ pres1dent. The followmg year, the judges departed from tradltlon and , ,*.:

a ¢
- - .
. ) e

v ad

63/ Carl F. Hansen, The Amldon Elementary School: A Successful Demonstration in

, Besic Education (Englewood Cliffs: Prentice Hall, 1962) and The Four Track
e Currlculum In Today's"‘ngh Schools (Englewood Cllffs, Prentice Hall, 1964)
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appointed retired-Howard University President Mergeéai Johnson to a seat vacated by a

white man, maki’ng the Board composition four blacks and five whites. Not until 1967

-

did the judges appoint a ‘black majority. Furthermore, the judges continued their

-~
practice of mot reappomtlng ‘members of the Board who were too vocal. Mordecal

A

« ' Johnson quickly became a major crltlc of the Supenntendent and his tracRing ‘system

and, much to the constemat;lon of many black leaders, he failed to _wm reappmntment.

- d . * N <
/ - TS
.

In Hansens f1na1 _years,*Board meetmgs became 1ncreas1ng1y acnmonlous, with

_ members exchanglng bitter personal attacks and angry crtlzens frequently f1111ng the

_room and sometimes d1srupt1ng bus1ness In 1965 the Boarg pa.t‘tlcularly angered blaek

groups when, on Hansen's recom mendatlon, 1t appomted as Assrstant Superintendent for
elementary educatlon a whlte principal who had ploneered in the development of the
# »

Superxntendent‘s tracking system .and the basic educatiop program. The- post was

previously one

-

person. - Mordecai Johnson voted ag:ainst renewal of Hansen'§ contract in 1965, and - -

another black Board member abstained. When Hansen's contract came up for renewal
F" again in 1967, the Board voted to renew it by the smallést possible margin, fiye to‘fd’u::f

‘To protest Hansen's reappointment-, school activist Julius Hobson led a boycott of *

> schools on May 1, 1967, but only a few hundred children stayed away‘. 9-2/ ’

[3
Y
.

Against this backdrop of an ever larger black rnajorit‘y in the sehools and growing-

N 2

protest over ’\tne quality of education, Congress edntinued its active involvement in

—

- . o . )
the few in the upper' administration of the schools held by.a bldek.

°
- »

school affairs, and debatea again and again'proposals to change the strixcturé of échool -

°

&
governance Unhke the interminable debates. of the pre-war decades,athe post—war

-

con81derat10n of school governance and of other school issues d1v1ded along llberal—

* 5 : s

- 647 . Afro-American, March 21, 1964. - ‘ 5!




conservative ideological lines, and more and more came~to.be seen as part of the larger *

3
vy

issues of civil rights and home rule for the District. . AR C

- -

thool Govemance and the, Quest for Home Rule e

The modern movement for self government in the D1str1ct dates from the post- -

World War II period, andegrew “out of two maJor developments. First, the rise of the .

é

modern civil rights movement at the very moment when Washington became a maJor1ty
black city made voting rights for the D1str1ct a part of the national civil rights agenda.
Secondly, the federal payment to_the D1str1ct, authorized by the Orgamc Act of 1878
wh1ch eliminated all self-government for the Distriet, had fallen stead11y. The 1878

. statute fixed it at half of the Distrlet's budget; the figure was lowered by law in 1921 to &
\_ 4(1%' and the fixed formula was abandoned altogether in. 1925. Thereafter, it dropped

e steadlly, acc‘ountmg for only 8.5 percent if 1954 the lowest pomt 85/ With the federal

government proV1d1ng so small a share of the costs of operat1ng the Dlstrlct govern- ‘
, ment, many citizens who had- complace_n_tj;»)> accepted Congressmnal rule began to
e < M -

.« advocate self-government. o . .

i\
. ~
X = [T S
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After 1949, in nearly every sessmn of Congress someone 1ntroduced a home rule

. bill.- Fourotlmes durmg the 1950s and again in 1960, the Senate passed a~home rule C
.o ' ° - ‘%
) measure but the House Distriet Comm1ttee, dominated by Southern segregatlonlsts and ’

cha1red by John MeMillan of South Carolina, never perm1tted a home rule bill, to reaéh
the floor. In 1960 206 congressmen s1gned a d1scharge pet1tlon, only thirteen shprt of

i’: the total needeod to remove the b111 from MeMillan's comm1ttee.w~§/ John F. Kennedy

oy * o - . e . Lot . * . B 4 Y .- Lo v
. -
‘s s v

. . -
‘e t., . o‘

h '65/ . U.S. House Committee on the District of Columbia, Federal Payment Formula- .
: _.Hearings “and Markup~on H.R:7558 and_H.R. 7845 (Washmgton- Government

. Printing Office, 1980), p. -225; BlaucITand Powers, Education in the Distriet, pp.
°  14-15; Martha Derthick, City’ Polities in Washington, D.C. (Cambrldge Jont
Lt Ce Center for Metropolitian, 'St 1es, 2), P 139-151. .

66/ ennis J. O'Keeffe, "Decisiop-Making 1n the House Committee on the Distriet of ,
~Columbia," (PhD dissertation: Umbverslty of Maryland, 1969), pp. 75-79, 111-135,,q
271—2'29 Derthicek, Clty thtlcs, pp. 14716-178.- - - N

- 2]

- ®a »

2

o avs a8y asee




.

' 1}

. . - N R

L4
. O
s
. -
.
- EaY

\ns¥ —

-

unusually 11bera1 Congress of 1965 and 1966, hon}e rule supporters. successfully
circulated a dlS{-’ arge petition and got the issue -to the floor of the House for. the f1rst
’t1me However, ‘instead of passing a home rule bill, the House passed a b111 calhng for
the electl.on of a comm1ss10n to wr1te a home rule charter and bring it back to Congress
for approval Many home rule leaders opposed this plan, recognizing that the charter
would almost cértainly be too liberal for the next Cohgress The House and Senate bills
ﬁ; were never reconclled in conference com mlttee,,and the measure died again.
v ) -, ‘ e

b The questlon of school govesu\ance bécame 1ncreas1ngly tled up 'with the question

called for payment of Board members, who would be popularly elected, and a greater

*  role in school affairs for a proposed Clty Manager, who would part1c1pate in Board of

Educatlon meetmgs The Super1ntendent, instead of the- Board, would have flnal

authorlty on personnel matters, and ndh-teachmg personnel would be placed under

- -

federal eivil \service Jurlsdlctlon The appomted Board of Educatlon opposed’° the

’ plan. — 67/ In 1951, Senators Estes Kefauver and Robert Taft introduced a home rule b1]l'

4 " —
that included provisions for an elected Board of Education. The Board strenuously

t

. ) ,ob]ected to a provision of that bill that would have permitted an elected Clty Counc11

to override deeisions of the Board of Education. —~

- L
~ - -

The following year, a new flurry of interést in the method of appointment of

Board Members occurred when a newly—appomted Board member charged that the

o

schools weré beeoming "Socialistie" because they were prov1d1ng serv1ces hke school

" lunches which properly belonged to parents Two members of the Board of
o

Commissioners’ responded by calling for -appointment of Board members by the
Commlssmners, and a distriet court Judgg who had served previously as Governor of

- -y

Minnesota declared that the appointment of Board,members by the judges violated the
: > - .. ‘,&%}

%S\ ’
A 174 SanmmmyZSIWw. O o -
rnY . 68/ Post, Decembr9 1951 . AN

’
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« -7 and Lyndon B. Johnson both,_ strongly suppor‘ted home rule for the D1str1ct In the .

\' .
of home rule A home rule bill submitted by, Cohgressman James Auchineloss in 1948
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separatlon of powers. The Post,. already an avowed supporter of home rule, called for

69/ ’

election of the Board. . In May of 1953 the Distriet' Congtess of Parents and

Teachers polled its members and¢ announced that they had Vot‘ed decisively in favor of
. » - . %y ) . ~
- an elected Board of Edueation. o/ ‘ ) N - . ,
- -~ N ; - . ' ’

.
-~ P

The debate continiled spor;dically throughout 'the 'rest of the decade. In 1956, the

‘ judge who headed the Board selection committee, suggested t;mat the ZOb of appolnting
members be transferréd to the Gommissioners. During th_' mmer of the following
year, a Senate subcommittee chaired by Senator :JOSe;ph( Clark heard testimony
regarding the place of the schools ’within a\home rile government. Five Board !membe’rs'
_testlfied that the Board should be gwen more autonomy than it pr‘esently had, including

pwer to borrow funds for a school constﬁuctlon program, but the Commlssmners

L _ . :
: 'opposed th1s‘ide ns. S - A ' ‘
! SN S . g;'%‘sﬂ ‘ l ' - co

2 o
N »:W

4 °~’ - ° . .\ ¥ < a % & s o' op ‘
o . The. 135 S saw an mcmased 1nterest m District educatlon problems on the part of

J

federal offici st In 1963 Representatlye Fred Schwengel, a Republican from lowa,.

o

proposed a Board w1th ten members ted from geographical election districts and the
: -
. eleventh mémber selected by Cdngress The Board would have fiscal 1ndependence of,

the Commlss1oners, and.would recelve pa ments from Congress based upon a formula

£

: that _calculated the amount of federally owned land in the Dlstrlct and the value of the

bulldings on that land, == 72/ A . . -

637 Past, October 6, 7, 1952. .- . :
104y Post, May 18,1953. . * . ' , * |
71/ Stax‘, April 11, 1956, July 11, 1957; Post, July 12, 1957, R
72/  Star, June 13,1963. ‘ |
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73/  Post, June 6, IQE,(\ZB, 1965; Star, September 12, 1965.
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~ In the liberal Congress of 1965 and 1966, when for a wh11e home rule- appeared

1mm1nent the issue of school governance rece1ved an extraordinary amount, of

.
i

attention. The home rule bill sponsored by the Johnson administration called for the

transfer of powers of the Board of Education to an elected City Couneil, which eould in
. . . - @

turn pass legislation establishing a ney Board of Education. Superintendent Hahsen

attagked the proposal as Munprecedented jn American education," arguing that an

independent Board of Education should be mandated‘ by the home rule det. Senatord

Peter H. Domeniek proposed that there be an elected board with independent powers of
taxation. The Senat\e~passed version of the home rule bill did include provisions for an‘
elected Board of Education. ‘
\ ' W‘ ) ' . i
. ~

H

In the House, supporters of home rule Concentrated on th\pe'tltlon to d1scharge
the admmlstratlon bill (which gave the elected Counc11 authority to estabhsh a neW’
school governance system). As objections arose "to the abolition of the Board of
Educatibh in the administration bill, discharge petition supporters and administration
officials agreed to accept~an amendment for an elected Board of Eduecation. Evé_n
staunch opponents of home rule hke Chairman John McMillan and .éo.ngressman Joseph

Broyhill of Virginia announced that they now supported an elected Board of Education,

. although home rule forces feared that they were simply trying to use the elected school

board as a sop to prevent complete home rule. In the fall of 1966, Representative Edi'ch0

Green managed to attaqh an amendment for an elected school board with independe'nt '

.taxing powers 'to an' education bill. pending before the ‘House Edueation aTld Labor
Committee.. Some home rule advocates feared the Green amendment’ might. §fdetrack
the drive for home rule. Nevertheless, a new cltyw1de organlzatlon headed by clvﬂ
rlghts acthISt Rev. Channing Ph1111ps formed that year to agitate for an elected Board.
73/
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suit” was that t’ﬁe appointment of the Board of Education by the judges of the court was
\\ulegal because it placed the Gourt in a conflict of 1nterest when hearing suits against

A

Earﬁer'the\same year, school activist Julius Hobson fiied suit ggainst the school

system. Although the case of Hobson v. Hansen is best’known for Hobson's attacks onl'
y oug

the track;ng system and unequal per pup11 expenditures, a maJor contention of Hobson's ,

~

the schools. 'Hobson named the*judges of the District Court as defendants’ in the suit,
and therefore the case was heard by Judge J. Ske]ly Wright of the U.S. Court of Appeals
instead of by a DlStI‘iCt Court Judge Nonetheless, Hobson -failed to gete, the court to
declare the appointed school board illegal. Still, criticism of the court-appointed Board
became so 1ntense that the Judges of ‘the U. S Court of Appeals and Jthe District Court
v‘oted unanimously 1n June of 1967 to ask Congress to relieve the court of. respons1b111ty
for appointment of Board members. Noting that the method of appointment "has.
bec‘ome an extremely controversxal quéstion among citizens of the Distriet," and ‘that it
in . o

""is now a very sensitive political question, not in the party sense but in. the broader

' sense," the judges stated that "they should not be required to act in this political f1eld m
74/ : .

3 . S/
‘ 4

The following September, a’lengthy study of the District schools by A. Harry

Passow presented, once again, many of the traditional criticisms of the Board of

'3

Education, and some new ones that reflected the racial tensions of the day.' It reported

-~

- A that a survey of community attitudes "disclosed a lack of confidence in the Board of

v

P [4
Education,vthe school admimstration and the school 'power structure’ generally," and

indicated that "the pending proposals for an elected ‘Board of‘ Education have merit,

prov1d1ng that there are methods for persuading qualified h1gh-cahber candidates to

. campaign and run for office." The,Board, Passow. asserted, "operates intuitively, not

- 74/  Star, June 3, 1967.

-

from clear analysis of policy regarding its responsibilities and functions." It calledupon’

the Board to "distinguish between policy ... and administrative actions" and warned

~ . ’
Z . ~ T
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that "the present Board membership has‘"developed a style, of behavior and a view of’
their assessment and mandate ... that could brmg it into direet confhct with the new

Stiperintendent." — s/ Although by 1967 the press and most public officials had come to :

.

see the school governance problems of the District as outgrowths of rac1a1 tensions and
the absence of home rule, Passow correctly pointed also to those features of the school

governance system that encouraged conflict because of ambiguous or divided authority.

A Y N o
- v
P

Decentralization and Community Controle TR '_ .

Beginning .in_the mid—19f;0s, many people inVolved" with big eity school systems in-
the United States started to ,‘advocate decentrahzatlon and commumty cohtrol.‘
Although true delegatlon of powers to commumty school boards never occurred in
Washmgton, deoentrahzatlon and commumty control became major 1ssues in school '

governance in the nation's capital in the decade from the middle 1960s to the middle

1970s. Many detivists and school reformers saw in the decentrahzatxon of school

' governance authority an answer to the growing problems of an overwhelmingly black

school system,
b . . [ . .

Planning for the first experiment in community control in Washington, began
during the Kennedy .administration. Attorney Gene’ral Ro@ Kennedy and a number of
local activists concerned about the fa11ures of Washingtonls low income schools began
plannmg for a Model School Division whlch would be largely independent of Superlnten—
dent Hansen and the Board of Educatlon. ThlS division would experlment in non-
traditional approaches to ghetto education, combining speclally selected staff new

educatlonal methods, and a variety of sogial services for chxldren in the community.

Out of this idea grew the Cardozo Model School Division, estabhshed by the Board of
o oard

g,
Educatlon on June 17, 1964. Orlglnally funded by the Office of Economlc Opportunity

and admxmstered through the Umted Blanmng Organization, the division remamed under

75/  A. Harry Passow, Toward Creatmg a Model Urban‘School System- A Study of The
Washington, D.C: Public Schools (New York~ Teachers College, Columbia
University‘ 1967), pp. 171—180. s
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an Assistant S\%rintendent appointed by Hansen, &nd it failed to establish significﬁnt
. %/ . ) -

independence from the central school admijnistration. — ;

S

-

A second experinient in community control began a few yeers later at Morgaﬁ
Scﬁool in the Adams—Morga;lf neigl{t;orhood of _Nor{hvyest. There; a"\highly acti've
neighborhood orgenization agitated for a local board with broad potwers. In May o
1967, the Board approved plans for shiftiﬁg‘hubstantial dontrq} over Morlgan Schoﬁ;:
elec’ted nelghborhood Board. The following year, the local Board proposed that the

' Board of‘ Educatlon increase : its mdependent powers, a proposal that the D C.

Corporation Counsel declared 1llega1 because "publie OffICIaIS or Bodies may .not,

without statutory authonzatlon, delegate their governmental functlons " The Board of

Education split over the wisdom of dividing authority with loGal schools_ in this wfy, but

eventually voted to expand the power of the Morgan Board anyhow. In 1969, a s°econd_

o o

7
Y

‘board, for the nearby Adams School, was elected. W \i o \ o I

A
-
5}

A third major initiative in local commumty control, the Anacos'tla Commumty

-~

Schpol Board, originated in the Johnson administration. Président Johnson was anxieus

‘to develop a bold new experiment in urban education, and 'i‘nstruc”ted his aides to
. o , C & e
develop such a plan, possibly in the Distriet of Columbia where federal influence .was

-
AN e

76/ - Larry Cuban, "Reform in Washington: ~ The Model School Division, 1963-1972"
" (U.S. Department of Health, Education and Welfare, Office of Edueation,

December, 1972), George R. LaNoue gnd Bruee L.R. Smith, The Politics of School
\Decentrahzatlon (Lexingfon, MA: D.C. Heath, 1973)bp. 95-96; Carol Knowlton
and Marjorie Gallman, eds.,"Decentralization’ and Community Involvement in the
Publie Schools, of the District of Célumbia" (Washington: League of Women

Voters of the Dlstrlct of Columbia, 1970), pp. 2-3. *
he

77/ . Lanoue and Smith, Politics of Decentralization, pp. 96—102- Paul Lauter,

Short, Happy Life of the Adams—Morga;p/%Wnumty School Prgject,” Harvard
" Educational Review, 38, 2 (Spring 1968), 235-262; Kno)»glton and Gallman, eds.,

"Decentralization-and Commumty Involvem ent," pp.-5-7." “
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The plan called"for the elect{gp of individual school boards and an area board

strongest. |

for a neighborhood‘ encompassing eight elem‘entary schools and three secondary schools.

Supermtendent William Manning largely. followeﬁ instructions from the U.S. Office of

Educatlon n preparmg plans for the pmJect, which President Johnsofi announced in a

<

publ;c message on the District of Columbia ori Mareh 13, 1968. Although Johnsorr

sought an initial appropriation of $10 million, Congress balked and cut it to one million.

Despite an intensive organizational effort ‘in the community, participation in the first

community s\chool elections proved disappointingly low. 18/ /

. LY

The Passow Report, released in September 1967, proposed com°rnunity control and
Ny

decentralization as the centerpiece of a "model urban school system." Passow

" recommended the establishment of eight Community Boarcjsl of Education, each with a

——
Community Superintendent. selected by~the Community Boards from a list of candidates

submltted by the Superintendent and apprqved by the central Board of Educatlon. The’

Commumty Boards would have substantial authorlty :

Jurisdiction of/‘ he Commumty Board of Education should cover: setting -
policies that do not conflict w1th central school board ruleg, advising the
local superintendent of ecommunity sentiment towards the school pro-
gram and needs of the district; consulting on the budget fof the 16¢al
4 dlstnct' helpmg select personnel for the schools within its JUPlSdlctlon,
‘approvmg appomtment of new prineipals and area educational offlcers.
In sum, the Community Board of Education should be responsible for the '
operation of the educational program locally. Its relatiys‘hip'with the

*
.
v - : (') .
M v ° [ ]

4“

78/ LaNoﬁ%ﬁ” and Smith, Pohtlcs of Decentrallzatlon, PpP. 102—108' Mark R.

Arnold, "Public, S¢hools,” in Sae Levitar, ed., The Federal Soeial Dollar in its-
Own Back Yard (Washington: Bureau of National Affairs, 1973), pp. 46-48. -
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‘Distriet of Cblumbia ]%pard of Education might be modeled after that of

L4

~ the local school dlstrlcts and the state boards, the former responsible for
T~ local operatlon, the latter havmg overall respons1b1hty 9/ '
t . . /
. A special Executive Stud? Group, formed to evaluate and plan implementation of the *

¢ ¢ \!\

Passow Report, endorsed the Passov% dec,entrahzatlon plan in June of 1968. The'

’ followmg September, in a statement of the Board of Educatlon, Supermtendent Wllham

Manmngffmdlcated his personal support for decentralization and local control. 80/ Thus,

-

by the end of 1968, even as an experimient in community control in the Oceanhill-

b e

Brownsville seetion of New York City became the focus of a major teacher strike and a
bitter community split, in Washington community control experiments were- thoving
e .

4

without major opposition. i .

The New Federal Involvement in the District Schools

The presidential initiatives in the Cardozo and Anacostia projec-ts reflected a
general tendency of federal officials in both the executive and legislative branches to
view Washington's education problems as manifestations of the great domestic issues of

the day — ecivil rights,\[’)over'tx,\ and the problems.of the cities. Both b::anches;

schools since 1874, and Congress had alwa'ys legislated for the schools. Sometimes.a

Y

member of Congress might exhibit an unusually expansive interest in the content and

methods of education, as, for example, Congressman Thomas L. Blanton did in the mid=

- v

Passow,?Model Urban School System, pp. 159-161. S

'Executlve Study Group for a Model Urban Sehool System for the Distriet of
Columbia, "Report on Decentralization,” June 26, 1968, pp. 9-12; William R.
Manning, "A Position Paper on Decentralization and Local Control " September
18, 1968, copy in Resource Informatlon Center, D.C. Publie Schools. -

. o o . . _‘ . ’}
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therefore, became increasingly involved\m city's_schools in ways they would rot |
‘ , have before desegregation.' Congress ‘had, of course, controlled appropriatio fer\lk

.
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1930s when he accused the schools of going communist, attached a rider to a school
. » ; Fod

.
L

K3

appropriations bill prohibiting the teaching of communism, and demanded that the .

- s
o — [3 ~ ﬂa!ﬁ
Board tell him how many of its teachers had studied at that hotbed of communism — -

Colunibia University.

€

Congressional involvement of t-_his sort in‘the content and methods of District
education, aberrant before 1954, became éommdnplace afterwards, however, as school
‘ .deseg,regafion, the post-Sputnik concerns with education and proposfals for. federal aid to
education made education ~iss‘ue§ matters of federal policy. 'Even the Presidents, who
h\ad not previously shown .much interest in the local schools, became inVOl;/ed.
Eisenhower insisted that school desegregation in the na';ion's' capital in the' fall of 1954
go off smoothly, but otherwise ieft ‘the schools 'tc; others. The Southern-dominated
House District Committee, anxious to discredit desegregation, condué'c‘ed a notorious,
sensationalistic, and grossly distorted hearing on desegrégation in the capital's s'choolé,
apd distributed materials from its report in the South to encourage résistance to the.

court order.

*

M v

& In the 1960s, as liberal attention shifted to the, quality of education in ghetto

schools, Washington’s schoois‘ received more than their share gf ndtoriety in the federal
. Y

government, as illustrated by Robert Kennedy's role in the Cal‘dOZO Model School

Division, and the 1nVO1vement of Johnson Administration officials ln the Anacostla
\

Project. Johnson followed local schooI affairs closely For example, his assistant for

Dlstrlct Affairs wrote h1m a memorandum on the day of Hobson's- schoof"boycott

.

lndlcatmg that it had not been very successful and admlmstratlon officials sought to

§ 81 /

influence "che selection of a Superintendent to replace Carl Hansen.

sy ;
&% L . . +
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81/ - Summary of ‘papers on District educatlon m&LBJ Library, Austin Téxas, in Post,
April 27, 1972. .
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At the same time, liberal members of Congress alsg. showed keen interest in local

a4

school affairs, In 1965 and 1966, a subcommittee of the House Education and Lé.bor

Cofimittee held hearmgs on the Distriet schools and their relatlonshlp to poverty,

taking up such matters as the tracking system and student educational achleyement
The subcommittee was chaireqd by Congressman Roman*Pucinski of Chicago, b { the full

committee was under the leadershlp of Adam Clayton Powell of New York. Accordmg

-

to Julius Hobson, Powell arranged for the investigation in order to ga,ther ata for use

by Hobson in his suit. 82/ . |

ol "

By the end of 1967, despite the failure of home rule legislation, there was a ¢

.growing feeling in Was'hington that sometrling had ‘to be don; both about sehool
_governance and the go'verpanc.e of the District generally. With home rule dead for the
mom'ent, President Johnson iM 1967 used his powers of executive reorganization to
aoolish the Board of" Commissioner,s’ and replace it with an appointed Mayor ?dﬁ"d'Depl‘Jty
Mayor, and an appointed Citjy Couneil. Quite simply, Johnson ‘wanted‘to place a
ajorify’ of black officials in charge of the local government, and put into place the
office ot‘ M,ayor and the City Counecil, which could later be made 'olective. Congress
had the ahthority to veto the }'eorganizatign plan, but doid not do so. Johrlion appointed

Walter Washington as ~Mayor and a black majority of the new City Council.

- o

. - . 7
- . . P
82/  Transeript of interview with Jullus Hobson, 1968, Civil Rights Documentation ,
Project, Moreland-Spingarn 'Research Center, Howard University; see also U.s. .
House Committee on Educatjon and Labor, A Task Force Study of the Publie
School System in the Distriet of Columbia as It Relates to the War on Poverty
(Washington: Government Printing Office, 1966).
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The following year, Congress finally passed legislation 'br_ovic?ing for the election
of an eleven-member Board of Education, b{xt with no more fiscal fndepenaence than its
predecesox:. Taken together, the two changes represented a clear st~ep in the direction
of home rule, but did nothing to resolve the traditional problems fostered by division ?f

school governance. As racjal issues and the struggle for home rule declined in

. importancg, these traditional conflicts reemerged among the traditional actors.

/“.
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~ The Mayor, The'Council and the
~ Elected Board of Education,
1989 to the Present |

Thé establishment of an elected Board of Education was widely regarded as a first
step toward home rule, and many people, believed that an elected Board would have an
o easier time. addressing the dffficult question of what to do about the city's schools. In
" fact, the elected Boards, representing diverse constituencies, proved to be jhst as
divided as their recent appointed predecessers. Julius Hobson won election to the Board
in 1969 as an at—large‘member, and gought unsuccessfully to win the Board presidency.
As leader of a minority faction on the first elected Board, Hobson frequently attacked
the Board majority. Hobson failed to win reelectlon, however, and although dissension
and conflict contmued, it became mcreasfngly dlfflcult to '1der‘1:1fy any permanent
ideological basis for the factl‘orlallsm. Nonetheless, emotions ran high at Board
n/xeetings, police had te be employed to keep order, differences among Board members
routinely appeared in the press, and commentators .and editorial writers peric;afcaﬂy
condemned the behavior of the Board in the harshest terms.

\\ ‘ i ’ .

, .

~— . | J
Ea -

A Return to Conflicts of Diviiied Authority

‘ The elected Boards, hke their appomted predecesors, clashed frequently with the
SuPerintendent. The .last appomted board had h1red William Mannmg to replace Carl
_y Hdnsen. The elected Board, after workmg w1th Manning ‘for about a year, relieved him
) "~ of his eutiw and appointed Hugh Scott, the first black'person to hoid the position on a
N permanent basis. (Benjamm Henley had held it twice as Acting Supermtendent ) Seott
almost 1mmed1ately fourlld himself in conflict with several Board members, partlcularly

Board President “Anita Allen, and declined to seek reappomtment at the end of hls three

year term.

-5 )
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The‘Board then appointed Barbara Sizemore and fired her two years later after a
highly publicized and‘ acrimonious "trial" in which a Boar‘d_ majority presented its
charges against her. Vincent Reed became acting and then perjmaneht Superintend:ent',
serving,‘for five years and winning strong support from the press and the public. D'uring
his last year. the daily press reported growing tensior} between him and the Board, and in
December of 1980 ile announced his retiremen{, complainirlg that he found it difficult °

to work with the Board. His announcement sparked a furor, with some.'people

demanding the recall of the entite Board and others a return to an appointed Board.

°
»

The old conflict between the Board of Education and the Commissioners quickly

reappeared as a home rule confhct between an elected Board of Education and an

oo o - -

appointed Mayor and Councll TWO legal memoranda, wr1tten for Board members Just

as the eleoted Board assumed office, anticipatefl the‘statutor-y and legal questlons that
would soon.pit the Board against the Mayor and the Council. bne was prepafed by the
Law Center for Constitutional Rights for use by the entire Board; and the other by the.
Urban Law Institute at the request ‘of Julius Hobson.‘ Bath pointed out that the election

of the Board did not alter its relationship to the rest of the ggvemment or to the

previous appointed Board, but the Law Center memo called upon the Board to stretch

its legal authority to the fullest:

&

_ As the only segment of the government whieh is truly eommumty based
the Board of Education constitutes the seeds of self-government for the
District. In debate on the bill to establish an elected Board, Chairman of
the House District Committee McMillan stated, "This would give initial
experience ‘to our District citizens in administration, authority and
responsibility and this also contributes to pride and direct involvement."

is unique role of the Board can and should be utilized as a most
persuasive argument-when it is seeking increased independence in its’
legally assigned task of ?uhning the educational system of the District.




-~
A 4

‘, The Law Center memo went on to suggest, prophetically, several areas where the
Board might assert greater independence from the eity government. It urged the Board

to challenge an opinion of the Corporation Counsel tsansmitted on December 18, 1968

t

that as & part of t,bjistﬁct government the Board "does not have the power to retgin

‘ -
independent legal coethsel.” The memo noted that in October, 1968 the old Board had

requested authority from the Distriet government to reprogram all funds approprlated
from the schools w1thout "review or approval by any other authority,” and urged the

elected Board to continue to seek this power. ]t also suggested that it was not legally

-

) , )
necessary for the Board to submit requests for federal or private’grants to the District

government for approval, and argued that th-e‘v/bed' explieit legai authority to
83/ '

- e ! 2 . . -

receive and spend privately domated funds.

4

R
During its first year tf\e( elected Board seemed to get along pretty well with the

>

. appointed Mayof and Council, who themeelves uJere starting only their second year in
office. An editorial in April in the Star noted th;t the "City Council's swift approvel of
.amended lg_udget requests submitted by the Di‘strict school board the other day was a
step of some significance toward an increase of the sehool board's powers." Noting that
some Council members had misgivings, the Star suggested that the Ceuneil mdde the
right decision because tné School Board ought to have Ma reasonable degree of

-

. diseretionary authorlty“ as a body elected to carry out the publie's will. — 84/ The Board
- also qui¢kly won from the Council the duty of deVeloplng‘.ixts own building program to be
submltted to the Bureau of ‘the Budget, and informed: the Director of the District
Department of- General Services that it would veto any design- for school

. . -

5y

. . P
’ * +

83/ Law Center for Constitution nghts, "Powers of the Distriet 6f Columbia Board of
Education," memorandum, 1969, and "Preliminary Memorandum to Julius HobSon
',‘ “from Urban Law Institute, George Washlngton Un1vers1ty, January 28, 1969 on
Power and Authority of.Board of Education," copies in Research Informatlon

» Center; Public-Schools of the Bistriet of Columbia.

84/  Star, April 8,1969. :
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-construction if priority were not given to black“’agohiteots. Commenting on this action,

Y

a Star reporter stated that the Board "thus continued to show the power of popular
mandate.’ 8%/ X
‘In March of the first year, the Board took up the question of what to do with nine ‘
shares of IBM stock which had been donated 'anonymously to the schools. The éoard voted
to use the\money for the education of the children of the Cardozo High Sehool aesistant
principal whoﬁ had been shot'and killed at school. The Board first sought a ruling from . b
the Corporation Counsel, who responded.by gaymg that the shares should be turned over
- to the D.C. government. In September, in d,efiance of the Corporation Counsel's ruling,

the Board voted to place the proceeds in a trust account "beyond the reach of the

District government," hoping to make the issue a test case of the Board's ,authority over

. -

gifm. e

.

-

The relatively good relations between the Board and the Council did not last long

In March of 1970, the Council changed the. flscal 1971 school. budget an act wh1ch
—~af
. Board Presxdent Anita Allen caIled "an 1nfr1ngement on Board prerogatives to set
i

, educational policy."” She announced that the Board would appeal "to the mayor to, véto

the budget to permit the Board to estabhsh policy and run the school system." The

\’A

Councﬂ'made the changes on' the recominendgtion of 1ts Education Commlttee,. chaired.

'

by Joseph Yeldell, who argued that the Council-"laid off the budget last year to give' the

| elected school board a chance, but this year they came back with mope of the same ...
. .. . o
» v So we decided to make some moves." He later told a reporter that ""the Board has been

85/ -Star, April26,1969. . . . -
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so busy bickering among themselvés that the system is in complete disarray," and
s . s . .

insisted that the Council "ean't continue to throw dollars down the drain just because

it's an elected school board and we'i'e appointed." 86/.

The Mayor supported the Board ;ind vetoed the budget, only to have the Counecil

- ‘

override his veto uhanimously. This sparked angry remarks from one Board member
who said that the problems of the schools "can be laid at the door of the Distriet
government” and who criticiz'e\d the Council for "dabbling in school affairs." Board

k4

President Allen urged the Mayor to send tTe Board's budget, insfeacj of the Council's,

~forward to the federal government, and thfeatened to sue the Distrfct government if «

the Council's changes were not reverséd. Later that spring, Mrs. Allen appeared before
a special subcommittee, chaired by Congressman John Dowdy of Texas, which was
investigating the District sehools. She asked ‘Congress to limit the veto power of the

_Council“over items within ‘the school budget. Dowdy later invited the Board to submit

proposals for Board budget autonomy, but the final report of his committee did not take

L] 1
up the matter. 87/ .

- By 1971, the Board found itself in conflict with the Mayor, too, this timé over the
size of the school budget. In February, despi’fp a contrary opinion by ‘the Corporation.
Counsel, the Board voted ' to ggbmit its budget request directl& to the federal

’ go;/ernm ent because i’E thought h}Iayor 'Washingto‘nfs proposed budget too low. The Board
received legal support for its ‘positic.in from the law fii'm of Wilmer, Cutler and

Pickering. 88/ The next year, a Congressio_ﬁal committee: took up the school
. e

—

86/ - Star, March 11, 1970; Post, March 11, 1970:
87/ _ Star May 23, Apl‘ll 1, 1970 Pgst, March 31, June 186, 1970' Daily News, March 26,

88/’ Star, February 19, 1971. . ‘
- o - §7 - ‘ . .
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governance issue once again. The group, chaired by Congressman Ancher Nelson,
recommended that the Council continue to review Board of Education budget proposals

and determine the level of funding, but that the Board have final authority to

determine how the available funds should be spent. The Commission also recommended
L4 " \ by

that the Board and the Superintendent of Schools eclarify their relationship and revise

89/

the Board's rules-and regulations accordingly. —

wr

<

}n the Congressional elections of 1972, Congressman John McMillan of South

~.

Carolina. lost h_is seat, and the chairmanship of the House f)istrict Committee went to

4

Congressman Charles Diggs of Michigan. Under Diggs' leadership, the Committee held

hearings on self-government for the District and developed a home rule bill. In the

o -

' 9 ’ hd » . - -
course of preparing a new form of government fqr the DlStE‘lCt, Diggs proposed that a

1

Board of Regents, appointed by the Mayor and the City Council, be established with
_—-———'\ 8

supervisory author.ity'over the elected Board of Education and the eity's publie colleges.

The Board of Education opposed the plan, but at leasf one. former elected Board
member, some members of the appointed Couneil, and others supported it because they

disapproved of the conduct of the elected Board. Diggs evéntually dropped the

proposal. 8¢/ Meanwhile, the Board and Mayor WashmgtOn got into another blg fight

when, in October, 1974, the Mayor ordered the schools to cut 3.9 mllhon ’do&us from

their current budget to make up for a projected city-wide deficit. The Board promptly

voted to refuse to mike the cuts 91/ x Co .

-

. . <y

89/ Re{fﬁ of the Commission on the Organization of the Government of the Dlstrio —~—
of Columbia, August 17, 1972 (Washingtqn: Government Printing OYflce, 1972),

_ Vol. I, pp. 92-93.
90/  Star, January 22, May 29, 1974; Post March 31, 1974; Afro, October 27, 1973.
91/  Post, October 12, 1974.
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“In 19?4g Congres provided for the electlon of the Mayor "and the Clty Gouncll

and the first "home rule" government in the twentieth “century took office in Jaquary qf

1975. The Board of Education was no longer the sole elected body in the city, but the .
4

conflict between the Board and the city government continued unabated. In March of

1975, the ‘Board requested that the Council transfer resbonsibility -for all school

- construction, purchasing and maintenance from the D.C. Department of General .
B k' - ’ o . ] ) . . . .
Services to the school system. The move was widely regarded as a way to eliminate

L]

much of the Mayor's authority over school affairs. In September of the following year,

the Board voted to sue Mayor Washington, who had imposed a hiring freeze on all
3 ‘

-

unfilled city positions. The Board acted_after the Corporation Counsel ruled that the

Board was subject to the policies of the Mayor and the Council on personnel ceilings and

expenditures. The freeze produced a savinge of $1.8 million dollars whljchwthe Mayor

refused to place at the d{sposal of the Board. - The following”month ‘a D.C. Superior

Court judge ordered the Mayor not to spend the funds until after’ the court made its
92/

———

determination. Finally, in an order rendered o September.7, 1978 in Evans v.

. Washir_mgfon, 'Judge Belsog ruled that thke mayor had trenched upon the Board's fiscal

-~

_ autonomy as provided in the home rule charter.

< . @

v

* Conflicts over the_budget and the respectlve authorlty of the clty government and
the Board contlnued to crop up. In Apl‘ll of 1978 the Board announced that it would sue
the city government to obtaln detaﬂe? 1nformatlon on the cost of teacher\ pensions

whxch it clalmed the city would not make available. Later that year, City Council

member Willie Hardy 1ambasted the schools for their shortecomings, announcing at a

Council hear'ik that she might withdraw her children from the school system, in which

<

case she’ would sue the school board to recover the costs. .
' e \ A " v

t
< B ',o

92/ Stér, March 8, 1975, September 17, Octoberl 1976
93/ ~“Post April 20, Octob;r? 1978
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The election of a former school Board president, Marion Barry, as Ma}or did not

" alleviate the conflict. In his first four months in office, he angered the Board first by
- » .’ H

~

appointing a task ‘force to@lﬂook at education; and then by attempting to intervene in a,
lengthy school strike that spring. Bartfy'é task force'report,ed.ly called on him to name a-

Commissioner of Education of the Disfrict and to establish & District JOfficen of ’

*

Education, both of which the Board viewed as a threat to its authority. Barry's

@

- ¢ - VA
intervention in the school strike that year drew angry ecriticism from_some Board______* ~

‘members who sdid the Mayor was éiding with the union. Later ‘that year the Mayor

e v

again aroused the ire of the Board when he proposed that the schools receive ten million’ )

dollars less tpari they had thé year before,arguing tha; enrollments had declineg. 94/

'k - . b

o : s

- . -

-

In the meantime, Council ’Chairme_m Arrilgton Dixon formed a Council Task Force

on Elementary and Secondary Education, chaired by Councilmember Betty Ann K?{e, a
o - - . v .

former school board member. Kane's task force recommended a variety of measures

glvmg the 'school board control over contractmg and purchasmg, afd more fiscal T

.

dgutonomy., About the same tlme, another Counc1lmember, John Ray, held his own

95/ Y . P3 - .:
hearings on the pubhc schools. =2/ ]

/ . ) . , '™ ; ' . 3 ’.
In the 1979 schiool Board elections, Barry angered many of the incumbent Board ‘

4 ' -

members by endorsing a slate of candidates. Almost immediately after the new Board
took office.-in January 1980, Barry found himself in a replay of the events that

transpired in_ 1975 when Mayor Washington had frozer; hiring in " the schools and

94/ Post Aprll 12, Augmt 23 October 11, 1979.

'95/°  "Final Report of the Commlttee of the Whole Task Force on Elementary and

Secondary Education," November 30,.1979; Post, July 11, 1979. .

«




» * 0~
)
I3

attempted to take ba.ck part of the schools' appropriation. Barry, 00nfr(\>ntiﬁg‘ao large

,

accumulated city deficit and a pattern of spenging that year far beyo'nd the city's
budget ordered all operatlng departments to reduce thelr current budgets. Again, the
*Board of Educatlon refused, argulng that the Mayor did not have authorlty over money

‘ appropmated %he schools by the Couneil and Congress. Barry, like Washington,
received a r'uqling from his Corporation C:)unsel saying that he-did have that autncrity,
but also’took the. precaution ,°f including the proposed cut in the school budget in a ‘
supplemen‘tal appropriations request. to the‘Ccuncil_ and Congress. In April the Bc:ard . ’

voted to sue the Mayor for "meddling in sehool affairs," arguing that the Mayor's refusal
to order certain supplies authorized by the Board and the freeze he imposed on school-
. ad

employees transeended his .authority. 96/ Méjor differences between -the Board and the

. PN

Mayor over the school budget in the 'fcllowing year exacerbated the rift. o . N

. N ~

Nn response to the escalating conflicts and the realities of the ecity's financial

crisis, various Yropesals came forward for a change in the structure of school
governance, ‘particuarly as it affected flnances , The Mayor established a Committee

on Public Schools to "examine intensively and extensively the fiscal needs of the pubhc
. , . - ™~ \.«f -

schools " The Board of Education in March pf 1981 passed a resolutlon calling for the

establishment of d Com mission on School Finance. Various proposals to 1ns£e adequate '

-

funding -of educatlon and minimize Board conflict w1th the ¢ity government came
. ' . — !:, i - -

fopward. And in April of 1982, Councllmember John Ray, while campaigning for Mayor, =

dalled for the abolition of thq Board of 'Educatlon unless substantial progress in the

97/ . ‘ : ’ oY
schools occurred soon., — . _ R :
rF . - s . : LSV

v

96/ Star, January 25, March 17, April 17, 1980; Poét, January 26, 1980.

97/ "A Resolution for School Einance as Amended in_the Pistrict of Columbia Public
™ Schools," adopted by the Board of Education, March 18; 1981; Mayor's Committee i
AR on Public ‘Schools, "Report to the Mayor" (District of Columbla Government: o
Office of Budget and Resource Development, June 20, 1981); Post, April 1 1_982 S
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\ The Decline, of Community \,ontrol

«

. ;
The era of the elected school board began wféh strong commumty support for
k] sz

decentralization and commumty control. AIthou%h the varlous experiments in

community control remained somewhat controversrél and" falled to_ produce broad ‘

com munity partlcrpatron in the schools, and desp1te t}ie abrupt termination of federal

‘v

support for the Anacostia proJect in 1971, many schtiol offlcrals and Board members

\

expressed at least rhetorical suppor‘t for the eoncept. Nonetheiess, a number of factors

2
helped to dissipate the movement for community controE, : 1

PRV
s
.

PPRERN
Fa

First of all, the advent of an elected Board o§ Educatlon, gmth one person

™

_ responsible to the electorate of each ward, tended to glve commumtit activists new

-

aceess to the Board and, through it, to the school admmlstratlon. Ward. members of the
- \ ( {» !
Board became\avowed advocates for the schools in thelr wards, and X creasingly
Y ‘}
,performed the traditional "case work" functrons of leglslators, handling ci fgen com-
. : z,

plaints about their schools - ) Y
) - . 3
. 3
] . P . . 3 '-’:4% i
Secondly, concern wuh equal per pupll spendmg replaced eommunity control “as.

-3
the hberal panacea “for school probIems. In 1971 Judge Wrxght, in Hobson 'v. Hansen 1,

" issued an order requlrmg that the money spent per ch11d on teacher salarxes be roughly

- i

. equal in each elementary school. A major study of school decentrahzatron‘ in thé‘

United States i m 1973 noted that demands for equahzatlon began to replace decentrali-

- P

atlon as the ma]or reform strategy in Washmgton, and that "strong central authorrty in

o

the school system seems necessary to 1mplement the requ1rements of equahzatlon n
funding.™’ Supermtendent Hugh Scott reflected thlS lme of thinking when he announced

hxs opposmon to commumty control shortly after asummg off1ce- " don't support

having local school boards across the c1ty,“ Scott, saxd " don't want enclaves of

S/
weakness and strength where the strong get stronger and the weak get weaker." — 98/ .
\ ,E“-‘i' ) il | . ." M .
- 98/ / LaNoue and Smxth Polities of Decentrahzatlon, p. 108. - ‘
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I?arbara 7 Sizemore, Scott's successor, convinced that in grass roots eitizen
,partiéi'pation'in the schools lay the key to. edgc.atiqr;a_l_ suecess arﬂdrfg low income black
" children, advocated the decentralization of théscﬂo?)/llhdmini'stratféﬁ nitially into six

and eventually into twelve regions, each with a Régional Superintendent. .The Sizemore
plan callled'foi' the establishment in each school and region of PACTS, an &icronym for
Committeés of ggrer;ts, é_dminist.rators, gofn munity °representatives, \Teachers and
., Students. Before her dismissal by the Board in 1975, Sizemore piloted the PACTS plan
‘in the area’ of "the city'surrounding Spingarn High School, and 'she established the six

regions. 99/ : )
IR ;

\ <

14

Under Vineent Reed,Q the' school system turned away from political strategies like

s

community control as the means of improving student achievement and 'embraced ,

instead a highly structured competency—baéed curriculum.. The Board did\ vote toﬁg

‘ establish’ advisbry Neigﬁborhooa Sehool Couneils in 1976, and the regional structure

remained until 1981, when the number of regions was reduced from six 'to fout in an

all of its force as a political iss&e, and hardly a wc;rd of protest was uttered. 100/

. -~ .
.. .

°

ELAS

— o

. 99/ District of Columbia Public Schools, Decentralization (April, 1974) . 13 Pubhc
. Schools of the District of Columbia, PACTS: ,ESEA™ Title III Evaluatxon, Final

effort to reduce administrative costs. By that point, decentralization had lost virtually )

Report, Region HI (Division of Research and EvaTueTtlon, D.C. Public Schools; ~

1976); Barbara A. Slzemore, The Ruptured Diamond: The Politics of Decentrali-
zation of the District of Columbia. Publie Schools (Washington: Umversfty Press
of America, 1981). .

-+ 100/ District of Columbia Public - Schools, Assessment\of the Nelghborhood School
Councils and Other Organized School/Community Groups, September 1979

s Through April 1980 (Division of Research and Evaluation, DlStl‘lct of Columbla
LT Public Schools, June 1980). - ~ SR .
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Congress, the Courts and the Schools .

-

"The years since the advent of an elected Board of Educatlon have w1tnessed two
.
other major changes in school governance — a declining 1nvolvement in the schools by

Congress, and an increasing involvement in them by the courts. Sinece the end ‘of the
Ter:itorial governm%nt in 1874; Congress had annually set the school budgei item by
item, and had Yegislated for the schools. As we have seen, after desegregation Congress
became 1ncreasmg1y interested in the educational program of the schools. With the
advent of homé rule, however, ‘the Congressional involvement in the schools declined

considerably, as-the t[gditiond Congressional responsibility for the sechool budget and

for some legislative matters affecting the sehools shifted to the City Council.

2

In 1970, just after the establishment of the elected Board and "before the

establishment of an elected city government, Congressman John Dowdy of Texas held

+ hearings on the D.C. schools and .issued a report which dwelled on admlnlstratlve

10

‘ lethargy, a stumbling, floundering and bumbling giant.'=——~

shortcomlngs, violence and student dlsclphne problems. The report complained that the

v

system's administrators "appear to sink only deeper. into its quagml_re of ineptness and

10 1/ The report was the last of

its kind, however. Since partial home' rule began in 1975 although members of
. g
Congress have rev1ewed the school budget they have thus far tended to leave education

issues largely to the Board of Educatlon, the: Mayor and the City Couneil. )

«1"‘

,Q;*f ¢
¥

L

1/ .U S House Commlttee on the Distriet of Columbla, Investigation and Study of the
‘ Public ‘School System of -the District of Columbia (Washlngton - Government

Prlntlng iSff 1ce, 19707
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" The edurts, on the other hand, have shown increasing inclination to intervene in
\

the details of school operé‘%pn. The courts had always heard, suits against the schools,

often brought by teachers challenging some personnel procedure. In 1954, in the

celebrated case of Bolling v. Sharpe, the U.S. Supreme Court ordered the énd:ot" the

dual school system in the capital. Only _with Judge J. Skelly Wright's 1967 decision in

Hobson v. Hansen did the courts begin to rule on specific matters of budget, curriculum

and administrative procedure, however. Hobson v. Hansen struck down the tracking

system, ordered abolition of certain "optional" attendance zones, and ordered the busing
of children in overerowded schools to underenroﬁed schools in Ward Three. 'In~1970,
Hobspn returned tocourt, however, sgeeki:r.lg equalization of ;)er pupil expendi.turgs in
each elementary school.. Judge Wright again ruled in Hobson's favor, requiring~ that per

pupil expenditures for teachersalaries be equalized withif plus or minus five perecent.

Wright ordered the Board to file annual reports showing that the equalization order was

°

* being implemented. Tompliance necessitated substantial annual teacher transfers’tq

insure that each school had an equal mix of higher and lower paid teachers. In 1977, the
court modified the order so that teacher-pupil ratios instead of}’teache'r‘ salaries could
¢ . / -

be used as the basis for demonstrating comipliance with the court order. The 1977

-

amended order was to 'remain in effect for ten years,. during which-time the Board had -

to continue to provide the tourt with specmed information. 102/ .

3 -~
.

L]
. L3
¢ R . § -
* A}

-,

The court demonstrated similar Willing'ﬁe_ss to ‘intervene in daily sechool operations
"OX

in the case of Mills v. Board of Education. .The suit was filed on behalf of seven

. "\

3 »

o

S

"
A
*

102/ Hobson v. Hansen, 327 Federal Supplement, May 25, 1971, pp. 844-864; Julius*®

Hobson, Jr., @ Educational Poli and the Courts: The Case of Washington, D. C.,"
The. Urban Review, 10,1 (1978}, fp. 8-11; Em Hall, "On.the Road to Educatiorial
Failure: A Lawyer's Guide t Tracklng," Inequahty in Education, Number 5
(Harvard Center for Law and Edication, June 30, 1980), pp. 3-4. .
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children to- wtmo the sc[lools had denied admission or had dismissed because of mental
retardation, emotional and behavioral problems. Judge Joseph Waddy ruled in 19.72 that
the‘schools had denied the children equal éduqational services and diue proc\e’s, and sinpe
that tim'e the COl;I‘t has maintained ju;'isdiction ove; the system's plan for handicapped
- gnd exceptional children. Judge Wafﬁiy ‘tjuled that no chil.d could be excluded from
school unless the child was brovided a saiisfactony alternative educational program and
a proper hearing and Eeviéw of his or her case. In 1975, Judge Waddy found the Board in
éontempt‘,of t!le court order, and appointed a "master" to oversee special education

-

p' cedures and programs in the District. Judge Waddy “lifted the order appointing a
m »
"special master" in 1977 when he approved the Plan for the Education of Handicapped

and Exceptional Children in the Distriet of Columbia. 103/ The ‘court decisions in

Hobson v. Hansen and Mills, although in no sense unique to the District, greatly

expanded the role of the judiciary as an agent of school governance.
. I I A .
By 1982?&fourteen years after the start of the elected Board of Education, issues
of eivil rights’and home rule no longer infused school ‘governance questions to the
extent that they had ju.s't a few years earlier. Although the federal role in the Distriet's
schools had declined and the Board of Education had gained greater autonomy than it
had ever enJoyed before, authorlty over the schools remamed divided, and conflicts
between the key actors continued. The schools had tried to improve student
. achievement fhroygh a Vaiiéty of governance and finance schemes — community‘
control, decenfr:lﬂiéation_, equal. per pupir spending and greater financial autonomy for .,

)

. the Board among others —.but t:je was a growing tendenéy to ask whether any of

these chamges in school governan rs that were p‘roposed periodically, affected

student learning positively. And it was clear " that m'ajor disruptions in the

T " -
. * [ g ) .
3/  Hobson, Jr., "Educational Pohcy," oP. 11-12 Mills v. Board of Educatlon, Civil
- «*+ Action No. 1939 71, Courts Decree, duly 30, 1975. )
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administration of the system, caused by rapid turnover in the superintendency, major~.

budget cuts, transfer of teachers to meet court-ordered equalization, and the ﬁke,, had

A,/.

a negative effect on classroom instruetion:’

~
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- The History of School Governance in
| h " the Disftrict:
. 3 Implications for Public.Policy

[

~ -

Washinéton's system of school governance has'been the subject of lively and often
heéted debate since’'the rhiddle 1960s, and there are no signs that the debate will
diminish soon. Since the advent of the elected Board of Education in 1969, there have

been calls for more Bofrd autonomy, gr(eater a.uthority forMayor over the schoo;is,
abolition of the Board of Education, establisl':r:ent of an abpointéd Board of Regents {o 7
oversee the elected Board of Education, and returnQ to an appointed .l?oard{ among
others. Such p,rlop0sals are put forward in a time vacuum, without\any re?érence to the —
e)iperie;mce of this eity, or other cities, with other- faon'i:s of sehool governance, A;y
seripus, consideration of proposals for ch?hges in school governance must begin with an

examination of the historical record, from whieh gertain points stand out.
. . { . ' :

. Firgt, dischtent with the cit&'s school govél;nancé system has been. strongest in
pé‘.riocois‘of social change and social tension, when the schools were in the forefro:;& of
1pub1ic co;cebh. "The establishment of a separate system of black schools during the
Civil wér, und'ey the Secretsfy of thew&:r rather than under the local gos{ernme'nts,

grew out of the tensions of the war, and in particular the well-founded distrust many

e, ~—— , .
Republicans in Congress had for the Southern-orignted governments of Washington and
"~ \_ *

Georgetown, The subsequent struggles between the local governments and Congress
over the approbgiate share of funds to be spent on black §qhools reflected Southern
white”. 'rea,ctioﬁ to the end of slavery and the civil rights legislation of the

1

Reconstruection pe'riodq and- also the difficulties imposed upon Washingtonians by ti’ne

" cityls massive growth durfng the Civil War. That growth permanently changed the city,

and it imposed severe ﬁin‘aﬁcial strains upon taxpayers for stre‘et'constpuctibn and other
1L ‘ ,vinane :

public ser‘vice.s on a limited tax base, ‘ T

.




-
.

o

¢ In the twentiéth century, public discontent with the system of school «rovernance
has been strongest in the years just before enactment of thefg/gamc Act of 1906, Just

before Frank Ballou s appointment as Supermtenﬁent in 1920, between the end of World

r
o

War I and the 1954 Supreme Court desegregatlon order in Boll1n°' v. Sharpe, and since .

- the middle 1960s. Although in the f1rst of these perlods d1scontent stemmed largely
B . from theconductz/ of the Board and the political 1nf12ence of the' Com mlssloners on the
schools, all" the other periods witnessed major social changes that underlay public
‘ 'discontent. In the years after World War I~,ythe schools felt the effects of a masvsivev

e - ~
— - B . -

_enrollment increase, especially in the white schools, and declining"appropriation's for

schodls. After World War 1, the schools experienced the same phenomenon, but the

ot

R -~

growth m enrollments occurred almost entirely in the black schools. ‘VIoreover, the

schools in that pefiod had to conf ront the—growmg black demands for equal treatment }

- under segregation and for desegregation.

—_ -

L3

Since the mid-1960s the school governance system has had to adjust to increased

a

black militahey and demands for improvement in the ~achievement of students, the

movement for home rule in the Distriet and, more recently, the financial crisis of the

city, all in the aftermath of a massive enrollment 1ncrease 1n the twenty—flve years

before 1968. In each of these perlods, the.Board of Education faced severe criticism

i o .
from the publie fSr the manner in whlch it handled its work, cr1t1c1sm sometlmes shared

with the Superintendent and the city government. Although the cr1t1c1sm has most
i . ] ’ ~ -

often pointed to petty fightin‘g- and factionalism among Board members, lack of

N .. . . e -
decorum in meetings, inflated rhetoric, and tge behavior of individual personalities, we .
. must r,ecogniZe that to some extent at least tfw&f "conflict manifests broader

tensions in the city.
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If turmoil in school governance tends to mirror larger social tensions, then it is
unlikely that structural changes in the governance system will eliminate this turmoil.
The Shlft from an appomted to: an elected Board illustrates the point. Intenswe publie

cr1t1c1sm ra1ned dogn upon both the appointed and elected Boards that served in the

late 1960s and early 1970s. The root cause for dissension did fiot disappear when the

_ Board became an elected body, and therefore the behavior which many people found so

inagpropriate in the old Board continued in the new one. Furthermore, structural

. changes in school governance have never produced quick, discernable improvements in

the schools or in social conditions, and constant administrative ‘change has ‘béen

f positively harmful. We should therefore be Avery cautious in looking to major changes in

the structure of school governance as a means of alleviating deep-seated sociai or

‘educational problems. .

L 4

Secondly, the conflict among the . major actors in school governance, and
especially between the Board of Educatlon and the central clty government, has beén a
continuous fact in Washington history. Although partlcular _personalities have

minimized or exacema;ted the. differences, this conflict _stems primarily from the
N . N

~ different roles each plays. The Commissioners, the Mayor and the Council each have

had to consider the overall needs of the city. .They have argied consistently that
central control of ai- city‘??xnc'fions leads to better management and that only the
central city gowiernment can properly balance the needs of various city‘ departments.

The Board of Education, on the other hand, has argued that education Is too important

]

be treated as simply another city department and it has warned of the d‘angers of

e

p lltlcal control of the schools. - 3 = —

Many of the proposals put forwar._d tod_ay to’ minimize-the conflict between the
“current Board and the ,eity 'exec_utive have in fact been tried unsuccessfully. In 1885,
' ' . . <.

.

‘ . . . "'7;«’
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the Commissioners, after years of struggle with school trustees they themselves
appojnted, sought to relegate the Board to a purely advisory role, but they backed down
afte'r a put;'lic outery. There is little reason to expect that a Board of Education
appomted by the Mayor would not continue to have major differences.zwith the

» ’ e§e7cut1ve branch of the city government over appropriations for é;ucatlon and possibly

-

‘i/-other issues. Furthermore, appointment of "the Board by the Mayor would almost
1/,‘ i )

, certainly lead to comolaints about undue political influence over the schools similar to
those that occurred so often between 1878 and 1906, when_the Commissioners named
members of the Board. The abolition of the Board and ‘the appolntment of a

Superintendent by the Mayor, although never tried in Washlngton, is likely to result in

k]
L

even more severe ¢ériticism of political influence.

»

9

Nor does it appear’ likely that the precise authority of the Mayor, the Couneil and

o1

- the Board can be legislated so clearly that there will be no room left for conflicting |

1nterpretatlons. So long as the Board of Educatlon and the schools remain an agency of

.

¢ the _eity government with the central city government having overall respons1b1hty for
i " . the school budget,: zsome differences in interpretation of the law are likely to arlse. The -

Board of Education has on numerous occasions challenged, often in court, rulings of the

24

« Corporatlon Counsél and dec1s1ons of the Commlss1oners or the Mayor over school
e expenditure questxons, despite statutes that attempted to -make exphclt their’ respectlve
%/, . .2"@* .

- areas of author1ty

. ‘
“ - - u
7y . > . -y
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. 3 " Thesé contmumg ‘conflicts between the Board of Educatlon and the city govern-

ment have not served the city well, and it is very 1mportant for all parties involved to
cont1nue the search for mechamsms to minimize conflict. In fact, the elected Board

has gained con51derab1e autonomy over such matters as purchasmg, buildlng des1gn,

. repairs and teacher compensatlon. These are not now J,ssues of,contention between the
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or structural way to do this, it is important that the Board give

.
- . .

by o

city government and the Board. The major dispute now ‘is over the level of , ™~
appropriations for the schools. Although nothing will completely eliminate differences

between the Board and the city government, agreement on some sort of regular formulagy

for school financing is likely to minimize them greatly.
~ .

ld

* Thirdly, no "matter. how speclflc the statutes and Board rules defining the
prerogatives of the Superlntendent and the Board, differenees are 1nev1table. "No group
, of people will ever be alé to agree where pohcy ends and admlnlstratlon K)egms. ‘The ‘

three strongest Superintendents the system has had in the twentieth cen ury — Frank ) ‘
o |/

Ballou, Carl Hansen, and Viicent Reed — secured their power’ througl]’ their skill in

winning political support from many influential segments of the commumty, although v

Hansen started losing support in his last years. Each strongly shaped the system. A

/ T
strong Superlntendent not guarantee progress, but a. weak /Superintendent or
frequent turnover willdlmost certainly hurt the children. Although there is no simple

e Superintendent the -

‘maximum possible control over the schools and that the commupity ‘demand this of the .

Whatever shortcomings our Superintendents ~may

——

confrontatlon and crltICISm between the Board and the Super tendent has rarely been

Board. ave had in the past,
productlve, and the rapld turnoﬁex*m school leadershnp ‘between 1967 and 1975 was

posmvely harmful. Hlstorlcally, & strong Supermtendent ‘has been the key to a school

sy with a clear diréction and purpose.

' inally, in reviewing the history of school governadce in the District one is struck
by how few episodes in the’ saga of conflict actually uésulted in lmprovements in the

classroom. - . The governance structures are the easiest thmgs to change in the school

b
sxstem, and the most remote from the chlldren. t is not surprlsmg, therefore, that
» \
. dxscpntent with the ‘school system since the 1960s -has brought forth a plethora of: an.
k] :'} :} Q: -
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~ schemes to ‘improve education by altering the govérnance system. We should be wary of

such easy solutions to complex probléms. Changes in our school governance system may
. become necessary from time to time, but they should be made cautiously, with full

\knowledge of the system's turbulent history, and with realistic expectations about what

7

they can and cannot do for the students.

-
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