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PREFACE

Five years have come and gone. In this brief span of time, the Llmpact of
Southeast Alternatives has been truly significant. The cutstanding people of
Southeast Alternatives, the creativity, the commitment to an educational model
that provides for individual differences, the enthusiasm, the meaningful ap-
proach to changing times -~ all these good things have enhanced education in
Southeast Minneapolis. In fact, the experiences of this small community have
enriched not only the Minneapolis Public Schools, but achool districts through-
out the United States as evidenced by the 7,000 plus educators and citizens who

have visited SEA,

Where do we go from here? Was the experiment guccessful soley as a demon—
stration that offering parent/astudent choice among various alternative schools
is a viable concept or did it, indeed, prove that comprehensive change can take
place in a total school district. As Marshall-University, Marcy, Pratt, Tuttle
and the K-12 Southeast Free School again rely gsolely on local echool funding as
of September 1976, many alternative enthusiasts will closely scrutinize the
Minneapolis district's commitment to alternatives, to the involvement of parents
and students in decision making, and to new models of governance. I believe
that as Minneapolis schools continue to strive for quality integrated education,
they can, must, and will remain a system where alternative education thrives.

What are the project goals of SEA, and how do we measure up after five
years. The goals stated by the National Institute of Education are:

SEA GOALS

1. "Providing a curriculum which helps children master basice
ekills . . . "

1I. “The project will test four alternative school styles (K-6)
and selected options in schooling programs for grades 7-12
articulated upon the elementary alternatives."

IT1I. "The project will test decentralized governance with sone
transfer of decision-making power from both the Minneapolis
Board of Education and the central administration of the
Minneapolis Public Schools."

IV. "The project will test comprehensive change over 2 five year
period from 6/1/71 - 6/30/76 combining promising achool prac-
tices in a mutually reinforcing design. Curriculum, staff
training, administration, teaching methods, internal research,
and governance in SEA make up the main mutually reinforcing
parts.”

Certainly, there has heen a commitment teo the mastery of basic skills.
After five years, both the citywide morm referenced tests and an independent
outslde evaluation team's objective based mathematics and reading testing pro-
gram have indicated that students in all alternative programs are learning well
and all compare favorably with city, state and naticnal norms.



However, In my judgment, the goal that enhanced the whole alternative
movement in Minneapolis most significantly relates to governance and decigion-
making. The S.E.A. prolect has involved parents, faculties, administrators
and students in determining theilr programs. When parents, teachers, administra-
tors and students have real choice, there is real commitment. When parents,
teachers, administrators, and studentse share in the decisions that shape the
educational programs, the entire community benefits from the unanimity of
purpose. As a result, parent satisfaction runs from 75 to 98 per cent at the
five schools. And at & time when school enrollment is declining in all other
areas of the metropolitan area, all enrollments in SEA continue to rise. Parent
and community volunteers flock to Southeast Minneapolis to become involved in
one of the five exciting educational programs. The fantastic community partici-
pation in the schools enriches the educational experience for all concerned. To
summarize the measure of success is reflected in the continued commitment of
those who are involved.

One question I have been asked more often than any other -- What happens
to the alternative -ovement now that federal funding has ended? Time will
certainly be tell-tale ~- but it is clear that alternative education for all
students 1s a Minneapolis School Board formal commitment. In fact, the School
Board unanimously approved the creatien of a citywide elementary alternative ed-
ucational system by September 1976. The impact of SEA throughout Minneapolis
has been tremendous and will continue to flourish.

While 1 am looking forward with excitement to my new position in the Minnea-
polis schools, T am very sad to be leaving SEA. Creat people have made SEA great!
I cannot fully express how much of an inspiration the commitment, boundless energy.,
euthusiasm, and zeal of SEA'ers have been to me.

Without the initial wisdom, persistence, and direction of John B. Davis,
James K. Kent, Harry Vakos, Nat Ober, Marsh Kaner, and Dick Allen, this project
would never have been initiated. Ron Alvarez, project manager of our Experimental
Schools Program, is a highly competent and humane person., He gulded this preject,
helped its people, and believed in its cause. Tony Morley did a magnificent job
of writing the firal document. Better than anyone could be expected to —- he
captured the "spirit of SEA". Thel Kocher deserves much gratitude for his re-
view of this document. Rod and Sally Frenmch gave freely of their time to finish
the task.

If we began reciting the litany of names of those who contributed vigorously

to SEA, we could fill a book. S8uffice it to say —- many great people have made
SEA great and have made a distimct impact on the future of American education,

Dr. David W. Roffers
SEA Director 1975=76

July 1976



FOREWORD: FROM THE WRITER, TO THE READER

My assignment in this final report was to write "for the practitioner.”
1 take that to mean anyone who 1ls, was or might be involved with introducing
alternative schools in an urban system. I hope that is a large number. If
you are such a person, there is much you can learn from the Minneapolis ex-
perience with Southeast Alternatives.

Some will be disappointed because this report is rarely about kide and
classrooms. Instead, it is much more about what happens to organizations
and ideas when energy ls set loose to change the system in which kids and
classrooms must function. In selecting for an overview of five years and
five schools, I have tried to do so in a way that reveals what made things
happen in Minneapolis the way they did.

0f course, selection is a matter of opinion. There 1s consilderable
opinion implied or expressed in these pages. Except where 1t 1s attributed
by quote or context to someone else, it is mine.

Readers who wish to consult the voluminous collection of SEA quarterly
reports and internal evaluation studies may do so by inquiring teo Minneapolis
Public Schools, Qffice of the Superintendent.

For the record, I was myself an actor in this project during most of the
years covered here. That makes me knowledgeable, but not detached. [ am
most knowledgeable and least detached about Southeast Free School, where I
was principal for three years. You should read those sectlons with special
care.

On namas of individuals I have tried to follow a consistent arbitrary
policy. The only names are administrators of schools or other project com-
ponents, parents on the payroll as community people, and chairpersons of
the Southeast Council.

I wish there could be nameg, right here, of all who contributed ideas,
interview time, personal records, criticism, typing, and patience to help me
get this job done. It would be an impossibly long list, but I do warmly
thank them.

I apologize in advance for any factual errors, hoping all are minor,
I should apologize for one egregious pun buried in the text, but instead
offer an insubstantial reward to the first reader whe finds it. I am proud
to say that in this entire document there is neither a single he/she, nor
any mention of the Bicentennial.

Anthony J. Morley
July, 1976



CHAPTER °

PRE-HTSTORY AND CONTEXT OF THE SEA PROPOSAL

Just after Christmas 1970, Robert Binswanger, in Washington phoned
John Davis, in Minneapolis. More was involved than the renewal of old
{riendship and an exchange of holiday cheer. Important mail was on its
way, sald Binswanger. It would not go overlooked, said Davis. With
that phone-call, we may say, began the active knitting together of the
convergent interests and agendas which formed Southeast Alternatives.

Tinswanger was the aggressive first director, of a new unit in the
United States Office of Education, the Fxperimental Schools Program. He
had come to Washington from & professorship zt Harvard. He had an untried
conceph of Federal support for local reform to get on the road.

Davis was the nationally prominent superintendent of Minneapolis
Tublie Schools. He had a big city distriet to keep educationally pro-
gressive in a time of political turmeil and disenchantment with publdic
gchools.

Not in on their phone talk, but soon to be invited, and crueial for
any continuing conversation, were the parents and students of some
Mirnespolis neighbotrhood schools. In the runming of those schools they
had ideas for new things to get started, or old ones to get stopped.

Federal burszaucrats, top managers of urban systems, and neighborhood
parents represent three quite different sectors of public education., In
this instange their agendas could be made to serve each othsr. To under—'

stand in 1976 how that could be so in 1970, we need to see where the



various actors in these secctors were coming from at the time.

Washington

By alerting him to the mail on the way, Binswanger was personalizing
Davis! eopy of a five-page announcenent sent to some 20,000 educators.
Experimental Schoels, the announcenent said, would fund a few "large-scale
experiments" in "comprehensive educational reform." Educators concerned
for "total change" rather than "piecemeal' or "isolated" imnovations,
should submit brief letters of interest. Prospective experiments must
inelude 2,000 - 5,000 students in a K-12 framework. Carrying out a central
theme of reform, they should make "multiple use of promising practices
and the products of rescarch.," ZEight or fewer letiers of interest would
win 60-day planning graats, to prepure full-blown proposals. Five or
fewer of these proposals would be funded, for 3-5 years. Careful evalua-
tion of each project's pricess would shed light on whether the "comprehen-
sive" approach was in Yact ifective for system-wide change, And at
least in the districis funded, the programs would bulld "a bridge between
basic educational resecarch and actusl school practices.”

Those last words, parsphrascd in Binswanger's announcement, were
Richard Wixen's, The Experimental Schools idea was in favor during his
first term. The President himsell introduced it, prominently, in a
Message on Educalional Reform, Marck 1970, It fit well with several
Washington priorities of Mixon's lime,

For one thing, it reflected the management notion that good corporate
change comes from a co-ordinated sequence of new-product and market
research, pilot production, scale-up, and development. Why couldn't
education follow this model?

For another, Experimental Schocls honored the "new federalism" prin-



ciple that Washington might help, but could not lead, in loecal problem-
solving. 1In the same vein, 1t signaled a departure from large categorical

entitlements, promising more improvement than they could deliver, but de-

Yivering more money than Congress could ever cut off,

Even while retrcating from massive efforts, moreover, the new program
might show that Republicans were interested in "large-scale™ innovation
to address school problems. America’s crisis in the classroom was not
going unnoticed,

Finally, but surely not least, Experimental Schools was extraordinarily
cheap, An appropriation of only $12 million, apparently, was going to be
enough to get it started. On the cost side of a cost/benefit analysis,
it was almost bound to lock good.

Basldes being polibtically acceptable in the White House and to the
Office of Management and Budget, Experinental Schools had a certain intel-
lectual stature, as well. There really was a problem, long recognized,
avout how to link educaticnal research with sigwificant practical reforn.
Reason would seem 1o require a connection. But practice revealed that it
occurred only accidentally, at best.

On the one hand, there was lots of research, Thousands of small
grants, from dozens of USOE divisions, went to hundreds of professors,
for investigation along scores of different tracks. On the other hand,
actual program change in school systems seemed largely dictated by fashion
or fad., New wrinkles were typically adopted or rejected with little regard
to their effect on each other o on the overall learming envirorment
where they were being considered. And they often turned out to be wrinkles
only, not significant charnge. ~

The problem was not that the products of research were useless,



eritics thought., It was that there was no apparatus of discipline for
bringing them together in conscious combination, nor for the more inclu-
sive research needed to learn which combinations were effective for
which purposes. The result was a successgion of "this year's panaceas,"
as Binswanger liked to call them, each almost forced to pose as the "one
best way" which school people longed for.

For several years prominent educators had been suggesting that one
means to break this pattern would be a research co-ordinating institution
independent of the various programmatic empires in USOE. Federally
supported medical research had the National Institutes of Health. Feder-
ally supported schools rescarch neceded a National Institute of Education,
Its purposes would be to co~ordinate rcsearch findings and research
initiatives for systemic impact on Americarn scheooling.

One place where this idea was considered and advocated was among the
Panel on Educaticnal Research and Develcpment ¢f Lyndon Johnson's Science
Advigory Commitiec -- well befere Nixon, of course. It would take years
of bureaucratic and legislative mancuvering to get an NIE established,
everyone realized, Bubt even before then there should ab least be some
programs in place which embodied and displaysd the basic MIE purpose.
Experimental Schocls, along with its other merits, was conceived from
the start as exactly such a program. Whenever the time was ripe for NIE
to be born, Experimental Schools could be ready as a "vital, major, and
key component.!

On the Educational R and D Panel, in Great Society days, was John
Davis. Binswanger couldn't personalize all his 20,000 program announce=

ments, but the one to Minneapolis he would have been foolish not to.



Minneapolis

Fohn Pavie thus neard about Experimental Schools with ready-made
appreciation for its conceptual background, 1ts sctual dirsctor, and its
potential future. He was intellectually convinced that American education
needed the rencwal that comes from risking new approaches. He understood
that exnerimentation must be rooted in the system, not peripheral to it.
¥hat he had to ask now, at New Year 1971, wes whether competing for a
crant made sense in Mirmsapelis. He and four or five assistants sat down
to brainstorm that questicn. Several factors made it obvious that their
answer would he Tes.

Mne undoubtedly was the likely amcunt of money involved. Wirners of
this competition would certainly geb several nillion supplemental dollars
apiane, They weould also come in for naticnal wecognition as vanguard
dstricte. These were good bhings for any adndnistration to lay before
itg Wenwd nnd taxpayers.  And on the Minneayslie board in particular, at
Lesot a foup-momber 1liberal majority could bs counted supportive Tor a
guod Mreform™ project.

Mere important, there was energy and leadership in the community
which could be favorably tapped for inmovation. TFrom both the west and
the southeast parts of the eity -- upper middle class and university
neighborhocds, respectively -- separate groups of parents were pressuring
the Board already to provide some Mopen” education. Why not meet the de-
mand and relieve the pressure by considering open classrooms as a
yromising wractice?

Third, Minneapolis faced the challeng: of ending de facto segregation,
and possible polarization in the community as they went about it. In .

three successive hot cummers, 1966-60, black rage had erupted in this
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stronghold of liberalism, and once burned a block of north side stores.
For the school system there was now & desegregation suit in court, and
early threats of backlash politics against any move toward busing. Perhaps
a well planned Experimental Schools project could be one avenue of peace-
ful integration, and hoelp defuse tne Imsing issue before it got hot, As
it happened, two adjacent Southeast elementary schools were in the process
of being paired for desegregaticn. W.th neighborhood support they had
already begun an experimantal ungraded "econtinuous progress" program.  As
1t happened also, while one heavily black senior high was attracting some
white transfers to its "mugnet™ program, the mostly whibe junior/senior
high for Southeast had unexpectedly many hlack transfers.

Marshall-University High School {in Southsast) provoked thought on
othsr grounds, teo. 45 the nams sugresss, it represented a structural
and programmatic combining of resocarces bebween Minneapolis Public Schools
and the Undversity of Womnoscts Collese of Education.

Tnstrumental in forging that comnination, only two years before, had
been a lcading menber of iie School Fosrd, He was pastor of a popular
Lutheran church in Scutheast. In 1970 Harshall-Tndversity was a turhu-
lent, troubled institution. It was struggling to become the high-school
home for a wvolatile mix of town and gown, rick and poor, black and white,
hiprie and straight. To fulfill its planrers! dreams, the school needed
help. A weekend planning charstte -- ravents, faculty, and students --
had already inspired a position paper arguing that Marshall-U's programs
must reflect the diverse styles and Ereferences of its community. Why
not, suggested the Associate Superintendent for Secondary, make that the
core of a propnsal to Washington?

There was still one further point zbout this high school, not at all

unimportant. Wewly in charge there was James Xent, For the two previous years

.
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(1968+70) Kent had been Davie' admimistrative assistant, brought in from
outside the system. He lhad come from a doctorsl program in Educational
Administration at Harvard. Advising him in his program and thesis there,
had been Rohert Binswanger.

Hth so many pieces fitting nicely together, there was clearly no
question whether to write Binswanger a letter of interest. There was not
cven mich question whether Southeast -- Marshall-University's atiendance
ares -- should be the "bargeted populaticn."m It met Experimental Schobls'
formgl criteria, and offcred much else begides, It provided a natural
K-12 framework, the high school and three elementary feeders, It had the
right mumber of students, 2,500, Its 30,000 total population, like the
stadents, showed an adequately hetercgeneous mix of socio-economic statis-
tics., It was already invwelved with school innovations, and some people
were asking for more. There were many articulate residents accustomed to
volce and influence in communiiy affairs. One of them was a member of the
School Dosrd. There was an encresltic admindstrator, known to Dinswanger,
close 1o Davis, and enthusiastic for school reform.

Birswanger's early-January visit -- part of a cross-country tour
{~2lowing vp on his Christmas phone calls ~= was scarcely necessary. The
Ceciclon was made: %o write a letter of interest, to sketeh "glternatives"
85 the central educational concept, and to specify Southeast as the place

where they should be tried.

Scutheast -~ the Neighhorhoods

"Southeast" lgbels an old seetion of Minneapolis, just across the
Mississippi, btut a litile downstream, from the downtowm area. It's where

ihe University is. It also has flour mills, acres of railway yards, and

nmerous light manufacturing plants. Dut the chief industry, chief place
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of work, and chief identifier is the main campus of the University of
Minnesota. From October to June, more people attend classes there than
live in all of Southeast. That makes for a lot of stereo shops, restau-
rants, and clothing stores; a lot of small apariment buildings and
rooming houses; and parking problems for blocks around.

Physically the area is roughly triangular, about three miles on a side,
bounded by traffic arteries, the river, and a throughway along the west
border of St. Paul. Freight yards, train tracks, and industry take up
about a third of the total space. IExcept for the University campus, and
two small shopping areas adjacent to it, the rest is residential.

This is the part people think of as "Sputheast." It has identity as
a whole, yet also comprizes four distinet neighborhoods. In 1970 these
were the elementary attendance arezs. In the middle, drawing from them

all, was Marshall-University high School.

Cang.

Tuttle school served the Como neighborhood, about L0 square blocks.
It is a mixture of one and two-story singls family homes, most of them
50-6C years old. There are a few Ilarger houses older then that, and
quite a few small duplexes or bungalows built since World War II. GComo is
on the other side of the tracks from nzighborhecds by the University, and
thus has fewer rooms or apartments for reat. Como is comfortable, but
not affluent. It has long had an improvemen: association. With the aid
of street repaving and code enforcement, 1t has been well kept up. In
overall Southeast context it is relatively non-transient, non-professional,
family oriented, and owner occupied. Probvably for these reasons, Como's

reputation is as Southeast's "conservative" neighborhood.



Glendale and Prospect Park

Two sharply constrasting sub=neighborhoods formed the merging atten-
dance areas of Pratt and Motley schools. A4s mentioned already, in 1570-71
these schools were in the process of being paired. They would beccme one
school, Pratt-Motley, with all primary ages in the Pratt buildirg, and all
intermediate in Motley. The children might be mixed, but the residential
landscapes they came Irrm were very, very different, Formerly preserved
mostly for Pratt was the Prospect Fark neighborhood. Formerly assigned
to Motley, was the Glendale Housing TProjcet.

As public houging goes, Clendalc seems small, attractive, and
humanely plamned. It was built in 1952. The 18l units ares two-story or
lcwer, most of them in duplex combinations, arranged to minimize any bare-
racks appearanc:, and -ited away from dangerous traffic. There is yard
spaze, grass, and trees. 4 new smail park and comnunity center is imme-
diately accessivle,

Nevertheless, mos’ “amilies in Glendale 1ive there because they havq
to, not because thay roally want o, They are all tenants, not owners,
The ehildren nost comroriiy call thelr home, unaffectionately, "the
projects.” This is the pour part of Southeast, not only in income, but
in hope. Welfare workers and Juvenile officers are well known and much
reviled. There is a lot of moving in and out, but little moving up.
White families are the large majority, often resentful of their 20-25¢
biack and Native American neighbors. Motley school in 1970-71 was 86%
AFLC students -~ almost five times the next nearest Southeast elementary
percentage.  Clendale people have learned that they are "problemsh.
Despite occasicnal effarts by residents.and social workers, there has
been no strong comminity organizing. For most tenants an "improvement

association"” here would be one that Lelped them move to somewhere else,
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Virtually next door, but at the other end of a social spectrum, is
Pratt's old neighborhood, Prospect Park. This is the only hilly section
of Southeast. Its winding streets are "good" addresses. Along them live
a lot of University faculty and other professionals. Their hillside homes
are larger than in Como, and apt to be gracesd by tasteful planting or
sophisticated architectural touchos -- an artist's studio window here, a
cantilevered redwood patio there. There are not many rooms for rent, and
few multiple dwellings. An improvement assoclation has been strong since
before 1900. Tt argued in favor of building (lendale, and successfully
resisted an Interstate highway plan that would have cut through the heart
of the neighborhood. FReal estate values and median income are the highest
in Soubheast. Prospect Fark, if not a "moneyed" neighborhood, is socially

and intellectually very respectable.

iiversity Mastrict

Beginning near the main campus gate is an oblong of about 60 square
blocks known as the iniversity distriet. It runs between rallroad
tracks and busy through streets, from a small shopping district at the
campus end to a large one cn the edgze of Southeast. Near the center of
the oblong is Marcey School. Around it is a variegated and somewhat
fragile regidential neighbcrhood. There are many 75-year-old three-story
homes which have been divided into apartments. Quite a number are
ending their days as rooming houses, and some of these are just plain
shabby. In the late 60'z the University district was bisected, despite
great community furcr, by a depressed link of Interstate highway.
several blocks of single-family homes were sacrificed to the auto. Before

and since then new construction has been almost entirely of small apart-
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ment buildings, rented by students and young femilies. 4 good many of
these may be poor, but they are not in poverty. Transiercy is high, but
50 are educational levels and (especially for the non-transient ) median

income., There are always active organizations at work for protection of

the community's character.

Southeast -- the Schools

In 1970-71 the schools of these areas, and the high school for all
of them, showed some special features and problems, but were far from un-
usuat. To an extent they naturally reflected their neighborhoods, To a
greater extent they reflected the prevailing assumption that in curriculum,
organization, end pedagogy one public school should be much like another.

Tuttle and Marcy, with total enrcllment of 675, shared a single

principal. They used a district-approved basal textbook approach, in
graded, self-contained classrooms. Each had a typical, service-oriented

FPA. "Qowve wance™ was the principal, reporting upward to the Assceiate

e

Saperintendent for Elementary., He divided his time between the buildings.
THth interested teachers fronm both schools, he had arranged visits to
open~-education prograns neerby. At Marey a few teachers, on their own,
were trying some less text-bound approaches with creative writing and
drematics. Sometimes two rooms would even work together on such inno-~
vations,

The most important dynamic in these schecls, however, was a group of
parents who had come together from both, keginning the previous summer.
Galling themselves Southeast Parvents for Cpen Classrooms, they were
reassuring their PTA, convineing their principal, and lobbying the Asso-

ciate Superintendent. What they wanted was open classrooms for the families

requesting them in each school. They were well read, quoting both current
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and classical literature as arguments for change. They investigated open
schools elsewhere, and reported on what they saw. They did their homework,
detailing for the professionals what would be needed and where it could

be got, They were determined organizers, canvassing every family, and
listing every child whose parents said they would enroll. They felt they
were getting somewhere, too. By New Year, 1971, they had 50 "working
members." As Mirmeapolis {irst applied to Experimental Schools, Parents
for Open (lassrooms began to hear supportive words from administrators
downtown.

Pratt and Motley were changing faster than that, but with the initia-

tive coming from both above and below. Bnrollment was 567. These schools
also were under one prineipal, and most classrocoms also followed the
graded, basal-text approach. For five ears, however, parents in the Pratt
PTA had been talking of the ungraded approach as a way to equalize oppor-
tunity and improve quality in both schecls. They had had PTA programs

and speakers on the subject. Capitalizing on the parent interest and on
a strong, flexible faculty, 2wuntral administration had picked Pratt to
undertake an experimental K-3 econtinaous progress program in 1970-71l. It
was now in operation. AMready, staff were planning and training to extend the
experiment through grades u-£. That would complete the organizational
palring, Pratt-Motley, for racial and socio-economic descgregation, It
would also provide a full K-6 elemendary sequence in a different mode from
traditional Minneapolis schools.

Of all Southeast schools in 1970-71, Harshall-University High presented

the most difficult challenges, and perhaps alsc the most promising oppor-
tunities. Enrollment was 1238, It had by far the greatest experience

with change and innovation. To date, unfortunately, the experience was

P



not happy. In less than three years the schocl had had to cope with
institutional merger, a msjor shift of racial composition, and environ-
mental shock waves from politiesl and cultural rebellion. To appreciate
itz next encounter, with Experimental Schools, we need to sketch the
background.

The village-square of Southeast is a cluster of shops and restau-
rants strangely called Dinkytown. On one edge of Dinkytown 1s the main
high school building., Two busy intcrsections away -- past.Burger King,

a mom-and-pop grocery, pizza-and-beer, stereo stores, Dinkytown Iime,

soda fountains, books-and-records —- is the main University gate. Just
inuide are Peik Hall and a small gym, Since 1968 Peik Hall had housed
Marshall U's junlor high (grades 7-8) for all academic classes; for others
students walked to the main building. That, in turn, housed senior

high, except the classes who walked to Peik llall for use of the gynm.
Fefore 1960 there was no Marshail-University High. There were only
Srdversity High on she campus, and Marshall high two blocks away. The one
was a laboratory school of the College of Education; the other a
inneapolis public school, They were separate institutions.

Merging them had been the proud and arduous accomplishment of top
leadership in school system, college, and community. Their purpese was
to insure a superior secondary school in Southeast, combining the resources
and serving the needs of both sponsors. The public schools would get
space, innovative faculty, and a pipeline to supportive expertise. The
College would get a real-life urban arena to work in, a ready ground for
curriculum research and experiment, and auntomatic access for superviséd
student teachers. To keep all these benefits together, the two insti- .

tutions agreed by contract to a joint policy board, with equal appointed
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membership from the school system and the University. Its first chairperson
was a man who had led the University's efforis io plan cooperatively with
Southeast community organizations, Not only should staff, students, and
programs be enriched in the emerging new school, but so also should
gnovernance,

Merger was a marriage made it heaven, but it ran into trouble on earth.
The parties who had to conswmmate il were not in love. They had not been

granted time for courtship. " were the proletariat thrown together with

the elite, academically "average" . :udents with academically "good",
teachers from the rank and file with teachers holding Urndversity appointment,
Needless to say, there were worries about status, fears of belng taken over
or swallowed up, uncertainlies about new colleagues and new classmates,
To the dsmay of pareals and confusion of students, organization and
accountabllity of the staff in the school quickly became unclear, Marshall
veterans did riot like having an administrative director partly responsible
to the University, even though he hod been chosen from among Minneapolis
principals. HNor was the new pollcy board conlident of its role. Had it
really replaced the Dean and the Assoclate Superintendent for Secondary,
both of whom were on iL? It was easier, though unsatisfying, to let those
two men make most of the policy by themselves.

By fall of 1970 an ad hoc committee of the policy board was wonder-
ing anew how to "justify" the merger. "What is quite evident," they
wrote, "is a great diffusion of efforts, dysfunctional practices, and lack
of clear-cut uniform policies and procedures.”

Merger alone might have been challenge enocugh for the Marshall-U
community., Bul simultaneously with merger hadé come another change,
equally unprepared for. Under a voluntary "racial iransfer" program

close to 100 new black students chose Marshall-U in the fall of 1968,
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The number was far larger than anyone had expected. In the next years it
continued large. White Southeast's liberalism was strained. Many
assumed that "those kids from the north side" came to Marshall-U (or were
sent ) because they could not get along elsewhers. On that assumption, they
were a threat to learning and discipline. The newcomers knew, of course,
that some people wished they weren't there. By black and white alike,
quarrels and sculfles began to be feared as racial encounters. There
were occasional Mncidents." The general level cf parent apprehension
went up.

For the more conservative it was going up anyway, spurred by ample
signs around the high school that youth retellion and student unrest
were facts of life in Scutheast, too. Being on campus and in Dinkytown
probably gave Marshali-U the strongest "movement! flavor of any Minneapolls
high school. Irugs were easily gvailable. Counter-culture dress, language,
and hsir stvle were ccmmon, As Vietnsm wuire on, anti-war rallies grew more
mimerens and more sctivist. The campus shootings at Kent State, in 1970,
sent a gpecisgl shuddzr through parents and teachers with children in
Peile Hall, And Zate that same spring Dinkytown was paralyzed by three
Javs of mass si<-ins protesting construction by a fast-food chain only
one block Irom Mershall-U, For a brief while there was even a loecal
Peoplcts Park, University students and Zongtime Southeast adult activists
tock the lead in this flouting of the establishment., But more than a few
larshall-U students were there to make th~ point with them. Tozens became
familiar with tear gas, and a few got arrcsted.

In these unquiet times Marshall-University was a mixture of the con-
ventional and the changing. It had few of the fuddy-duddy rules which

provoked protests elsszwhere. There were no hall passes, no dress code,



no regquirement for students to stay in the building when they had free
periods. Some teachers even openly ignored the taking of attendance. On
the other hand, courses were graded, sequenced, and arranged by depart-
ments just lixe evervwhsre else. There were two semesters. FElectives
were limited in senizr high, and non-eristent in junior. Girls had to
take home économics; boys had to take shop.

By 1970-71 there was forceful sentiment for steps toward broader
change. For the cake of re-designing curriculun and increasing students’
opticns, the fuculty were ready to vote for three 12-week trimesters per
year, instead of twe semesters. Scome were already drafting new courses,
and looking forward Lo coaching more students in independent study. In
junior high a new Title TII preject was trying a counseloreand-teachers
team approach with half the Bth graders. The aimn was greater time flex-
ibility and curricnlum integration among core subjsets, as well as a
broader base for focusing on individusl stadont roeds.

More controversial was Marshall-Uts first small in-house alternative
programn, the School Without Walls. It was designed for tough, truant
kids (largely from Glendale) who found nothing thay conld enjoy in
regular scheol. With a lot of help from college-student tutors, twe or
three teachers wers taking time to try unstiuctured, informal, ad hoe
teaching with this group. It was the beginnings of a street-academy
approach. They had started in the University YMJA, and then rented space
awzay from the main school. They had admird strative support and service.
But by many faculty the whole venture was considered just too loose, and
probably a waste of time, Dropouts, perhaps, should be allowed to drop
ok,

Meanwhile, from a sizeable group of parents, there was pressure for

.y -



chenge in a different direction. They wanted things tighter, not looser.
Basic skills needed more emphasis. Independent study and "other innova-
tive programs" required stricter evaluation. There should be mandatory
attendance at all classes, with cuts and tardiness reflected in students'
grades. The open campus should be closed. Teachers ought to "take
responsibility" for pupils passing through Dinkytown., Within the year,
as an Southeast's Experimental Schools proposal was being considered in
Washington, 100 Parents for an Improved Marshall High School would maet

with the director and petition him with these requests.,

If Washington gave Minneapolis a plamnivg grant, these were the
neighborhoods and schools from which a proposal must come., If there was
to be "broad participation in the design,"™ it must be by these people.,

If the design should be funded, this was the Southeast for which the

money would flow.
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CHAPTER TT

WRITING THE PROPOSAL: January - June, 1971

It did not take leng for an in-house group to put together a letter
of interest to Mxperimental Schools. Roth Associate Superintendents worked
cn i%, as did James Kent, from Marshall-University High School. With
suggestions from specialist deparitments, such as evaluation and the curriec-
ulum consuliants, they could present the essentials of a purposeful idea
and strong potential, without pre-empbting the planning which would design
the project., The idea was that every student and family should have a
true chuice among styles of elucation. The potential was in the Southeast
schools and :ommanity, and in an array of promising practices ready to be
combinerd in new programs.

Well befors the January 30 deadline, John Davis signed the letter and
mailed it to Binswangcr. From 439 aprlications, a selection committee
pleked Minneapolis and seven others for d0-day planning grants. Detailed
proposals were due by mid-April, Before mid-February, work must begin
in earnest.

A1 had agreed that if a proposal was to be written, Jim Kent would
head up the process, Optimistic for the hest, he had already begun garner-
ing ideas from small neighborhood meciings in Southeast. With definite
geod news from Washington, he set up zhop in available space at Tuttle
schenl, Coming with him to help was Retty Jo Zander, who had just quit

as administrative asc’stant in charge of Peik Holl at Marshall-U.
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A Process: Lyeryone Can Win

Kent's priority was to enlist comminity involvement iin shaping a
proposal., That accorded with his own values, and was one of Fxperimental
Schools! eriteria as well. Farther, even if not funded, a plan for
change that came from people in the schools would fuel the local process
of change, in any event.

First and foremost, therefore, Kent went to Scutheast parents, their
principals, and any teachers whe wanted to help., Word had spread fast
enough that a planning grant was in hand, by which large dreams might
win large rewards. When Kent publicized that there would be weekly cpen
meetings, pzople willingly came by the dezens. It was a sort of Saturday-~
morning market place of ideas, supplied by a growlng number of smaller
groups who met afterncons and evenings to put their particular proposals
on papsr. The elementary principals, some teachers from all schools,
and a few high school students joined in, on their own time., Three parents
were hired for commumity liaison., In short order some 30 diverse people
were giving substantial tilme, and 13 of those were a writing team to draft
sections of the full proposal. Top management downbown kept hands off.
Except when asked for tecinical or tactical help, with matters like popu-
lation data or budget figures, the central bureaucrazcy was nob involved.

From very early it was clear in all these meetings that BExperimental
Schools offered a change for almost eve%wnne to win something, It was
also possible that new programs would attract new students from across the
city. If so, Experimental 3zhiols might end the danger, posed by loage
tern declining enrollments, of Southeast losing Marsiall-U or an slementary
sehool. The purpose of the commnity procsss was noht to decide on South=-,

east's single best way, ub to see a spectrum of distinct options within
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which most families could recognize their own values. Once accepied
that there could be gemuine alternatives -- equally legitimized, equally
funded, equally accessible -- no one need attack one idea in order to
advocate another. Each schooi of thought (and each thought of school,
one might say) could gain energy for its own development, because none
was needed to discredit someone else's., DIxcept for an inevitable few to
whom attacking and disered ting were values in themselves, peoplé in

Southeast understood that right away.

Elerentery: Hot So Hard

At elewentary level it really was not difficult to act on the under-
standing. Immediately, parents bogan to convene on the basls of their

values for their own crdldrenf crooling, rather than by attendance area

o
4]

or neighborhood. Traditicsalists From all buildings knew what they liked,
and had a chance now oo maks i* tatter. Farsnbs for Open Classrooms were
far along toward defining what they wanted, and now mignt imagine having
it all together under -ne ri3f. Tne continuous progress principal and
teachers were sought out by new parsnts whe lixed that emphasis, and

left alone by old ones who &.¢ nes.  If psssible, everyone preferred

that people more or less liks-minded should have a whole ouilding to them-
selves. PBecause they preferred that, and because the number of buildings
was finite, the groups successfully resisted sectarian splintering. No
Montessori wing, ITA segment, or operant conditioning module was seriously
considered, The time pressure helpsd, too. Jim Kent's determination was
firm that a clearly structured, readily understandable, probably fundable,
and administratively feasible document would be delivered in Washington
by April 10.

Quite quickly then, there was broad consensus on the outline and
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placement of & three-part elementary program., There would be an improved
and improving traditional school, called Contemporary. It would be at
Tuttle, where present teachers and a parent majority leaned in the tra-
ditional direction. It seemed to fit with the flavor of the neighborhood.

There would be an Open school at Marcy. Several strong parent advo-
cates came from that neighborhood. Some Marcy teachers were already move
ing in the open direction.

Pratt-Motley would be the Continucus Progress school. It was already
begun., Wlling staff were experienced or being irained. It was profession-
ally planned to meet the necessities of its divided neighborhoods.

M1 three attendance areas, however, would now become one. Any k-6
child could atsend any of the alternatives as a matter of right. Criss-
crossing bus service would be bullt into the proposal. Actual enroll-
ments in the three would be devermined entirely by family choice. With
this much clear, writing commiiises Tor sach elementary alternative could
move ahead, seziing Zorih rationales, spelling out promising practices to
e combined in whe orogean, suggesting positions and materials they would

1ike included in “he budget.

Secondary: Not So Easy

By contrast with elementary planning, finding agreement on form and
gontent. for secondary options was a snarl of diffienlties. The back-
ground sketehed in Chapter I suggests several reascns why: the age-
range aﬁd extreme diversity of a 1,200-member student body; the history
and orgamizatiocn of Marshall-University High School; faculty discourage-
ment with the results of merger: the mood of the times. Mingled with these

were some important accidents and conflicting perspectives of personal po-

sition. All told,; it was virtually impossiple to get aynoptic agreement
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on the job to be done. Instead of people and ideas being able to move in
parallel, and develop their own strong agendas, as in elementary, at se-
condary level they kept colliding. They tended to neutralize each other's
nomentum. As a result, no crisp pattern of necessities or possibilities
was able to emerge. To see what did emerge, we have to review the

people and their ideas.

Jim Kent had been director of Marshall-U less than & semester when
he took on planning for Experimental Schools. Formally he was still
director, the accountable administrator, with title and authority. For
day-to-day operations after January, though, he was mostly out of the M-U
building. And since day-to-day operation was Marshall-U's pre-occupying
real~life agenda at that time, out-of-the-building in meny ways meant
out=of =the=picture.

Interestingly, one of Kent's major reasons for leaving Marshall-U
was rich the same as his ma’cr reason for coming there in the first place.
He was faseinated by the comrmunity governance possibilities, as he saw
them, of the joint policy hoard. Here, in prinecipie, was a decentraliza-
tion of control which had happened without political upheaval. By legal
contract, approved in the city-wide board, it moved policy responsibilitj
for one high school dowm towsrd the neighborhood which that school served.
Four of the ten members on ths policy bozard were Marshall-U parents. In
a period when dispute over decentralization and community comtrol had
verged on open warfare in Mew York and other urban systems, this was a
small hopeful development, Perhaps it could be made into a large one.
"That's why I came to Marshall'U," says Kent; "I had read the contract,
and thought something could be done." In January of 1971 he had also

talked with Binswanger, and knew that evaluaticn of governance changes
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wag an Experimental Schools priorizy.

Helping Kent as staff for the Scutheast planning process was another
administrator who had just left Marshall-U. DBetty Jo Zander's departure
had been rather more definitive, not to say emphatic, than the director's.
It was indirectly, but significantly, related to Experimental Schools.

She was administrative assistant, in charge of Peik Hall, and from there
co-ordinated the controversial School Without Walls program. When it
beeame clear in January that Kent's time would be more and more pre=-empted
by the quest for Federal money, *arshall-J's principal (second in author-
ity after Kent) said he must have a full assistant prineipal to help hin
rmin the buildings. He wanted cons particular man, too -- a leng-time
Marshall High biology teacher, »7 military mind-zet and a strong vocatlon
for restoring order in the nails, The prineipal got his man appointed,

and it somchow happened withnout Zandsr’s hearing the news. Neither
substantively nor procedurally waz =iz pleased, when she arrived at a ;taff
rmeating one morning and saw the biclogy man there, now one of the adminis-
traters whom che was to azsiszt. Sns was displeased enough, in fact, that
ahe walized right out, parmansntlo,

AMfter a counle of weeiks in lim:s, Zander began working with Kent
again., Now she, too was azway from the day-to-day, yet directly involwved
with proposing a yesars-lonz stratzzy for schocling Marshall-U's clientele.
Her particular interssts were jumlor nigh or middle school years, and the
future for students in School Without Walls,

Meanwhile, back in the principal's offizc at Marshall-University High
was William Phillips. This was nis first year, too, after coming up
through the Miineapclis ranks and being an assistant principal for junior

hignh elzewhere in thz system. He had his haads full, and then some, just



rumning the place. Before him there had been two years of what some viewed
as near chaos. The pressing need of the day, as he and many others saw

it, was for stability, nol excitement, The pressing need in planning

was for 1L departments and 75 teachers to design and describe departmental
(and inter-departmental ) course offerings in the just-approved trimester
format for next ysar. Bxperimental Schorls support might help with that,
but there was no time -~ nor was this a good time -- to think in terms of
revamping the whole high-school approach.

Bill Phillips, in short, was a caraful, conscientious administrator.
In the view of the associate superintendent who assigned him there, that
was what Marshall-U needed. Phillips wanted programs clearly defined,
gset in orderly organizational eontext, and as nearly as possible surprise=-
free., Probably because it was none of these, governance oy joint policy
board, not to mention talk of using it for K-12 decentralization, did not
appeal te him, Neither 4.4 proiccts so by-definition unboundaried as
School Without Walls. Above his desk he kept a favorite slogan: Innovate,
But Take Attendance,

Fhillips, not surprisingly, did not spend major time with Keat and
Zander in conceiving or writing the secondary part of Minmeapolis! pro-
posal. HNor did any except a few of the Marshall-U faculty. Those who
did acted not as repressntatives for tne rest, but on thelr own, with
more encouragems=nt from Kent than {rom tasir colleagues, Chief among
them were the program co-srdinateps -- department heads on jolnt
University/Minneapolis appointment -- for math, english, and counseling.
They all had promising practizes thsy wanted to push,

Fewer secondary parents Lhan elementary, as may be natural, showed

keen interest in planning for their children's school. Almost none of
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those who did were from the non-Southeast black families now choosing
Marshall-U as an alternative to their neighborhood junior or senior high.
The vocal parents from within Southeast tended to be intensely critical,
divided into twn oppogite canps, and not effectively organized. One
portion, already mentioned, wanted an ena wo the laxity that had come, as
they saw it, that came with being a large institution in a bureaucratic
structure. For them voucher plans sounded good, and some made extravagant
claims that a third of Scutheast parents were ready to start an alterna-
tive of their own.

For the vast majority of students, of course, school was school. It
was part of the given order, a stretch of time to be variously tolerated,
resisted, enjoyed, hated, ropped cut of, or graduated from. Only among
a few -~ the articulatc sort whom schecl itself would define as most able
-- was cducation a cause for retorm., Some of them did join the planning.
They were oriented toward better irtra-scheool corruvdcation, more
student share in making deelisions, and some bill-of-rights guarantees.
They produced a carsful document: "The Runring of a School: Student
Guidelines for Experimental Schools.”

Given the time constraints, what might feasibly emerge from this
mnix of actors, re-actors, and non-actors? It was clear encugh that some
structurally clean or conceptually neat avenuss Lo change were closed
off from the start., Just the fact that .~ cu>” Ly itself was the
planning base, for example, ruled out prop: sing Marskall-U as a single~
style city-wide alternative high school., Parkway in Philadelphia and Metro
in Chicago were well publicized modern models, as were clder specialty
schools 1ike Music and Arbts in New York, or Boston Latin. The St. Paul

Open School, K-12, just then heing organized, was even closer at hand.



But -~ uniess the whole Minrneapolis secondary system was to be altered at
once -- no one of them could now be translated into choices, plural, for
Southeast. The idea was not even considered.

An ides that was considered, but only fleetingly, was simply to
extend through junior and senior high some analogues to the three options
that were coming clear for elementary. Two major obstacles blocked that
course. First was a strong fear that to divide Marshall-U vertically
into separate educational programs, schools within the school, would be
to invite separation by race and class as well. MNew alternatives might
be old tracking system in disguise. Second, it seemed beyond imagining
anyway, at least within the few wecks available, that this school's space,
time, and personalities could bhe re-shuffled into three comprehensive but
d fferent programs. Only to the simple-minded could such & scheme, in
winter 1971, have seemed simple. Kent and his colleagues dropped it,
fast.

TLocked intc much rmore seriously, especially by Betiy Jo Zander, was
the idea of creating apart from Marsaall-U an alternative to Marshall-U,
It was chiefly conceived as a middlc school, grades 4- or 5-8, with hopes
that program could be designed tc hold the 30-plus junior high students
already in School Without Walls. Of course the middle school idea pre-
sented problems as to what sort of alternative enviromment it should be,
other than in age-range, to the elementary schools and junior high which
it would overlap. Resactions in communrity meetings were not encouraging.
People tended either to like or dislike it on an assumption that it would
siphon off the "problem" kids. Before that could be seriously addressed,
however, it turned out that the hoped-for space in Southeast {a smzt’
building, used by 2 city-wide program for pregnant teen-agers; could

not be congidered. The separate middle school became mcoct.
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11 these ideas that could not happen remained in people's minds to
influence the secondary projects that could, What was actually proposed,
however, remained a collection of largely individual notions which Kent
and the writing team worked hard to present as a cohesive whole.
Marshall-~University High would be & single school within which individual
student programs might range from a regimented series of traditional
classes in one building, to a free-form paltern of interdisciplinary
involvement all over the city. To increase variety and ventilate the
structure, a lot of new initiatives would be encouraged, among staff and
students. To stabilize the structurs and maintain continuity, much would
be left just as it was. In proper proposalese -~ "an eclectic curriculum
approach...centered around four instructional modes" ~- it sounded fine,
But the easy language was wrapped around some uneasy bedfellows. Everyone
realized high school would ba the hardest part of the whole projeect to
magke real.

Writers preparing the proposal for Washington, early in April, call-
ed the whole Marshall-U sccticn "Secondary School Without Walls." That
was meant to suggest, plainly, & liberalizing direction of change. To many
Southeast locals, however, it meant delinquent rowdies being tutored from
a rented house. "Connotation of name objectionable to community," wrote
one parent on her copy of the draft, It was too much. It was relaxation,
not reform. Before long, the offending words were dropped.

For a sizeable few, however, the same slogan was not enough, Even
if kept, it was rhetorie, not reality. Some just did not believe that
M-U's administration and teachers would move that way, no matter what Jim
Kent hoped. Others were angry that nothing was now planned for the .

Glendale students whose need had inspired an actual School Without Walls
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in the first place. Since the program was dropped, honesty demanded the
name should be too.

Betty Jo Zander felt the way these people did. She was also still
convinced that somewhere among the alternatives there needed to be an op-
tion clearly ocutside the main stream, especially the secondary main stream
in a comprehensive high school.

So it came about that in the very last pre-deadline days, Zander and
a few of the more radical parents, wrote in a fifth component school. Its
name would be Free, Its age-range would be K~12. Its size would be 70
or less, Its space would be rented. Its cemphasis would be "daily success,
self-direction", Its curriculum and crgerizalicn would be "as students
and teachers decide." Beyond that, little was specified, Kent was not
enthusiastic, but apparently the Southeast's voeal left would be. Those
most disenchanted with existing schosls, would have a chance to make
their owm. At best, the Free Sclicci idea added risk-taking pizzaz to the
plan as a whele, 4t uorst, Washington could take the blame for saying
Noo "It seems valld," Kernt cauliously wrote in the proposal, M"to see

whether this cpticn ... is viable.™

Wrappire Up The FProposal

With this piece, the program outline and substance of the Southeast
proposal were camplete, Because of the K-12 limitation, advocates for
post=high school and pre-kindergarten programs had to be disappointed.
Bul except for these., virtually ali zroups had got in much of what they
wanted. Even more important, they had made themselves heard in how they
wanted it. The crganizing principles were clear: distinct alternative

programs, and free family choice among them. With three elementary schools,
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one far-out K-12, and one manyhed junior/semior high, there were enough
options for real selection, and few enough not to be utterly confusing.

A governance section locked toward making the Marshall-University
policy board virtually a Southeast community school beard. Early plans
were laid out for extensive staff development. Specific promising
practices, pedagogical 2nd orgarizatioral, were clustered throughout the
proposal. Careful evaluation was premized, and researchers requested to
carry it out. TRach school would get oxtra teachers, aldes, equipment,
and supplies. There might be some minor building renovation. There
would be a special Scutheast rescurce center for environmental studies
in science and social studies. There would be exira counseling and
social-work services. Children would ride by bus from home to thelir
chosen schools. 4 project director's office would give cverall direction
with program budgeting help and a public information center. All in all,
the people who had worked so hectically for two months, felt good about
what they had produced.

Binswanger's office felt good about it, too, and sco did his inde-
pendent selection panei. While they were reviewing the eight proposals
produced by planning grants, Kent and colleagues had plenty of work to
keep them busy. TLike their counterparts in seven other districts, pre-
sumably, they spent a month preparing alternate work plans: one to use
if news was good; the other if it was bad. On May 15, finally, Washington
let Mimmeapolis know that Southeast Alternatives, as the proposal was
now called, would definitely be funded. By coineidence, Southeast
Parents for Open Clasgsrooms had convened a strategy sessicn that very
evening. Their agenca wss to plan pressure by media and by picketing, .

if necessary, in case the Open School was turned down, and Minneapolis
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chose to forget open classrooms, too. Grassroots politics, of course, gave
way that evening to grassroots partying.

With hefty funding assured, it still remained to pegotiate exact
amounts; te fill iv gaps, meet criticisme, snd add milestones in the
proposal; and tr get a formal Board of Education vote on the final version,
That took three more usels of nigh-prossure work, for not all of
Binswanger's quostions were minore, and the budget detail was major. In
the same threc weeclks all Southeast families heard again, by mailings and
meetings, about their now real optiens, Before summer vacation began,
they checked off their choices and sent them in. Teachers, likewise, had
to pick their options -~ whether to stay where they were, or ask for
transfevs; and in eilther case, wnether to sign up for summer stalf
developnent. "Choicemaking,* as the propesal had promised, was beginning
to become "the tasic way of school iife,”

Ty June 7 tho finad nezotiated decument was ready 1o be lald before

the Schocl Blard. v spelled out 3.0 million extra Federal dollars to
corig for Soubheast over the nexl 7 months., It was renewable, at an
cstimatsd 2.5 miiiion, for 34 months beyond that, Running to June 1976,
that would mean a fdive-rear supplenent of more than $500 per studsnt per
year, o gel alternatives started, The Soard volsd urnanimously in favor,
few days before, Jenn Dovis had sent Robert Binswanger a copy of
the completed proposal as it would be subridtted to the Board. "Dear Dr,
Binswanger," he wrote, "...We are well on cur way." Beneath the
superintendent’s brief lelter, the Federal man typed his own reply:
"exelting, promising, and important;™ then, "Fy the way ... you don'l have

tn address me 23 'Dr.' ! Fondly, 'Bob'," Iewvis' reply in 1is entirety,

typed beneath Binswancer's rote, ran "Near Ech: TYou are right! 'John'."



Sputheast Alternatives was indeed endowed with more than money.

Matuality and trust at the top, were part of its underpinnings.

-3






CHAPTER I'I

Concupts -~ Valucs - Goals ~ Isgues:

What The Project Wanted To Stand For

This chapter is largely a digression from narrative. Before plunging
ahead with chronology and description, it seems inmportant to explore some
ideas which underlay the events.

The ciploration will not be neatly schoematic. This report, after
all, is an the flavar and facts ol a project in educational reforn, The

reform gains ground or isstymied in the unbidily political space and time

of a big-city school system, no* just in thinkers' heads. Even an ideas

chapter mest be part sarrativs,

(m the nther hard, nhe exploration 1u more abstract than a recounting

k-

-

0 Mghat happened.® Tt is 2 lock at some dominant concepts which people

aither imposed on the ovents, or (depsnding on your epistemology)} derived
froa them, or (most likely) both. They are concepts which people usually
felt sommitted to -- or f2lt they ousht we feel commitied to. That is,
they were not cnly coacapts; they were perceived values informing the
project. Like all values, those of Sgutheast alternatives often-times
bocame slogans, shibboleths, and jargon. That confirms, rather than
deniesz, thelr importance ss values.

The values sventually (after two years, not at the very start) were
ietilled, formally stated, and frejuently placarded as four official
fundamental goals of SBA. In this scense, as coming from and accepted DY

many participants, they arc "whabt the projoct wanted to stand for.”



Recurring disagreement or uncertainty over how to stand for them defined
many of ihe internal issues which made Southeast Alternatives a history,
not a blueprint.

The key concepts in these values/goals are the four sub-headings of
this chapter. The official goal statements are printed in full at the
close of the chapter., At the elose of the entire report, it will be time
to review them critically again.

"Bagic Skills™

By context and common usage one is never in doubt that "basic skills"
is essentielly synonymous with "the three R's", It carries connotations
of academic seriousness and ol making sure the kids really do learn
scmething. Irom the beginning of proposal writing, and in virtually every
SEA publication since, it has been felt important to salute this flag,
"Ceirtainly schools will continue to be concerned with this area", said
the proposal. Southeast Alternatives will "provide a curriculum which
helps children master basi- skills.," In lists of stated SEA geals, this
on: is always first,

The emphasis is real. All parts of 5EA have worked to meke sure that
thelr students do not end up too illiterate to apply for Jobs or tell a
meter from a mile, But the emphasis is also defemsive, It seeks to
reagssure everyone that alternative education does not throw out the bhaby
vith the bath., In 1971 there were many who feared it might. In 1976
many still fear that. We read now of some dlstricts offering back~to=thee
basics schools as alternatives in themselves.

To the extent it is defensive, however, the basic skills goal is also
misleading., It states the obvious as though it were a discovery. OEA

proponents, after all, never thought it necessary to promise that they
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would "continue to be concerned" aboul serving school lunches or keeping
classrooms warm in winter. Why sclemnly swear that the three R's still
matter? The reason is that the valuss of this project would net change
school lunches (unfcertunately, say students) or re-set thermostats,
whereas they might very likely lead to shiits in understanding cf what
is basic.

In fact, tc have schocls which =mbodied such shifts was itself a
major value for many in Southeast. The questior was not whether children
should learn reading and math, or even some geogresphy and science.
"Specific skills, intellectual disciplines, and bodies of knowledge! are
important, of course. The question was also not whether anyone was

opposed to children achieving "positive sclf-concept," "personal growth,™

and "self-determination." There would have been more argument -- much
nore -- over motherhood and apple pic. The question was whether school

should nurture affective skills on an equal basis with cognitive, and be
equaily accountable for doing so. Should they be valued as equally
basic?

An unmistakeable blas of ihe SEA propusal was to answer that gquestion,
Yes. Even the Contemporary School was proposed with an affective ration-
ale: that many children "feel comfertable" in a traditional cognitive
program. Beyond rhetorical bias, one thrust of allernatives was to say
that if some families wanted more than the basic skills as usually
defined, they should have it. The only reservation was, they could not
have iess. That was Goal 1.

Though that may seem sinple enougn, basic skills could never remain
a simple matter in Southeast Alternatives. &n almost inescapable habit

is to call students gocd if they do well in the three R's, and schools
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good 1f their students are good. The common competitive inference is to
measure schools against each cther by how fast and how visibly their
stidents accuire the basic skills. Hence ths femiliar apparatus of
standardized tests and comparalive school scores.

Dy the very act of offering options among styles of education, SEA
was trying to break this habit. The choice of schools, from Contemporary
to Free, is a choice among definitions of what makes a school good, and
therefore of what makes a good student. The proponents for Scutheast's
alternatives manifestly did not all agree that speed and success in
basic skills were the prime defining characteristic of school quality.
Yot they singled out this one characteristic, defensively, as a prine
goal for all., Tt may have been necessary, and perhaps harmnless enough
at the time. DBut it also tended to feed the habit which many of them
hoped to Kck,

When Times came Fov prograsn cvaluation and considering test scores,
dehate about the basles was inevitable,

"Alsernat. ve Znhool Styles!

Fledging alicgianne to basic gkills merely reiterated something SEA
had in common with ev..y & stricht in America. Offering "alternative
school styles" struck a note of true difference. The point here is not
that alternatives differ from each other, but that the concept of alterna-
tives as such is a radical departure in public school organization. To
grasy the alternatives concept is crucial oz understanding the
Minneawolis project.

In essenee the canceps is simpls, Alternatives exist when students
or families have fres choice among full cducational programs that are

enually availahle, & {erent from each olher, and physically distinct.
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There are important refinements and additions which may go along with this
definition, but those are its essentials: free choice by student or
family, equal availability, distinctiveness and separste identity of
programs, a full curricuium in cuch program. '

That seems straightforward enough, 2s a definiticn. It has & prae-
tieal corellary, however, which proves slow to sink in, It requires one
of those small shifts of perspective which decisively change the whole

view. It is this: once alternatives exist, there is ng longe anv

"regular! program.

The point is worth putting in italics, because it is too little
noticed, and because it is so foreign to the organizational ethos of
public school systems. That ethos has grown up around the premise that
there is some "one best way" of popular education. At any given time,
the good way is offered LY competent professionals and adopted by the
school board as standard fare for public consumption, Reforms and re-
thinking come and go, as to what the standard fare should be. Thus in
different periods, or different parts of the country there are varying
orthodoxies of curriculum, organization, pedagogy, and even architecture.
Iikewise, in any one time or place, there may be departures from the
standard fare, for special types of students. Thus there have been schools
for the gifted, schools for the handicapped, vocational schools, and --
the most notable instance -- sehocls for the black. But glways the nomrm
of the system iz regular schecls for regulsr people, If there is
anything else, it is cffered or imposed for students who fail to fit in
the regular patternm.

The alternatives concept, as defined above, undercuts this tradition

deeply. Tt does not picture the gystem as a matter of a single ruie and



possible exceptions to it. There must be two or several educational pro-
grams, each of which is as much the rule as any other. There can never
be just one alternative school. There mugt be at least two, because they
only came into existence by being alternatives to each cother. By defini-
tion, no one school is better in itself than any other, A program only
becomes better than another in being preferred over the other by people
who will use it. It is only the best program for the people who choose
it. The forum for that decision about quality and use is no longer
reserved to professionals and a central board. It is expanded into the
family and commumity.

Not all this was thought out and written down when SEA began. It
was all there in embryo, nevertheless. The later definition of alternatives,
in fact, was essentizlly bulilt from z description of Southeast's elemen-
tary program. It was formalized, expanded somewhat, and in the fourth
year of the project adopted as school board policy.

The definition described the program, even when the program was only
a proposal. Every Southeast elementary family would have not only the
possibility of choice among schools, bmt the necesgsity. There would be
bus service to and from the four, for every elementary student. The
schools would have different programs, and all four programs would be
described to every family. Being in separate buildings, the programs
would be physically, as well as stylistically, distinet. Each would be
a2 full program, covering all the basics and then some, operating all
day, every day, all year, K-6. All at once, on opening day in Septembar,
1971, there would no longer be any "regular" elementary program in
Southeagt. There would only be alternatives. MNeither school board nor

L

principals nor teachers could say which was "normal"™ because none was and



all were, Rach family must choose for itself.

Tn such a sibuation it was critical that the different programs not
be taken as competitive with cach other in any other arena than that of
families'! and students' educational values. People in Southeast must
come to understand very rapidly that Experimental Schools and Minneapolis
were not trying out several types of school in order to measure results
at the end and decide which was best. The aim of the program was to commend
itself whole. To that extent it was in the self-interest of each compo-
nent that all should be suceessful. It was a bit like oligopoly cor-
porations needing to keep the market divided. The point was peda-
gogical pluralism, not some new monopoly, nor the old one either.

A striking feature of SEA is the seeming ease with which people
accepted this premise. One explanation could be that they did not much
care -- that school by any other name is still a job, a requirement, a
piace to send the kids. Attendance patterns and levels of parent loyalty
do not support such a theory. Morc likely is that unremitting public
information and the knowledge that every school would get extra benefits
neutralized fear of anyone's losing out. Perhaps still more important
was the pre-existing high level of interest and sophistication among
Southeast families.

In any event, a sense of commonality did develop, among professionals
and parents with quite contrasting views of how children should be taught.
The process of that happening is closely related to the project's next
basic goal.

"hacentralized Governance!

When consumer cholce is made central to schooling, as in an altere

natives system, it is virtually implicit that the way educatiocn is
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governed may charge, One item in the 197k formal definition of Minneapolis
alternatives attempts to make the implicit explicit. BEach true alter-
native must be "a program involving the commuity it serves (parents,
students, teachers, administrators, and others) in its decision-making

and developmental processes: a) in its initial planning stages; b) in

its implementation; ¢} in its evaluation."

That may say a lot, or it may say nothing at all. It contains an
infinitely ambiguous phrase, ™involving the community." Everything
depends on who interprets that phrase, and how. For SEA there were a
let of interpreters available. Sooner or later almost all of them gob
into the act, somewhere, Even as the proposal was written and funded,
some of the key issues they would raise had briefly surfaced, or were
eagily discernible.

In parent participation the planning-grant period had set high
standsrds and provided a strong start. From sach of three neighborhoods
a woman with children in the schools had been paid part-time (end had
worked more nearly full)} to help with orgamization and writing. By
phone, personal recruiting, and flyers sent home from the schcols each
Friday, they brought many more parents into the Saturday meetings and
planning process. They were ariiculate and able. Individually, they
advocated fontemporary, Open, and Continuous Progress points of view.
A1l three were high school parents, too. They could represent diverse
opinions about the concerns at Marshall-U.

In all this there was one glaring gap which no one knew how, or had
the skills, to fill. Southeast had four residential areas, not three.
The fourth is the (lendale Housing FProject. Parents were present and

active from Como, Prospect Park, and the Undiversity district., They came
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for meetings in the Tuttle teachers' lounge, mixed easily, and regrouped
according to eduncaticnal preference. Glendale parents, with rare excep-
tion, were not present.

There is no gquestion Glendale peoople were invited and would have
bheen welcomed. But in practice it was not so easy. No Glendale mother
or father was on the community liaison team., No one actually living in
Glendale was picking up the phone or dropping by before supper te brain-
storm for better schools, From Glendale to Tuttle was a two-bus ride,
with poor Saturday cservice, and in winbter besides. Not everyone had a
car. Almost everyonc had small children. Even if you got there, you
knew without asking what you'd probably find: people with more educa-
tion than you, and better jobs, who'd lived longer in Southeast, in
better places, talking about schools their kids were going to do 0K in
anyway, dropping names and pushing for ideas you didn't know about,
volunteering for committees you didn't have time for. Despite the
invitations sent home from school, it was not too inviting. Plans
were already set to put Motley and Pralt Logether, anyway. Aside
Irom that, no one had mentioned any special ideas for Glendale kids.
There were no blg changes in the air for Marshall-U High., 411 in all,
1t made more sense to stay home,

S0 Glendale at the start was not much involved in community in-
volvement. What it intractably comes down to, no doubt, is that the
culture of poverty, the culture of professional education reform, and the
culture of parents who feel they own their schools simply do not flow
together, Federal criteria requiring "a primary target population of
low-income children” and "broad participation of the affected community™

could not by themselves make it happen. The faect that it did not
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happen in Southeast was ic hsve occasional repercussions later, especial-
1y at Free School and Pratt-Motley. But those would not alter the under-
lying reality. Glendale was in SEA, but never of 1t.

Mbeit without Glendale, by the time a proposal was written each
elementary alternative had an active group of commitied parents. It
could be safely assumed that they would take the initiative with staff
to help each "develop its own distinct community advisory group." The
forms and flavor would differ, but the energy was tapped for parents to
Join with teachers and principals in deciding about progranms.

At this point the barely sketched Free School had no staff -- nor
program, nor space, 1t had only enthusiastic parents, a few disaffected
genior-high students, and more applications than the school was funded
to accept. Immediately, involving the communily raised sensitive issues.
In thkis instance, because Free School wanted maximum zutonomy, they wers
hard policy guesticons nt real governance, not just advice. Would
parenty end students vske a direct part in interviewing and hiring
teachers? Could they Le responsible for designing a curriculum? Should
they decide an admissions policy?

It was not the last time such questions might come up in SEA. The
proposed "Student Guidelines far Fxperimental Schools" had already
argued for student vete in currieculum ard personnel decisions. That
pre-Free Schocl idea had not survived to the final proposal. But now the
questions were concrete. People sensec that the system's answers would
be locked to as precedents.

Different issues made community involvement an even murkier area at
Marshall-Umiversity. All the factors which had hindered cohesive

secondary program planning, conspired against clear participastory govern-
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ance, as well, The high-school community -- students, faeulty, parents
-~ was anything but cohesive; and those who might have led in bringing
it together were too pressed by other priorities. Flainly there would
not be any action in a hurry to strengthen the community role at
sceondary level, Before long, that in itself would become an issue,
Meanwhile, the question of what could or could not happen at M-U was
hopelessly entangled with the governance question for SEA as a whole,
The second question was even knottler than the first, Wrapped up in it
were two of those years' most disputed concepts in school policy:
decentralization and community control. An urban district like Minneapolis,
sponsoring a project on the scale of Southeast Alternatives, was bound
to face the question of how these bwo terms might apply.
Decentralization alone might b merely an admindstrative matter.
In a significant way, Mimneapolis had already moved to create some dis-
persed centers of adainistrative conbtrol. UWitkdin the system were two
alusters of schools, called pyramids, which could be interpreted (but
at the time were not) as prototype subdistricts. 4 north pyramid,
created in 1967, tock in Minnespolis! maost heavily black neighborhecds.
The south pyramid, new in 1969, covercd the Model Cities arez and its
concentration of native fmericans., In addition to easing communication
and cooperation, part of the pyramid purpose was to improve focus and
coordination in use of Title I funds. Each had its own central office
and K-12 assistant superintendent -- an irtervening level between
elementary or secondary principals and the slementary or secondary
associate superintendents dewntown. Budgat, staff allotments, and some
services were beginning to be managed from the pyramid cffices. Pyramid

superintendents sat with city-wide top management on John Davis' staff
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cabinet. They met regularly also with their own citizen advisory
committees.

Southeast was not a poverty area, and had far fewer schools or stu-
dents than either pyramid. MNevertheless, Southeast Alternatives was seen
from the start as in scme sense analogous to the pyramid structure. For
éome the analogy probably stopped with administrative convenience. A
gmall cluster of schools, with common attendance area, must be closely
co-ordinated in using a large supplementary budget, The five year
federal program would have a director, with K-12 responsibilities.

He should report to the K-6 and 7-12 associate superintendents. Con-
sidering the scope and visibility of the project, it made sense that he
should join the cabinet, even though nol himself an assistant super-
intendent.,

In Jim Kent's mind, the analogy to the pyramids must be pushed
further than that. Even in administration, there was more at stake than
convenience in running a federal project. There were important prin=
eiples and practicalities invelved.

The principle was one of intending in the SEA project to implant
decentralized administration in still another part of the city. It
was the further adoption of a promising pracitice already tried. Not
all of Davis' cabinct, however, were as convinced as Kent that this
was the pattern Minneapolis should strive for. They were not so ready
to generalize from the pyramids' special case.

The practicalities for Kent were that decentralizing from down-
town required centralizing in Southeast. To provide overall leadership,
he thought the "direchor of the federal program” should be director

of the local programs as well. If so, then building principals would
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" report to Kent == sbout whether to mix kindergarten with lst-grade, for
instance, or whether to require home economies for boys -- then unless

they went arcund him they must not deal with their accustomed assocliate
superintendents. Vice versa would alsc be true. Decentraligation might
relieve top administrators of some work, but it would also relieve them

of some power, It might simplify a principal's access to a supervisor,

but it also subjected that principal to closer control, As the Contem-
porary School administrator remarked, before a year had passed, "More
autonomy for Southeast, means less for Tuttle.”

Both the concept and the practicalities of decentralization were
surrounded by ambiguity as Southeast Alternatives began. It was nowhere
clear that decentralization was an end of the project, as well as a means.
Heither bureaucratic report lines nor the flow of local budget and per-
sonnel zliotments was specified. Only after six months pushing, in
Jamuary 1972, d&id Kent get from Davis the momorandum he wanted: South-
east prineipals would report in all matters directly to the Southeast
director; resource allotments for all five schools would go in a lump
to the Southeast director, and only thence be parcelled to the principals.

Decentralized administration hecomes decentralized governance &s
it is linked with strong community involvement. Southeast had spirited
parent participation in eaxrly planning, which would continue on in the
elementary schools and Free School. The question now was what ongoing
form that participation might take on a project-wide basis, and what
powers it might have. People were sure to want something much heftier
than a five-school PTA, and Jim Kent agreed. He also thought he saw 8
way to get it which would keep the Undversity involved, and at the s:me

time clear a path for moving beyond bad memorics of merger in the life

==



of the high school. But here again Kent was pressing a prineiple and
some practicalities which were not immediately persuasive to his col-
leagues.

In Kent's view, but very likely no cne else's, the '"noble experiment”
of a joint Minneapolis/University policy board for Marshall-U High had
been in princple a decentralizing move and a community invelvement move
together., He regularly cited the peolicy board in parallel with the
pyramids, and quoted its designers' thesis that "the emerging urban
school should be a broadly based commanity agency." Of course the
policy board was not a pyramid, and its broad base was mostly in a per-
ceived commulity of interest betwesen two large institutions, scarcely at
all among parents, teachers, and students.

Nevertheless, it was a structure for sharing control, and 1t did
have specific reference to the Southeast attendance area. In 1970-71,
as already deseribed, it was floundering for lack of a clear mission
and responsibility. Everyone saw a need for agonizing reappraisal.
Kent's inspiration was to seize the cpportunity. The Marshsgll-Univer-
sity poliey board, he reasoned, might be "reconstituted" as an inte-
gral part of the alternatives experiment. It could become a decentra-

,11zed governance body, not just for high school overview, but for the
entire K-12 spectrunm.

If that were done, much elze might follow. From committed elemen-~
tary parents the new policy board would pick up a neasure of community
energy not available befors. With a director for SEA, five schools
instead of one, a large foderal budget, and an experimentation
framework, it would have greatly increased potential for both the

University's and the school system's interests. "Carefully reviewed
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considering the federal grant," policy board membership could become the
strong expression of community ownerchip and professional experience in
shaping the schools. UlNot least, it might bring to bear on the troubled
high school itself a more unified and broader coalition of community
concern. One could even evisage that eventually federal, university,
and school Mstriect funds -- all threo -- would be transferred directly
to this new Southcast entity. The policy board, then, "would determine
policies and allocations within the fromework of the legal contract.!
Administrative decentralization and truly strong comnunity involvement
would advance in tandem, both theoretically and practically far beyond
where they had arrived thus far.

These were heady thoughts. They found expression in the March 30
draft of the Minneapslis propesal due in the Experimental Schoois office
April 10, Univergity and Minneapolis officials had agreed a week before,
that if Southeast was funded, their contraet eould pe redrawn to put
the poliey beard on a K-12 basis. Two weeks later, the new ideas
caught Binswanger's interest, too. Was it possible that this prospec-
tive project could so directly and ambitiously provide a formal framework
for community volce and vote in decentralized governance? That would
indeed be more than a novel means to alternatives; it would be a sig-
nificant end in itselfl.

But no, it was not possible -- not that easily. Washington's fa-
vorable interest in sub-district community governance was metl by
Minneapolis' higher-level qualms. In particular, John Davis and Nathaniel
Ober had many reservations about letting matters move that way.

Ober, associate superintendent for secondary, was just plain oppesed

to the notion of making over the policy board into a community board,
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As he was Minneapolis Schools! chief presence on the policy board, his
views carried special weight. Ongoing advisory groups were fine, he
thought, but once student/family choice among alternative programs was
assured, the need for neighborhood role in running the schools was essen-
tially met, He liked the analogy to a hakery: consumers determine by
their purchases what will be offered for sale; they don't need to be in
the Idtchen or sitting up mights with the baker deciding the flavor of
tomorrow's cupcakes. Ober's particular géig_ggiz;was the then much
discugsed voucher plan idea. Imagining a community policy board deciding
what alternatives to offer struck him as not much better,

John Davis also was uneasy with how fast and how far Jim Kent's
language was leading. Policy, as he would later feel it necessary to
emphasize in a special memo, was an exclusive province of the elected
citywide school board, Below the school board level there should indeed
be mich community diseussicn, participation, and support, But cne must
never mistaks that for & poiiecy ‘unction, nor, therefore, for community
control, Oontrol beinnged at the iop. Kenb's proposed policy board in
Sowshenst, empowered Lo Yexercise ils discretionary authority,” would
move 1t oo far toward the bottom, t carried overtones of New
York's Ocean Hill - Brownsville debacle, every superintendent's h@gg_ggig,

A chief reason for Wazhington wonting to fund the lMinneapolis pro-
posal was the possibility, as it seemed, of fashioning a legal decentra-
lized governance group around the Marshall-University joint policy board.
Trv as he might, though -- even with Pinswanger's help -~ Kent could not
persuade his superiors that their Qéggﬁ‘ggizg_were really red herrings.
In the process of negobiating a final version of the proposal for school

board approval, the expangive language of earlier drafts must be con=-
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siderably toned down. There was careful noting of "legal and fiscal
restraints." A reconstituted policy board might emerge as no more than
"the model of an advisory body." TIn any event, discussions of such a
complex matter among so many legitimate interests "will be conducted in
a prudent manner." [t did not sound so promising as before.

Kalecolm Moos, President of the University of Minnesota, had con-
tributed a letter with the propesal, assuring that institutions's
willingness t¢ recast its relationship with the schools. As these
arguments about the policy board went on into fall, one wonders if he
and bis deans did not wish there could be some nore placid way to stay
in touch with the schools than through involvement with community
involvement. Eventually one would be found.

It took "several months of vigorous discussions® to lay Kent's ideas
for the policy board, and the moribund board itself, to rest. Decentra-
lized X-12 grvernance would have to come as a carefully delimited advi-
sory council to the SEA director, without structural ties to the
University, and without intimations of policy power. By winter 1972 it
was clear "that neither administrators from the Urdversity nor Minneapolis
wanted any other type of governance-administration arrangement." There
was still the live question, however, whether such a council could win
for itself some semblance of the practical influence criginally pro-
posed by Kent for a community policy beard. It might be possible, and

as will be reccunted later, it would certainly be tried.

"Comprehensive Changa®

Parhaps the most ~ften ropeated, probably the most slippery, and
certainly the most grandicose of SEA goals is "comprehensive change.!" Of

particular concern heve is its slipperiness. That is made worse by
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frequent billing of the wnole project as not Just a straightforward
agenda of reform, but as an "experiment" in comprehensive change. Con-
corn is not diminished by remembering Robert Binswanger's assurance that
the reformers need not send him only success stories, because Experimen-
tal Schools was above all a program of "research."

To understand Scutheast Alternatives as a research experiment in
comprehensive change requires thres assumptions. First, friendly, that
the words do mean something. Second, tolerant, that their meaning is
neither fixed nor excecedingly precise. Third, critical, that they
rightly have different mearings for people in the different contexts of
SEA.

The first assumption is simply to warn cyrnics away. There are some
who enjoy dismissing an effort like SEA on grounds that the leopard
cannot change its spobs. On this view, a bureaucratized top-down school
system is bound to remain jJusi tlhat. Overblown promises of change,
dressed up in pseudo-scientific jargon, emly camouflage what's reslly
happening. The true story of any big system is its own institutional
aggrandizement, the safeguarding of jobs, advancement of careers, and
preservation of the status quo., Evidence for all these features can be
found in this report, to be sure. But name-calling is not analysis, and
the question remains: when people in Southeast Alternatives say their
project goal is comprehensive change, what do they mean?

The second assumption is to warn away the gullible, There are those
who imagine that where heavily rational and scientific language is used,
there mist be rational and scientific activity going on. "Experiment"
has an aura of controlled laboratory settings and detached objectivity.

"Research” connotes neticulous design, painstaking collection of data,
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and dispassicnate inference at the end. In association with these two,
feomprehensive change" suggests an engineered variation of institutional
components for the sake of more effective functioming. The planned
variation is the experiment; the research will tell what happened; and
if the resulis do not satisfy, another variation can be tried. The
gullible believe this is the whole story.

As is obvious already, the real world of Southeast Alternatives is
a far messier mix of interdependent variables (sometimes very willful)
than this tidy scheme could ever contain. If SEA_is_research and an
experiment, dealing with comprehensive change, it is these things in
some much more free-wheeling sense than the Laboratory language conveys.
Une suspects, in fact, that the laboratory langnage is chosen partly
because it is respectable, safe, and suitably pious in the church of
social seientism, But orthodoxy is not analysis, either, and the ques-
tion remains: when people in SEA say thoir project goal is comprehen-
sive change, what do they mean?

The third assumption -- that therc are important different meanings
of comprehensive change in different SEA contexts -- provides a frame-
work for considering the question., Instcad of as a pyramidal organization
chart, it helps to consider Minneapolis schools as a universe of nested
boxes or concentric spheres. ILiving in the outermost sphere are students
and families. They are the most numerous, and have the most space to
move around in. In the center sphere is the office of Experimental
Schools, with few people and not much maneuvering room. Between the
outer and the inner are spheres called c¢lassrooms, schools, the SEA
office, and the central administration. The whole conception is one of

worlds within worlds. Travel and multiple citizenship are cormmon, but
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usually not farther than neighboring and nexte-neighboring spheres. Fach
sphere has its own pattern of internal organization and external relations.,
Students enter the classroom and school-building worlds easily. They

have legs traffic with the sphere of central administration. Central-
office people communicate readily with SEA headquarters, and jump easily
beyond that to deal with the buildings. It is rare to find them with
students in elassrooms, however, and following farther than that is
virtually unheard of, For an assoeiate superintendent to ride bikes
around the park with random 1ll-year-olds, or for them to make phone

calls with him in his office, requires a far-afield trip.

The image of concentric spheres can serve to diagram, over-simply
of course, a whole public school system, Southeast Alternatives, however,
is only a part of the whole. On the diagram of spheres, then, tne
students, classrooms, schools, and administration can each only be a
sector of its whols sphere in the whole system. Iikewise, the schematie
must show thab initially SEA conly engages a portion of top-management's
attention, and that only that same portion of top-management is concerned
with Ixperimental Schools.

The image is already too complex to hold in mind. In two dimen~
sions, adding arrows to be explained later, it locks like the drawing,
next page.

Mow, in this formal education universe of worlds within worlds, what
might our slippery terms mean? For these concenbric spheres, what is a
research experiment in compeshensive change? Since the idea comes from
Experimental Schools, with the intent of producing benefits for students
and families, let's traverse from the smallest world to the largest.

Inserting themgelves temporarily in the center, looking outward,
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Binswanger and his Washington colleagues wanted to help change spread
everywhere, in all the sphers. Needless to say, they had their prefer-
ences. Changes which liberalized or loosened up set patterns for students
and staff would be favored., But in very large degree all Experimental
Schools could really stand for was the presumed positive value of change
itself. Their purpcose in theory was change for the sake of change,
throughout the gystem, 1In that quite formal sense, change was to be
comprehensive.

To achieve the purpose Experimental Schools relied on cne negative
assumption and a strategy which was its positive corcllary. The
agsumption (there is much svidence for its truth) has already been
mentioned: small isolated, piecemeal changes have no systemic effect;
the sphereé of the system absorb them like passing showers in the
desert, and go on as before, The strategy was implicit, but obvious:
get enough locally favored new initiatives started, in enough variety,
with enough cohesion among them, on a large enough scale, and over a
long enough time that the system as a whole could not possibly ignore
or be wnaffected by what was happening. Scattered showers make no
difference. Buit a rainy spell, with fertilizer and seed and a county
agent, should make the grass grow, bring birds and earthworms, raise the
water-table, support crops and farmers, and even lead to irrigation. All
that, and the process by which it happened, would be comprehensive change.

Experimental Schools' strategy was also its hypothesis and its ex-
perinental method. An important part of both political reality and re-
form theory for Binswanger was that he could have little control over
any spheres outside his omm. His office might intervene or influence

with counsel and criticism, but beyond helping start up the process he
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must be a very passive experimenter, He could not actively control
variables nor on his own initiative introduce new reagents, For
Experimental Schools, in fact (or at least in theory), it was not even
an experimental question whether this or that promising practice, nor
thig or that combination of practices, "worked". The only question of
their experiment was whether many innovations deployed together would
provide a critical mass for self sustaining, system reforming change.

That being the case, the only reasonable research task must be to
watch carefully what happened, try to trace the strength or weakness of
connections among events, make a judgment at some point whether change
was comprehensive, and finally a further judgment whether the package of
innovations at the start had much, Little, or nothing to do with the
state of the sphercs at the end. Considering the five-year time span,
and that all variables wcre beyond control, it would be remarkable indeed
if crisp findings emerged, and still more remarkable if they were other
than highly speculalive. It is absclutely unimaginable that the hypo-
thesis would be susceptible of either proof or disproof.

Tespite the science-tinged rhetoric, it seems, conducting rigorous
experiments and recording repeatable results were not very likely the
main line of business for Experimental Schocls, Promoting and facilita-
ting institutionsl change was.

Schematically, the arrows in the diagram above suggest ways the
strategy for comprehensive change might take effect in Minneapolis.
Southeast Alternatives as a whole, including its direct access to top-
management, is the seedbed sector. Within Southeast, for several years,
extra money from Washington supports a very large increase of activity.

The increase occurs in all parts of this section through the spheres of
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the school system., It is especially characterized by intensified flows
of ideas, information, and influence among all the parts. Arrows on
this already crowded diagram show a deceptively simple inward/outward
movement, of energy, passing equally in both directions across hierarchical
boundaries. That is only a very primitive stage of process. As acti~
vity inereases, boundaries within Southeast will be leap-frogged or
bent, sometimes severely. In fact, SEA began just that way., Stepping
up communication reducesg order and increases energy. Intricate inner
loops of interaction will dsvelop, like whirlpools in a stream, which
themgelves exert change effects for a while, and then fade away. Parents,
staff, and students will sece each other trying out new roles, and adapt
or reject them for themselves, They will compete and compare notes in
the usc of new resources. Some will find themselves gratified by new
rewards,

In all this, new patterns of cooperation and acceptance will emerge,
become familiar, and then be counted on to comtinue. If new vitality is
not cancelled ocut by internal conflict, Southeast will achieve self

identity and esprit de corps as a protected sub-system. It will discover

a corporate self interest in its own survival, and from that base will
begin to foment change outside its sector boundaries. An inereasing
part of the agenda will be to make the organizational environment more
favorable to the organizational oddity. What better way than to shape
that environment in SEA's own image?

For systemic reform, this is the crucial enterprise. This is what
Washington will be waiting for. Ideas, information, and influence will
start to flow sideways from Southeast's homeland, into and through the

spheres of the system as a whole. By now the SEA families, classrooms,
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schools, administration, and link with top-management will have become a
very different entity from what they were (namely, not actually in entity
at all) four or so years before. The hard gquestion of all institutional
change will come to the fore in a system-wide context: can the new entity

be legitimized as rule, rather than exception? or must it lapse back toward

status quo ante? Put az slightly different way, will the "large scale ex~

periment" become full-scale policy? TFrom the Experimental Scheools point
of view that would achieve comprehensive change, the purpose of the project.

But was anything so grand the Minneapolis purpose? This is to ask
whether it was Minneapolis policy to approve a project because some time
later it would sharply change Minneapolis policy. The question almost answers
itself. Beyond approving receipt of the money and recognizing that Southeast
people had done a fine job, there was little pre-operaticnal discussion of
SEA in the schonl board. There was none at all (though there were probably
some private thoughts) of its potential leverage for changing the system.
From the point of view of those wanting change, silence was wise. In a
school beard election campaign two months after SEA was funded, conservgtive
candidates found that belittling alternative schools won them votes. That
must have been code language for showing devotion to the old ways, since
at that time alternatives in Minneapolis were scarcely visible. Six months
later, however, one board member's trial balloon, in favor of expanding the
alternative approach was gquickly and easzily shot down. The majority view
was that schools need offer only the kind of education which the majority
wants.

It was true to a degree, then, that the school board did not know what
it was doing when it bought into (or was bought inte) Southeast Alternatives.

If they had, they might not have done it.
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That was equally true, if not more so, of the bureaucracy. Four
years later, as he left Minneapolis, John Davis wrcte that "the plan”
was to start alternative schools in a "relatively secluded" way, export
their successes to other parts of the city, and finally bring back the
pioneer schools as "an integral part of the school system" again., As a
conceptualization of systemic change process, that translates the implicit
Washington strategy from a language of outside intervention to a language
of inside management. The two arc not incompatible. As a management
plan however, comprehensive change was even more secluded than the project
itself, Davis prudently did not bruit it about, A4t top levels discussion
was brief, oriented toward agrseing on the choice-of-programs ldea,
selecting the place, and delegating the responsibility. 1In the central
service departments it was occasicnal to the need for quality grants-
manship, therefore technical rather than substantive. Among middle
management outslde of Southeast it was a matter of simple announcement
in the elementary and secondary principals groups. Similarly with
teacher organizations, the AFT bargaining agent and NEA affiliate; there
it was considered sufficient to keep the leadership informed (the project
would produce new payroll) and reassured (the alternatives would not
violate any conditicns of contract ).

So far as most of the system was aware, in short, SEA was not
an entering wedge for comprehensive change. It could more easily be
seen -~ and was =-- as Jusi a more-than-usually-successful foray into the
federal hunting grounds. Admiration might be mixed here and there with
envy, but need not admit anxjety. And if there were some startling
departures from normal practice, they could be tolerated as "only" an

experiment. Binswanger was right. In school systems, innovation rarely

=57~



implied change,

It was a low-profile stance. Later, as we shall see, some
Experimental Schools people would interpret this as dire dereliction.
But in Minneapolis, at least to start, it was the leadership view that
comprehensive change comes best when talked about least.

Ixcept, of course, in the "relatively secluded" sector where the
changing was to begin. To, with, by, and among the people of Southeast
there was a great deal of talking. Much of it was in terms of comprehen-
sive change, too -- for Scutheast, to be carried out by Southeast. Part
of the exhilaration which participants felt from the start (and perhaps
part of the dgja wvu feeling among scme at Marshall-U} came from knowing
they were part of a process which offered promise beyond their own
bailiwick. But most of their energy, perforce, had to go toward ful-
filling the promises they were making to themselves. Comprehensive
change, project-wids, meant putting in place the K-12 services and
commecting apparatus which would provide a chance for five different
schools to develop as one eohesive program. The flood of ideas, in-
formation, and influences had to be encouraged, and at the same time
somehow made manageable. In that context experimentation meant wading
into tasks most Southeast people had not performed with their school
system, inventing ways to handle them, and if those did not work, trying
something else,

At building level, similarly, comprehensive change predominantly
meant a trisl-and-errcr shift from what had been toward what was going
to be. There were important variations. Marcy and Pratt-Motley each had
to undertake major institutionsl change itself. HExisting faculties,

working with many new parents, werc required to learn new substance and
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new style as a group, not just as individuals. The two-page Free

School proposal entailed creating a new institution, not changing an
old one. Even at Tuttle, becoming for the first time an alternative
meant a shift of self-image, an appreciable change of student-body, and
an implied challenge to be the most modern old-fashioned school in the
city. At Marshall-University, on top of everything else, admini stration
and staff had to weave a web of new relationships, programmatically

in the building, and professionally with new SEA elementary colleagues
outside.

"here the rubber meets the road," as Tuttle's principal enjoyed
reminding his peers, is in the sphere of teachers and their classroom
students. Here change was expected to be as all~-encompassing as any-
where else -- in many instances more so. It was not just concepts which
might be altered radiecally, but the concrete arrangements of space, time,
people, and things -- for every Southeast teacher and classroom. The
new resources, roles, and rewards of the project came as an especially
demanding offer. Unfamiliar or unheard-of materials and equipment,
which previously could be ignored, must now be chosen or rejected.
Consultants, evaluators, counselors, were standing abt the door, waiting
to be used. Non-experts were being recruited as helpful aides and
volunteers, almost before anyone was sure what they should help with.
Teachers must become managers and co-ordinators of many more people
than just their usual complement of children. They had the challenge
of designing new activities and whole new curricula. They might change
the furniture, order up field trips, or buy encyclopedias., Whatever
happened, it would have to be interpreted to parents. Teachers would be

rewarded with power as they sat on committees and councils that made
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decisions. They would be praised in print and photo, by an SEA news-
paper, as their daily life with students took on new tone. And all
the while, of course, they would still be teachers.

Physically and organizationally the perspective and responsibility
of a classroom teacher appear narrower than for a principal or pfoject
direotor or superintendent. But precisely becsuse the teacher's realm
is smaller, and because all changes in the wider realms imping on this
one, classroom change is apt to be more intense and more total than
changes in bigger places. By the same token, teachers and students in
classrooms have the most opportunity to be truly experimental and to
generate useful research findings. That is because they are themselves
both subject and object of their own experiments, and the beneficiaries
of their own research. How and whether to take systematic and conscious
advantage of this opportunity was to become one of SEA's most interesting
program questions.

Finally, the intended beneficiaries of all these structures, pro-
cesses, and people: Southeast students, The aim of comprehensive
change through all the concentrie spheres of the system, is to produce
or support change in the students' formal learning environment -- perhaps
by making it very informal. In one way, because of their transiency
in any one part of the whole structure, students may have least know-
ledge of changes over time in that part. In another way, because of
their transit through the streture, they may have most experience of
its wholeness. In any event, they and their families are the ultimate
evaluators of the data (the things given) from comprehensive change.

If what happens with these people is deemed good, then what happened

five worlds away was good algo.
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"But how the hell do you tell ?" asked another Southeast principal
at the end of a dull meeting; "Count the smiles?" With a touch of
embarassment, he laughed. "Maybe not such a dumb idea."

A lot of SEA's most useful research came as variations on that

not-so~dumb ides.
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Southeast Altcrnatives Goals

The fundamental SEA (Goals are stated in the original SEA
Proposal {I) and in the N.I.E. -- Minneapolis School Board
1973 Scope of Work Contract (II,ITT,IV) and are as follows:

SEA GOALS
I. '"Providing a curriculum which helps children
master basic skills...."

sur alternative school

II. "The neoject will test £

lected options in gchooling
-1
213

styleos (K-6) ard se
prozrams ior grades

l.':,
- ? articulated upon the
elementary alternative

ITT. "The projset will test decentralized governance
with scme transfer of decision-maeking power
from both the Minneapolis Board of Education
and the central administration of the Minneapolis
Publie Schools. !

IV. "The projeect will test comprehensive change
over a five year periocd {rom A/1L/71 - 6/30/76
combining promising school practiees in a
matnally reinforcing design. Cuarriculum,
staff training, administration, teaching
nethods, internal research, and governance
in SEA make up the main mutually reinforeing
parte.
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CHAPTER IV

GETTING STARTED: June = August, 1971

Between definitive approval of the proposal on June 7 and opening
day for schools on September 8, Southrast Alternatives faced two broad,
equally important necessities. Cne was to organize and begin staffing
the central services of this new decentralized K-12 sub-unit. The other
was to prepare tecachers and bulldings as the new options which they had
now become, All told there were closc to 70 positions to be filled
under federal funding. Swmer vacation was at hand, when almost all
regular staff would be unavailable. Clearly not every task would get

done. Clearly a great many mnust.

E~12 Services

For a project of only five schools, SEA would socn acgquire an
cxtrazordinary array of central staff. TPublic information, financial
management, staff development, student support, evaluation, and
community education would all be covered by full-tine professionals. In
the first swmamer none of these was there, But most of the needs represent-
ed by the titles were.

Most immediate was public information, since the whole project was
built on offering the public its options. Even before a speclalist could
be hired, a first requirement was for students and families to do their
choosing. Hers the mittitude of mini-neatings and dittoed flyers paid

off. Mailing out actual option cards to every family had to be a rush



job (largely haendled by the three community liaison parents), but it could
be done with assurance that most elementary families already knew what

the range of choices meant. They had heard several times what different
elementary styles were intended, and many had even been to look at the
buildings where the programs would be housed. Most were content to choose
the place which would have been their neighberhood school anyway. But
even in this first round, some 26% decided it was worth it to go farther
from home.

Once cholces were made, there had to be a plan for getting the
students where they wanted to go. Working out bus routes, bus schedules,
and bus budgets fell to a parent liaison and the principal from Pratt-
Motley. With help from the transportation department downtown, they
got it done,

Though a large effort, summer staff training was not a major
problem. Plans had already been prepared for the open and continuocus
progress teachers, and for piloting some interdisciplinary courses in
the Marshall-U summer school. Additionsl days were scheduled for all
faculties to have extra SEA orientation and planning time, if they chosse
to, at the end of summer.

Most staff development, however, was to occur as in-service during
the work years of the project itsell., The strategy propozed was to
provide a cadre of resource specialists, to assist teachers at all levels
with methods and materials of various promising practices. Fred Hayen
was ready to sign on as director of staff development, beginning in
September. He was an old Minneapolis hand, completing a doctorate at the
University of Massachusetts in 1970-71. From there he had consulbted

several times with Jim Kent in writing the propesal. Inbterviewing and



hiring an elementary resource cadre Kent left largsly to the two Southeast
elementary principals. The group they put together included rescurce
teachers in art, music, math, woodworking, environmental science, and
language arts. For a secondary cadre, the Marshall-U principal recruited
extra staff in several of the same aress.

A major emphacls of the project," stated the SEA propasal, "is on
the affective domain.¥ To help that le trie thare was funding provided
for a counsaior on the staff at each 2lementary school. Early in summer
the two elementary principals intervicwed and hired for these positions.
In additicn, Kenneth Rustad, counseler abt Marshall-U, took appointment
for £2ll as SEA director of student support services. Part of that job
was to develep and win acegptanze for a small-group counseling program
in the high school., The cther part was to provide an integrative
umbrella, in Southeast, over the normal burcaucratic separation amcng

work szrvi-ces for students.

peyehnlogieal. hoalth, and soelzl

Lvalustion was intended and rogquired to be a very major feature of
the nlternabives projscht. It had already been agreed, among Kent and
the assosiate superintendents, that SRA evaluation would be independent
of the school system's research and svaluation department. That partly
had to do with the gensral emphasis on decentralized administrative
eenbrol, and tartly with the intended spocific emphasis en a formative,
within-the-process sbyle of evaluntizn service. The system's central
dzrartment had a more sammative, after-the-fact appreach, which for SEA
was meant to be contracted cutsids the system by Experimental Schools
itself.

Aoub this division of lsbor, howsver, there was much confusion,

.

wiich would cost a disruabeisicus yoear and sone warm resentments to get

£
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cleared up. The proposal listed five chief evaluation tasks for "local
and federal evaluators to share." How to share them was left for
decision "when staff is actually on the job." Washington was ready with
a contractor for Level II, as external evaluation was called. Kent
met immediately after funding with him and a member of Washington's
staff. They sketched a co-operative plan. Then Kent hired Dale LaFrenz,
a former math teacher in University High, to head up Level I, internal
evaluaticon. He wouwld start in late August when faculties reconvened.
Meanwhile, in the midst of more immediate Tasks, evaluation was
necessarily set on a back burner. Kent and all concerned had to assume
that the two-level co-operaticon would work out,

Among those other tasks were physical and financial housekeeping.
SEA headquarters staff would no longer fit in Tuttle or any other school.
They had to lease, furnish, and move into rented commercial space near
Pratt. For their new programs btoth Motley and Marcy now had federal
funds for fairly extensive carpeting, partitioning, and painting,
Tuttle and Pratt had lesser amounts., ALl the schools had their wish-
lists of materials and equipment to get into requisition form. For
the Free School, of course, a building mast be found. There
were inevitable layers of paperwork piling up, and hours of calculation.
Among its own central staff, the project required professional help
in business and financial affairs.

Finally, of minor importance in the propesal, but eventually
a large SEA activity, was community education. With federal money
for a full-time Southeast coordinator, this, too, was to be woven into
the comprehensive decentralized project. Fager to start expanding the

small evening program at Marshall-U, and to link it with the elementary
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buildings on a project wide basis, was Becky Lattimore. With agreement
among the principals and the Minneapolis director of commurity education,

Kent hired her during the summer to start work in the fall.

Contemporary School

For five SEi schools, the reguirements of getiing ready for life
as Southeast Alternatives ranged from relatively light to impossibly
heavy.,

The maln summer change at Tuttle, apart from refurbishing the building
was administrative. In 1970-71 Arthur Lakoduk had been an intern princi-
pal, learning some rcpes by working with ihe administrator in charge cf
both Tuttle and Marcy. Most of his time was concentrated at Marcy. All
were agreed that his energy ard skills should be kept in the project, as
an assistant principal. O(nce designated for the open program, however,
Marcy would obwviously face the more extensive changes and probably
the greater irterral stress. It made sense for the senior man to pay
primz attention there, and to delegate most operationasl responsibility
for Tuttle Contemperary school to Lakoduk. He was more than willing
and there was no disagreement. at Tuttle, either. As soon as pre-fall
workshops began, he wanted to work with teachers and parents on the
Contemporary school's key question: How will Tuttle, though in many
people's minds only expected to be traditional, become in fact an

important part of comprehensive change?

Open School

At Marcy there could be no waiting for pre-fall workshops. Prineipal
and staff must plunge immediately into transmuting L0 self-contained

classrooms into one Open School. They had both the opportunity and

=E5B-



the necessity, moreover, to work c¢losely with the sophisticated, self-
confident, and highly committed veterans for Southeast Parents for Open
Classrooms. All but two of Marcy's teachers -- ranging from a 20-year
old-timer in that building to probationary rookies -- had readily chosen
to take on the challenge. So had the principal, Harold Benson. The

year just passed was his {irst in Southeast, after seven years administra-
tor experience in Minneapolis., Working on the proposal and with the
parents had fired his interest in both open education and community
involvenment, He claimed no expertise in either area, but he knew

enough to know that that was the expertise he wanted to acquire.

The process began immediately. Hive weeks of staff development
started the week after school let out., In it were old and new Marcy
staff, including half a dozen federaily funded extra aides, and occa~
slonally some parents. At one time or another fully a dozen different
consultants came in to help -~ several from the University faculty,
geveral c¢hthers from active teaching experience in open schoolsg
or clagsrooms around the upper midwest. For two weeks of full days the
Marcy people focused largely on the different roles required on an open
teacher, compared with those of a teacher traditionally trained.

Teacher as learner, as informal teammate, as manager of a new kind of
environment, and as extension of home and community were all explored.
Much of the content outline for these sessions came from early proposal
drafts written by Parents for Open Classrooms. Appropriately, then, there
was alsc consideration of new roles for parents and non-professional
adults in the building. Ten sessions were conducted for the staff to
practice new communications patterns amcrg themselves. The entire group

visited a laboratory open school at Mankato State College, 100 miles
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away.

Then, for three weeks, Marcy ran its own pilot open school. As
new carpeting, and furniture began to transform the building, LO-50
younger elementary children came to two cpen classrooms each morning.
Daring afternoons in this hands-on atmosphere, the staff continued with
their own training. Now the emphasis could be more drectly practical
and problem~-solving: how to develop cholces with children, how to
deploy teachers and aides, how to arrange the furniture.

By the end of the five weeks thirty people had had more than a
casual or textbook exposure to principles and practices of the new
education they wanted vo offer. Along with that experience had conme
an extended introduction to the rewards and stresses of many new people
workiing c¢losely together., It was necessarily a hurried_erfort, with
many locse ends and not a few anxieties about the approaching start
of school, Teachers who would have to make this school work, they felt,
grew impatient with hearing one-shot consultants come in to talk
about their own schools. Inexperienced but radical-minded aides wanted
time to challenge assumptions that others believed had to be accepted.
The human relations sessions seemed like a daily distraction from
practical tasks that had to get done.

Nevertheless, it a was a long head-start., A month later, when staff
returned for a two-week pre-fsll workshop, it was made still longer.
That was a pressured time for conerete organizing of space, time, tasks,
and new materials to start the year with nearly 300 students. 4s out-
lined in the original proposal, there were to be two models of organiza-
tion -- equal options within the alternative. One was the open class-

room, as practiced earlier in the summer, based on what people had read
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of the British infant schools. The second was an open corridor struc-
ture, with many more teachers and students gharing and cireulating in a
much larger space. It was most immediately based on the approach being
developed at the Mankato laboratory school. What bhefell this attempt at
similtanecusly crganizing ane school twe different ways is described
Jater. As summer ended, morale was high, but so was the level of worry
whether anyone was really ready. In a short time there had been a lot

of retraining and a lot of confidence gained, but also a lot of questions
postponed. The institution had begun its change with large scale effort
among the people who had to run it. They were about to start the first

public open school in Minneapolis.

Contdirmcus Frogress School

By summer's end Pratt-Motley was different too. The difference,
though, came by consclidation and extension of previous change, not by
abrupt immersion in a new philosophy. The process was already well
advanced when SEA funding was finally approved. No matter what the
word from Washington, it would have gone forward anyway.

This momentum came from more than a year's experience with con-
timious progress practice. In spring of 1970, Pratt was selected by
the school system to undertake an ungraded primary program, ages 5-8.
This step in itself was to be a further testing of methods initiated.
on a gmaller secale in a North Pyramid school, and recommended by a
consultant's report for consideration throughout Minneapolis. One
reason for choosing Pratt was the expressed desire of many Prospect
Park parents that their school should be trying new ways to improve
education. From contral management's point of view the change was

something less than comprehensive, but certainly a step beyond the
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piecemeal., At building and classroom levels it was meant to be pervasive.
With the decision for continuous progress came a new prinecipal, Jack
Gilbertson, promoted to Pratt in order to lead the transition, His

faculty already knew, and mostly were committed to, the idea of an in-

dividualized ungraded program. In the summer a full year before SEA he
and the primary teachers had six weeks of special training. The emphasis
was on organizing instructional teams, recasting curriculum and materials,
and writing objectives, Parents took part in two or three all-afterncon
sessions. After the six weeks, ungraded primary and classroom intermediate
teachers (grades Y-6) went through a week-long human relations work-

shop together, laying groundwork for working alongside each other in the
same building.

Stage two was to be extension of continuous progress through ages
9-11, with the full pairing of Pratt and Motley. School Board approval
for the pairing, with commitmens of extra staff and budget, came one day
before the letter of intent to Experimental Schools in January 1971,
Right away, Pratt-lMotley intermediate staff (including one teacher on
sabbatical at the University) began concrete research and plamning for
thelr physical move to Motley and thelr pocdagogical shift to a contimuous
progress mode. They visited other schools, brainstormed among them-
selves, worked with consultants for rcading and social studies, and
listed rehabilitation they wanted at Motley. When the planning grant
was announced, it meant they could write into the proposal even more
ideas, and people to carry them out, than they were counting on anyway.
So could the primary staff, for Pratt. From late April tc the end of
school, intermediate teachers spent every Tuesday afterncon in team

planning. Before summer even began, they had blocked out room use,
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homercom groupings, afterncon interest ce;ters, and a tentative way of
reporting to parents. On the last days of schocl they packed and labelled
materials for moving into Motley. Only one teacher chose not to stay
with the new progranm,

What rerained for summery, then, was to nail down details. Motley's
teachers had two full weeks of that by themselves, in June, with new
staff and aides supplied from the SEA grant. In fugust they had two
more weeks, together with the primary staff at Pratt. Pratt people re-
assessed their year's sxperience with a three-team arrangement, and
decided to drop it. They alsc decided to keep 5-year-olds separate,
instead of mingled with the 6-8's. With enrollment now known, Motley
people were abls to name specifie student groups, and plan the first two
weeks of school in virtually heour-by-hour detail. Together the total
staff worked out sharcd schedules for shared people such as counselor,
soeial worker, and prineipal. They had new students in for orientation

and testing. They felt well prepared and ready for the year.

Free School

Summer for Scutheast Free School was very different from summer for
anyone else. This was not an institution changing; it was an institu-
tion barely conceived, yet already being born. It had begun life as s
few late paragraphs in the SEA proposal. The paragraphs beecame people
in three jumbled months of searching for staff, searching for space,
and scarching for purpcsc., By late fwgust ihe people became an enthu-
siastic, but precarious, community.

As was expected, TFree School psople came from the ranks of left-liberal
dissent, Many were reform-movement activists for such causes as civil

rights, ending the war, and feminism. Some were radically doubtful that
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"Amerika™ was reformable at all by any normal political process. They
might harbor hopes for revolution, or by life-style and assocliates rest
their faith in the growth of a counter-culture within.

What brought Free School's founders together in education was thelr
own exparience of it. As parents, teachers, and high school students
they had all found that public schools were places which contradicted
the values which they themselves considered important. The contradic-
tion was more than a matter of distasteful pedagogy, though certainly it
included that. It was crucially a matter of ethos and expeetation.

The emblems of school -- compulsory attendance prescribed texts , the
threat of failure, administrative hierarchies, social workers, patriotice
cxercises, dress codes ~- were badges of belonging to "the systen'.
Public schools were part of the establishment which Free School people
were dissenting from. That was why free schools were needed,

Yet now the suspect system iisclf had invited those who despalred
of it to get organized, draw from the public purse, and do thelr thing --
within the system. To readers of Kehl, Kozol, Goodman, and Denison, it
seemed too good te ba irue, It was certalinly a paradox, and almost
everyone had questions. Gould a public school organization even tolerate,
mich less actively nourish, a genuine Free School? Could genuine Free
Schoolers survive, without being co-opted, in a centralized bureaucratic
structure? Other than noney (from Nixon's administration, of all places)
what were the bonds which would hold oil and water together? And what
would a genuine Free School lock like, anyway?

Only time would tell, people said, and in the summer of '71 time

did not allow for pondering the paradox. Thinking it through would have
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to come from acting it out. An as yet unembodied idea, the Southeast
Free School rmust be incarnate by Labor Day. There was much to be dome.

Betty Jo Zander, the administrator who had written the Free School
proposal, stayed through much of the summer to help with the work.

Students and parents, teachers and space, were the obvious minimum
necessities. Seventy students were chosen by lottery, from more than
100 who wanted to come. Teachers were chosen by parents and a few older
students together. Space was found by a commiitee from the whole group.
These three choices defined the enviromment and posed the challenges for
Free School's development.,

As the luck of the lottery turned out, even afiter a corrective
second drawing, the students who started at Free School were virtually
all white (95%) and heavily from families of high educational background.
Noticeably absent wers all but a handful of children from the low-income
Glendale Housing project, or (which came to much the same thing) from the
now terminated School Without Walls at Marshall-U.

Free School did have poor people, but most of them were voluntarily
that way. They were people who rejected the American dream, not people
who felt they wers failures in achisving it. It did have drop-out
teenagers, too, but few fit the unemployable urban stereotype. They
were not crippled by ignorance in reading and mathi they were not tagged
for a future on welfare or in the courts —- or even in blue collar wage
garming. By social antecedents, in fact, if not by ideclogical or emo-
tional preference, Free School was rather middle class and very mono-
chromatic,

For some parents that was OK. They wanted a school which would

enhance and educate according to their values. If actual enrollment did
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not happen to include the culture of poverty, that might be regretable,
but it was not invalidating. For others, though, not having blacks and
poor pecple in the Free School was like not having wheat-germ in a co-op
grocery. It provoked the pangs of puilt which accompany that most painful
sin, the self-viclated self-image. From the very first meeting, then,
there was uneasy discussion about the character of the schocl. Some
argued that they must do something to bring in Southeast’s truly poor,
from Glendale and blaelk families from wherever there was interest,
Otherwise, Free School might end up irresponsibly as only a haven for
hippies. Others agreed that these were laudable goals, but worried that
pursuing them would bring Free School a lot of hard cases whom they

were not prepared to deal with, A haven for hippics might be bad, but

a dumping ground for delinquents would be worse,

This was a background debatc which continued important throughout
Year-l and beyend., It also becamz part of the foreground agenda, choosing
teachers. More than 20 applicants showed up for a first group interview
with about the same number of parents and students. Free Schoolers
wanted a gzlection process that included the applicants themselves.

That would sct a participatory standard for the future., FPlanning would
begin with interviewing for staff, Fveryone asked everyone, "What is
your vision of a Free School?"

Answers from the applicants showed the same disparate spectrum of
ideals -~ Summerhillian, political, counter-cultural -- as answers from
the parents. And from at least one or Lwo of the would-be teachers came
support for a fourth visinn as well: Lhc obviocusly middle-class Free
School sheuld hecome explicitly and predominantly a school to serve

lower-class needs. Ordinary public schools short changed the poor by



not giving their children the skills or motivation to change society
in favor of the oppressed. The only justification for Free School
would be in its contribution to redress that balance.

Most of the group convened were not ready for so hard a line., It
was more important to move ahead with those who were present, than to
start over for the sake of those whe were not. The lssue was deeply
uncomfortable, but rcalitics were realities. It simply was not practical,
at least not at the very beginming, to try to be both a new Free School
and a new version of the School Without Walls. Rather reluctantly,
that was the decision.

Strong agreement was easier bo achleve on the guestion of staff
size. There was quick unanimity that therc must be more teachers than
the three allotted, and that they must be organized as an equal-status
collegium, not a hierarchy., Individualized learning in 2 K-12 sge-range
demanded the former; cgalitarian docixinc demanded the latter. Both
seemed possible if the principal-level salary budgeted for a coordinator
were combined with local money allotted for teachers, and the total
divided equally among six people instead of unequally among three. This
plan contained scme seeds for bitter conmtroversy later, bul as the School
was struggling to be born, it had many atitractions. To parents and
students it meant more staff per dollar. To applicants (at least to all
who felt they could afford & $6,000 salary) it meart a doubled chance of
any individual's being hired. 4nd for everyone it was a distinctively
non-traditional affirmation of enti-bureaucratic values: individualism
and equality. The bureancracy itself, lobbied by Jim Kent, agreed to
appoint six teachers as long-term substitutes, thus getting total

salaries low enough to meet the budget. The union pressed no questions



as to whether the "subs" would do full-time work for part-time pay. And
thus $he plan went through.

That such issues should be chosen, proposals made, and declsions
taken by a group of parents and students was already a remarkable depar~
ture from normal pubiic school practice. Fqually startling was that
these parents and students, the comnuuity, were actually screening and
selecting the pecple who would teach in their school. Officially, to be
.sure, the community group could only "reconmend" adequately credentiagled
people for appointment by the downtown personnel department., DBut with
gurprisingly little hemming and hawing, and with liberally loose con-
struction of seme of its own required rules, personnel accepted all the
reconmendations. As Free Schoolers experienced the process, hard though
it might be te belicve, they themselves were in control. Over against
the burecauecracy, thoy were establishing autonony, They were in the
system but not of it, and no one duwntown was disabusing them of that
perception, ilere again were some ceeds of future conflict.

The indtial hiring process was not tidy, but it achieved its purpose
of identifying a group who wanted to work collectively with each other
and with the community. After a first meeting with all the candidates,
there was a series of day-long work sessions with those who both wanted
and were wanted to return, By self-sclection and consensus (not to
mention the inherent requirement of having time available to do all
this), the active candidates were reduced to mine. These then spent
a solld week on planming. By the end of that time it was clear who
would be the Free School staff tean.

They were five men and one woman. They were highly motivated,

strongly individuwal, variously radical. 411 wanted a psrsonalized



school, focused on people, not subject matter. They saw themselves as
muitually supportive peers in the movement for a new America. Only one
was over 253 none over 30. MNone was a parent, All were white. FExcept
as students themselves, or on student-teaching assignments, none had ever
worked in a publie school. Until Free School came along, none was very
eager to do so.

First among equals on this team was Tom 0'Conn2ll, chosen as Head
Teacher by common agreement of all involved except possibly O'Connell
himself. In the previous year,he had helped found a small private free
school for high-school students in St, Paul, His deepest interests were
in advancing grass-roots power over the institutions and forces that
held peoples powerless in a profits-oriented mass society. His hope for -
free schools was that they should add momentum and creativity in
communities organizing for independence, In this Free School he saw
some chance of building a beachhead for the return of declision-making
power from central authorities to the people whom those authorities
were conmissioned to serve. Idike all Free Schoolers, he found the
concept of being an administrator uncomfortable, or even downright
distasteful. But for the sske of the greater good, he could accept
responsibility for providing an administralive link between the Free
School community and the towering hierarchy to which it was willy;nilly
attached,

In the same pressured weeks that They had chosen teachers and
talked about program, the Free School group had also found a bullding
to rent. It was not a place all to themselves, and it was neither the
homey old residsence nor the flexible open space that many had hoped for;

but it did meet the fire endes. It was part of a former Methodist
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church and Sunday school center, across the street from the Southeast
branch library, half block from Marshall-U, and right on the edge
of Dirkytown. Free School got one ground floor room (about 50x20)
with lots of windows, a couple of smaller and darker rooms, and the
attached modern church itself. Outside was an ample corner lawn for
running around, but no playground equipment, and no fence to protect it
from the heavily trafficked street at one ond,

Most of the twe-week workshop before school necessarily went to
getting this space ready. For Free School people it was important to
do the work together, themselves, not to heve it done for them by
Janitors or work crews, clerks or consultants, from downtown. So
parents who could spare the time, a couple of older students, and six
brand new teachers tock on in ten days the ten thousand tasks and
details without which even the frcest of schools could not function. The
whole infra-structure of pre-cxistent of stuff, which established schools
find routinely at hand, this group had tc whip up in a hurry. They
paintea walls, found furniture, remembered toilet paper, collected
materials, ordered a phone, and carried out trash., A new parent liaison,
Sally French, shouldered the burden of c¢lerical and record-keeping
chiores that others found elther beyond or beneath them, Everyone
underwent bureaucratic baptism in getting purchase orders and filling
out sextuplicate requicitions. They cursed the system and began to
learn how to use it.

A1 this was more like plain work than like a faculty workshop.
There could be Httle philosophical probing, and -- beyond what to do
on opening day -- not much curriculum or program design., Thal was

worrisome, but acceptzble. It would have been against philosophy



anyway to pre-arrange too much. Once things were at least in rudimentary
order, the tired teachers could rationalize their lack of traiming or
planning. The essence of Free School, after all, would be found in

ereating the program with the kidsh,

Marshall-University High

To get started in SEA, the smaller schools all composed variations
on a single theme: how to become what their new names promised and
their people hoped. Marshall-University had no new name and no new
common vision. Ib had to compose for a very different theme: how to
agree on what to hope for, and what te promise the school would become.

Summertime activities did not go far toward answering these
questions. It was not that nothing happened. Tt was simply that the
happenings did not combine in any core of clarity about what direction
the school should move. Some of tha activities were these: William
Phillips became formally the principsal; several teachers taught trial
versions, in swmmer school, of new interdisciplinary courses they had
already worked oni others revised their repertoires for new electives to
fit the trimester calendar taking effeet in September; here and there
the more aggressive departments acquired new hardware and software; new
staff were hired to strengthen further expansion of electives gnd
innovations; serious talk started gbout s program of informal '"guide
groups' throughout the genior highs planning was begun to expand the
counselor-and-teachers team approach in junior high.

That was a respectable list for one summer. HNowhere in it, though,
was a process hit upon for Marshall-U's staff, students, and families

to come together in sufficient numbers or for sufficient time to deal



with Marshall-U's changing. In view of the history already recounted,
that was doubtless too much to expect, In addition, there were some
inherent features of the high school vhich made it an utterly different
planning enviromment from other Southeast Alternatives.

Firat, Marshall-l] was three tires sas large as any of its local
feeders. Although the smallest of Minneapolis secondary schools, it
still had three administrators, 75 tesching faculty, and & dogen or
more professional support staff, Their orgenizations, professicnal
loyalties, and meetirg habite were glong dopartmental lines -- net at
all the same as a dozen or 15 elementary generalists able to gather
weekly with their prineipal in the staff lounge. TFor many of the parents,
even if they expected and wanted to come to meetings, school was
physically a long way from home. Isychologically, for students and
parents alike, high school is always much farther from home than even
the most unwelcoming elementary school. Marshall-U was no exception.
Among its older students, in fact, from apartments and rooming house pads
in the University area, were an appreciable number of "emancipated
minors" who had alresdy made the broal with home and were livineg on
their own.

Second, it was almost by definition impossible for this scheool to
convene a self-selected clientsle to hammer cut g school-wide alternative
purpose. IExcept for Free School, tiay and untested, M=U was still the
only secondary school {or Southeast. If students and families were to
have significant program options beyond Ath-grade, they would all have
to emerge and co-exis®t within thic one inststubion.

Third, Marshall was already cerving as an alternative of sorts.

Close to 15% of the enrollment were non~Southeast transfers -- largely
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black and mostly from the north side. These were students and families
who saw Marshall, prior to and apart from any SEA changes, as a better
learning enviromnment than the junior and senior high schools in their
somewhat stigmatized part of tcwn. It was arguable that they were not
so much looking for new kinds of schooling, as for a good version of

the old kind. The same could be said for some 80 deaf or orthopedically
handicapped students coming from all over the city for "mainstreaming!
in this high school.

As newly named principal in this setting, Bill Phillips faced a
choice. Should he put his chief efforts -- this summer and thereafter «-
in support of innovation, experimentation, trying toc make Marshall g
showplace high school for the new generation of urban youth? Or should
he strive for stability, consoclidation, gradual evolution toward some
more modest goal? There was pressure from both sides.

(n the one hand, the very fact of an Experimental Schools grant, in
a context of national concern about classroom crisis and student dis-
affection, at a time of hesdy publicity for unusual initiatives in other
cities, in a local system working to do great things -- argued for scme
dramatic moves and armouncements. A few teachers argued that now was
precisely the time to meet pervasive changes in the environment with
pervasive changes of concept, organization, and program in the school.

A few parents, having read about John Adams in Portland or Parkway in
Philadelrhia, wanted Marshzsli-U to follow those leads. A few students
had idcas of thelir own for re-doing the institution along less institu-~
tional lines,

On the other hand, Marshall-U as a whole was far from fired up

aboul starting with g fresh slate in the name of alternatives. Many
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Paculty wanted time to catech thair breath. Some very vocal Southsast
parents were worried about order in the halls. Among other secondary
admini strators Marshall~l) was already seen as pretty far-out. Above
all, there was no compelling blucprint for extensive change. These
were arguments for going slow. Bill Phillips wanted Marshall-U to
bocome "a school of altern=tives! for both faculty and students. Dut
Bill Phillips was also the first bo acknowledge that he had no master
plan for the high schonl of the fulure, aad he did not like to movs
without a plan. Further changes within this institution would best
come slowly. They should come primarily from among the tegchers them-
selves, not by imposition from above. They must not exalt the daring
at the expense of the traditional. They would inevitably and rightly
come piecemeal, incrementally, not as a sweeping victory of good guys
over bad.

The principal's preference, in ataer words, was for stability, not
excitation. In hig own words, "ihe dominant thrust of the first years
was toward administration rather tiian leadership." That was the summer's
chief decision.

Ag former M-U administrator, Jim Kent knew the difficulty of the
problem. No more than anyone else at this time, &d he have a clear-
cut vision of what the schocl sheuld hezome -= or how it could begome
it. As SEA director, he had to be content with "a trojan-horse
spproach: get some things started, and see what can happen.™ He was
not greatly optimistic. It was "an open quastion™ for the whole year,
he wrete in his August 31 report, whethor sustained planning or program

change would be fortheceming at Marshall-University,



CHAPTER V
CHANGES IN THE SCHOOLS: THE FIRST TWO YEARS

September 1971 - June 1973

This is a chapter to sketch changes and their impact in five schools,
separately, over two years. In that period each had to define by its own
behavior both the content and process of its ldentity as an alternative.
Each took into its life a cornucopia of new resources, roles, and
rewards -- usually nourishing, but sometimes indigestive. The time was
long enough for some patterns to emerge. It was short enough for not all
of them to be set in concrete. By the end of the period there would be
some important changes in the Minneapelis setting, plus a stormy second
round of proposing and negotiating with Experimental Schools. Then would
come the urgent need to look ahead at questions of the alternatives'
future. Until then, it was a full agenda just to establish each alterna=-
tive's present. The overriding question of the first two yeaQs was not,

What next?, but more often, What now?

Tuttle Contemporary School

What made Tuttle different was that it was supposed to stay pretty
much the same. At least that is what many people thought, and what
Tuttle people thought they thought. Press and public attention were focused
on.the other alternatives. Those were the places for something new ~= news.
Understandably hut unfortunately, Contemporary school seemed to be lelt

as a place where the old remained -- no news. Supposedly it was for people
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who did not want change.

In a project devoted to comprehensive change, traditionalism is g
hard image to bear. It was hard for Tuttle. All the alternatives were
equal, but there were grounds for worrying whether this one was less equal
than others. Tuttle was getting less money, for one thing. In common
conversation, for another, people kept calling it "traditional" -~ an
adjective of dismissal, not of great oxpectations. Even the official
name, Contemporary, felt a bit weak and cosmetic alongside such self-
evident virtues as openness, freedom, and progress. Besides, Tuttle was
losing its principal to Marcy. Arthur Lakoduk, coming to Tuttle, was un-
doubtedly an able young man, bul was also undoubtedly a very junior
assistant. Perhaps the real truth of the matter, some teachers and parents
suspected, was that Tuttle had been picked as control group for the rest
of the experiment.

Mmost by the structure of the project, then, Tuttle was in danger
of negative self-image. Along with that, easily, came attitudes of compe-
tition and resentment toward the cther schools. The big story of the
Contemporary school in its first twc years, is how both these threats were
turned aside.

From the day he arrived, Art Lakoduk contested the notion that
Contemporary meant any kind of stick-in-the-mud school. When people
referred to Tuttle as traditional, he corrected them. Contemporary, he
argued, meant "using the best of what's available at the time." There is
a base of proven pedagogy, which Tuttle affirms and stands for. Graded
structure and self-contained classrooms support mastery of the basie skills
and growth in self-esteem together. But on this base innovation is

possible and necessary. Wherever teachers and parents think our materials
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and methods are not the best available, we now have the chance to improve
them. The new federal money is for that kind of innovation, "not to do
the same things more expensively." Because it is Contemporary, Tuttle
can understand itself best as a changing school.

This was not an inaugural address, but a slowly growing grasp of how
a "conservative" school could hold its head high in a "liberal' project.
Without great pressure for immediate major change, the first year could
go toward relatively small improvements, and toward consolidating work
relationships among Lakoduk, the staff, and parent leadership in the PTA.

The latter was a low-key but on-going effort, Aside from the extra-
ordinary time and patience invested by Tuttle's parent liaison, Evelyn
Czala, probably two chief factors indirectly and strongly contributed to
its success. One was the presence of a full-time counselor, on federal
funds. The first typlical faculty reaction ranged from skeptical to
hostile: "Counselor? Who needs it?" She persisted, though, and won
her way. More important, she won new understanding of guidance as a
developmental concept, not just remedial, and of affective learning as
integral with the basic skills emphasis. That contributed to the general
relaxation of mood. By springtime, first year, the counselor was meeting
regularly in school with a parent discussion group. That moved from
discussion about children, to concerns and ideas about the school community
as a whole.

A second factor helping everyone feel more comfortable about the future
was Lakoduk's own special and evident interest in community education.
He had been a community school director in Minneapolis, and taeken a Mott
fellowship in Flint. About this subject, he wore his heart on his sleeve.

He really liked the vision of neighborhood school as neighborhood center,



offering educational activities from pre-school through golden age, from
morning through evening. In this community that struck a chord. ' As soon
as the right leadership was found, it would pay off.

Program changes in the first year were largely limited to what could
happen quickly through the help of additional aides, new money for specialist
help, and new materials. Indiecative of the Contemporary approach was Tuttle's
early decision not to hire a program co-ordinator ("o do the same things
more expensively"), but to put much of the SEA money for that position
into lasting supplementary materials for their media center. As part of
the sunmer renovation the old school library had been moved from a dark
basement corner to two carpeted, light, and newly furnished rooms upstairs.
Now they could be generously stocked with teacher-requested hardware and
software -- from geological units to cassettes to books -- for use in
classrooms or in the center itself., Other money went toward contracting
extra help and vastly improving the facilities in ceramics and the woodshop.

Meanwhile, a lot of thinking was going on about core curriculum in
reading and mgth. In both areas, Tuttle teachers were feeling dissatisfied,
before SEA, with the texts and materials at hand. With new resources
available they could begin changing them to their own specifications in
Year-l, and by the end of Year-2 come up with "quite technical™ programs
embodying the emphasis on sequential skill development which Tuttle
teachers favored. Both came %o be characterized by minutely detailed
break-downs of specific skills to be mastered; eclectic teacher-selected
materials for developing these skills; and an apparatus for recording
individual student progress through the sequence.

For reading, the means to this end was a consultant University pro-
fessor, plus graduate students, who worked with teachers in classrooms and

in a new reading skills center. They demonstrated techniques and materials;
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helped with analyzing and defining the skills; and designed retrieval
systems for matching instructional materials to instructors'! objectives.
Eventually five different reading textbook series were available, with
innmumerable games, paper-backs, audio-visual, and manipulable aids. The
Tuttle Pupil Progress Chart, being tried out by teachers by the end of
Year-2, identified a scope and sequ-ance of 460 reading skills, grades 1-6.

Math followed a similar zealous pattern, with the technical help
coming from SEA's own elementary cadre math specialist., She helped teachers
define their own objectives for minimal math competencies. For grades
3-5 these objectives were converted into test items for use in a computer-
processed Comprehensive Achievement Monitoring program. To maintain the
system and help make sense of the printouts, CAM reguired a special
alde, with inservice sessions for hoth teachers and parents. In-school
computer terminals were increasingly used for interactive drill and prac=
tice, supplementing numerous games and project materials in the new math
skills center., Teachers still used, but rather d&ifferently, the basic
math text series which before SEA had been the whole math program.

So much changing in two years' time pretty well dispelled any fear
that Tuttle was tagged as only a control group. It did raise a conceptual
question, though (which the prinecipal himself identified in his first
month on the job), whether Tuttle could become Contemporary without looking
like Continuous Progress. The self-contained classroomn was getting to be
not so self-contained any more. Well, felt Lakoduk, if that was what
staff and community liked best, so be it. Jim Kent was not so sure. After
all, the point of slternatives was that they should be distinet from each
other. In reading, especially, he urged Tuttle to stick with a single

bagsal textbook series. But Tuttle did not want it, and Tuttle had its way.
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Tuttle's way was also toward a greatly expanded commuwiity program
already suggested above. FPossibly this was particularly appropriate and
likely for a Contemporary school; possibly it came much more from the
character of the neighborhood and the principal than from their particular
philosophy of K-6 education. In any event, Lskoduk wanted a full-time
commnity education director, and in the fall of Year-2 got SEA funds to
hire Bruce Graff for the job. In part-time work the spring before, Graff
had already shown teachers that after-school programs need not disrupt
their space or materials. Coming on full-time and functioning as a
member of the faculty, he led a dramatic expansion of both afternoon and
evering activities for both children and adults. How these came to mesh
with classroom instruction, and to make volunteer community involvement
a leading feature of the teacher-directed Contemporary school, are an
important enough topic to deserve separate treatment later on.

In the same spirit as the strengthening of community programs,
Tuttle's PTA also chenged, After a Year-l1 survey, the PTA board cut back
on sparsely attended genersl meetings, and replaced them with smaller
sessions for more focused concerns. Mini-meetings at parents' homes or
with grade~level teachers served for both information and feedback about
curriculum changes. Weekly coffse-and-conversation groups, in the school,
were a successful low-pressure way bo cpen the door for new parents to
take an interest in the school,

Gradually, without claiming decision-making powers, the PTA board
took on a strong advisory role in addition %o 1ts annual fund-raising and
social events., They began to propose parent representation in stafl
meetings, complementing active teacher representation on the board itself.,

In spring 1973, they met directly with an Experimental Schools officer to
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protest some decisions made in Washington. About the same time they
played the key role in making clear Tuttle's objections to proposals
for a "re-organized school week!. In the 1973-76 plan they looked
forward to an active advisory part in selection decisions for new
personnel,

From his early weeks as administrator, Art Lakoduk recalls, "I
wanted Tuttle people to feel special, too." By the beginning of Year=3,
he says, "You didn't hear nearly so many negative cracks about the other
schools." At the same time, parent and staff surveys showed as high
satisfaction with Tuttle's work as anywhere in Southeast. Evidently

some "special" feeling was beginning to take hold.

Marcy Open School

By enrollment changes salorne, Marcy was a changed place when it opened
as Open in September 1971. Almost half the 282 students were from outside
the old Marcy attenda:ice area. They had not been to Marcy before. In
larger proportions than elsewhers, nelighborhood families had chosen a
different option, and newcomers were riding buses to this one. More of
the new children were from Tuttle than from Pratt-Motley. More were
in upper quartiles of standardized reading-test scores than lower. More
were in the younger half cf the elementary age-range than the older.

More than in the other schoocls came from single-parent families.

With these children came mothers and fathers already committed as
Open parents. Receiving the children were staff who had spent most of the
summer preparing to be Open teachers. In both groups, enthusiasm and ex-
pectation were high., So were abilities and determination. The 1life of

the school would be fashioned by how these people cooperated or clashed
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in agreeing on goals, developing program, and arranging its governance.

Goals were an early concern. Dale LaFrenz, internal evaluation
director, was urging that every alternative define some standards by which
to measure its own progress. Marcy seemed to welcome the task. From the
many pecple who were coming to meetings about the new school, principal
Harold Benson had no trouble putting together a goals committee. It
was two parents, two teachers, the curriculum coordinator, and Benson
himself. LaFrenz met with them, often, as facilitator.

The goals committee was small, but its communication base was large.
In its work was the first concrrted effort of parents and staff together
to define what was important to an Open School., When the Marcy community
gathered in much larger meetings, which was often, the goals committee
reported to them. For every bit of output, they got large dividends of
input. Their own meetings were long, frequent, and sometimes full of
high feeling. The feelings were over substance and nuance in such issues
as children's freedom and ability to make their own choices, relative
importance of cognitive and affective lesrning, classroom structure or
the lack of it, and the balance of authority between parents and professionals.
On many occcasions the dividing line of difference seemed to fall between
staff and parents. It became clear in the goals committee, as elsewhere,
that that dynamic could be as important as the goals themselves.

Eventually, by December, the committee had a product which everyone
could own. After the mamner of such documents, it was balanced, long,
hard to take issue with, and much less vigorcus than the process which
prodiuced it. There were goals for children, teachers, parents, the
organization -- more than 50 in all. Those for children were later
sub-divided as "Feeling OK and Cebting Along with Others"; ®Msking Sense

out of School'; and "Using What is Learned". None in any category was
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of the quantified, precisely measurable, behavioral objectives type. As
many began "We hope; want; expect; or would like to ...." as "We will. "
The goals were a composite statement of values. There was repeated em=-
phasis, direct or indirect, on a personalized, experiential, and holistic
approach in the Open Schocl. One mark of such an approach would be the
extent to which undersbanding their "values, emotions, and interactions'
became for all Marcy people "a vital part of the educative process,"

While these generalities were being struggled over, an educative
process was going on which was indeed rich in "wvaglues, emotions, and
interactions." That is what made the goals not quite such easy abstrac-
tions they appear in print. Two basic issues developed simultaneously
and remained intertwined with each other. In the first two years they
would have to be resolved several times over. One concerned how to
organize and conduct open education. The other concerned how to make the
school's decisions. There were questions of curriculum and instruction,
that is to say, and of governance.

Marey began the year, as the SEA proposal had outlined it should,
with two models of program structurc. Model I was preferred by parents
of about 55 children. It provided two ungraded classrooms, each with
children ages 5-11, who had their own teacher and aide, and their own
interest centers in the room.

Model II was chosen for 225 children. In multi-age lists of about
11, they were assigned to teachers-ags-advisors, not to rooms. The rooms
throughout the building, were resource and activity centers which the
children gould use according to interest. They were staffed by the
teachers-as-teachers, with aides. They offered places for math, creative

writing, art, social studies, science, reading, woodworking, gym, music,
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and multi-media projects. To provide some order, a requirement rapidly
developed that children must meet with their advisor each Monday morning,
and decide then on their schedules of activities for the week -- in
multiples of half-hour mods. So parents could be part of the decision, a
weekly 1list of activities available in the centers went home with the
children each Friday.

Model II st Marcy did not work. It was based on influential advice
and example from the lab school of Mankato State College; it was what
the large majority of parents and teachers had wanted; it seemed the more
open option. But by November or sooner, few teachers, students, or parents

were happy with what was happening. Nervous allusions to The Lord of the

Flies got knowing nods in the school. After the energy required for
slowing kids down and stopping fights there was little left for the desired
close relationships among students and teachers. Among so many people
and places, children had little sense of belonging with any one. "Kids
were falling between the cracks," and teachers could not stop them. The
structure of specialized centers encouraged fragmented learning, not
integrated. What could be accomplished in them felt fleeting and superfi-
cial. Parent volunteers were gbundant, but their roles far from clear.
Getting weekly schedules done was a nightmare; having them actually followed
was a dream. PBehween the emerging Marcy goals and the emerging Marcy
day~tc-day was & growing gap., Teachers and children were getting battle
fatizuz. Several parents were asking whether there could be another
ciassroom of Model I.

Iiy Novciber, no wonder, the staff wanted some time by themselves.
They needed, mors than anything else, some breathing space to be trgether

as their own support grou:. They took a Saturday and went off on a retrexzt.
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Meanwhile, parents and staff were also working toward a format for
Jjoint participation in governance of the school. There was no shortage
of either numbers or leadership. Most of the former Parents for Open
Classrooms, of course, were now at Marcy. General parent meetings
regularly drew 100-200 people or sometimes mere, The original community
lialscn for Marcy's ncighborhood, Diane Lassman, was an Open School parent,
who continued work on school community communication. A new parent,

Judy Farmer, became Marcy's parent coordinator. She was one of many at
Marcy who had been actiwve in the parent-run Southeast Cooperative Nursery.
She pushed especially for pareat work in the building and on committees.

The question to be thrashed oubt was, How would decision-making be
shared among parents and staff? With so much assigned responsibility,
most teachers were concernad that parents be helpful, but not lock over
thelr shoulders every minute of the dsy. Some were more uneasy than others
that they, the perceived professicnsls, had come later to cven education
than many of their lay clientele. From even some of the most active lay
leaders, came cauticons against undercutting the staff on whom all parents
depended. Harold Benson regularly reminded people of what his
superiers were reminding him: that no degree of participatory decision-
naking, by staff or parents, would dilute the principal's formal sccount-
ability for Marey's entire program. Jim Kent reinforced that: whatever
was done by way of governance must be tithin the legal boundaries of
school board policies, rules, and regulations.

ALl these points were made in a provisional steering committee on
governance, formed by parent and staff volunteers from crowded early
meetings on parent involvement. Their job was to examine various models

of decision-mgking (including the Marshall-University joint policy board),



and bring back some glternatives for everyone to wvote on. In November,

as dissatisfaction grew strong with Model II, and as staff went on retreat
by themselves, the provisional committee finished its work. Despite
Benson's and Kent's reservations, it would offer the voters an ideological
choice: an elected council to advise the principal; or one to make policy
for the school.

When staff came back from their retreat, they brought what to some
seemed surprising news. fhey were ready to reorganize Marcy, with a very
different design in place of the problematic Model IT. The surprise was
not that staff wanted something better, but that in meetings without any
parents present, and without amnouncing that that was their purpose, they
had taken it on themselves to formulate a policy decision. To people of
strong parent-contrcl ideclogy, even though they might agree with the
changes suggested, that was an affront. It was something done "behind
our backs." To a smaller number, it was a double affront. They not
only believed in parent-control; they also felt that the new design was
a retreat from openness.

There was another crowded meeting, of course. Acknowledging people's
strong feelings, principal and teachers reviewed why they and others had
found Model IT unworkable. They explained their proposal for change,
outlined some alternative ideas they had rejected, and put it to a vote.
Model Tz, as it was called, carried. Everyone had taken part in the
decision. Until another day, the crisis was contained.

Perhaps this episode was cathartic. In any event, the virtually
similtanecus decision on g mechanism for governance offered promise that
it need not be repeated. On December 6 Marcy met to consider its pro-

visional committee's report. There was no objection to a representative
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council, elected equally from parent and staff constituencies. The debate,
sometimes heated, was between advisory power and policy power. By a small
margin in a large meeting, Marcy voted for the former. This was no

time to be doctrinaire about parent control, aruged some. A positive
foundation for mutual trust would come best by not demanding too much
power. GComplicated ballots were cast during December vacation. In
January the Marcy Advisory Council took office.

Also over vacation, people pitched in to rearrange rooms and
schedules for Model I, The new pattern established double size multi-age
open classes, called families. Two physically opposite rooms, including
a furnished segment of the broad carpeted hallway between them, were
homa base for a single family of about 60 children. They shared the
space, the interest centers in the space, and a team of two teachers
and two aides. The separate woodshop, gym, music, art, and media centers
were shared by all the families and by the unaltered Model I classroons,

This was a very considerable change from where Marcy had started in
September. Arriving at the change had been a stressful experience,
and there was still divided opinion over whether it represented
«n advance or a retreat in terms of open education principles. Whatever
the theory, observed Fred Hayen later, accepting the stress was courageous
hehavior. "Here was an idealistic bunch of people" he said, "publicly
admitting they were in way over their heads., They consciously made a
correction. You don't see that too often." Many in Marcy felt that the
correction had saved the school -- especially ag they found, happily,
that families worked much better than Model II. Some saw special strength
in Marcy's beginning to develop its owm model, rather than following

someone else's, Others still hoped that with experience would come the



skills to have another try at Model IT., '"Maybe we'll evolve back that
way," said Benson; "but no one can promise it." Whatever might be wanted
in the future, everyone could agree to an immedigte moral, drawn by Jinm
Kent, "that earlier parental communication and involvement in the decision-
making process is imperative."

In spring there was opportunity to act on that learnming. By that time
there was some doubt among staff whether even the mid-winter change had
gone far enough., In particular, it seemed to some that the 5-11 age-span
in each family was simply too broad, and that the desired level of teaming
among teachers and aides was too difficult to achieve, One family, in
fact, had glready divided for most activities into a primary classroom
and an intermediate, with a teacher and aide for each. Others were wonder=-
ing if that was not a good idea for all.

Now, Marcy had two resources for decision-making which had not existed
in November. One was the council, where recommendations might be clearly
made and acted on. The other was an internal evaluator provided for the
school -~ a Marcy parent, interestingly enough, and one year earlier a
leading light in Parents for Open Classrooms. A defined task for the
evaluator was to be of service to decision-makers by providing information
to clarify structural and programmatic issues. This she set sbout doing,
at the request of staff and with help from counselor and social worker.
Behavioral observations, sociograms, and interviews with teachers and
students were gathered in each family. Compiled and categorized, the
data came to staff meetings and to the parent/staff council. Using the
information which everyone now shared, staff recommended to council that
in each family the two teachers divide their accountability for the

children along age lines: one responsible for the 5-8 year olds, and the
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other for 9-11's. There would still be mixed ages in both rooms, and teachers
would still team together in activities where that seemed valuable. But
Model I% should be modified in the direction of finer age-group distinctions.

Harold Benson presented and supported the staff position. He said
he and they would accept the council's judgment as a decision, not just
4 advice., There was substantive debate centered around the observational
data and the point of principle that families were designed for many
azas to learn from each other, What teachers wanted might be a practical
and realistic modification for the children. It might also be a backward
step toward graded structure.

At the end of the evening, council approved the change. That was the
war the families would work next fall., Everyone would be notified. Every-
~ne could agree that decisicn-making at Marcy had much improved.

Summer came and almost all the teaching staff (with two parents) went
Ffor at least one week of workshop at the Prosvpect School in North
“ennington, Vermont. Frospect is a well established, partially state=-
runded, independent open elementary school. Its director, Patricia
farini, and a co-founder, Marian Taylor, had visited Marcy in the winter.
They and thelr experience in open education were much looked up to by
Marecy people, as by many others. In the summer workshop one conviction
which Carini sxpressed firmly was that grouping 5-11 year olds together
for learning was neither developmentally justified nor pedagogically
scund, For the sake of both kids and teachers, she advised, Marcy should
design most program separately for primary and intermediate groups. Marey
teachers did not require much persuading. Recognized expertise was
Jegltimizing the direction their thoughts had already taken. Talking

together in Vermont, they agresd easily that separate
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groups in separate rooms would be the way to teach in September. Thus,
the stage was set for governance/program crisis number two.

After a host of other summer experiences -- four people stayed on
at Prospect for six weeks; another half-dozen visited infant schools in
Britain —- staff and some volunteers reconvened for pre-fall workshops
at Marcy. There they firmed up the Vermont ideas, including division of
the classroom day into meeting times, project-activity times, and quiet
times. For the sake of getting off to a well ordered start, moreover,
staff decided not to use volunteers for the first two weeks. Year-2 began
with each family sub-divided into primary and intermediate units across
the hall from each other, sharing the space between. When feasible,
according to teachers' judgment and preference, there might be team teach-
ing and cross~age acltivities.

Astoundingly, considering the history and Marcy's propensity for
communication, there was no general ammcuncement of the organization change.
A1l the sharing of plans was informal, and in the late August city
doldrums, there were lots of people it missed -~ even including some non-
elassroom staff. Not at all astoundingly, therefore, as school gotb
going many parents were truly angry all over again. The new arrangements,
they felt, was not at all what had been agreed to in spring. Had
teachers and administrators (again) simply acted unilaterally?

At the first September council meeting staff worked to explain and
to placate. They cited the importance to them, as professionals, of
taking seriocusly Pat Cariri's critique and their own staff development
learning. The new age groups were something to try, not a policy carved
in stone. By November or so, they suggested the two-tier families might

well be re-merged. The parents who had been to Prospect said they did not
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like the change, but that staff needed the leeway, and that it would be
destrctive for Council to box them in. They found support for not forcing
the issue. Tempers receded. Matters were left as they were. Until
November, there could be watchful waiting.

When November came, nothing changed, except that the moratorium on
volunteers belatedly ended. Primary and intermediate groups continued as
before. If they had not been pragmatically successful -- pleasing to
children and teachers slike -- Marcy might have had an explosion. Instead
of an explosion there was something not much better: a small group of the
very resentful, and an infectious sore of mistrust as to whether mutual
parent/staff decision-meking was really going to happen.

The story does have a happy ending. Marcy council decided to use
internal evaluation and get some data again. This time they needed to know
not only what was happening in the classroom families, but what the
families back home thougit of it., From surveys, reported to council in
January, 1t was clear that parents overwhelmingly approved the narrower
age groupings, as well as the separate scheduling of quiet and noisy
activities. What they disspproved, still, was the process and mis-
commurication of the decision. With that information, the governance and
program issues could be separated. Benson and the teachers, affirmed in
what they were doing, could admit to some mistakes in what they had not done
by way of sharing. They could stop intimating that the whole arrangement
was only tentative, and that some day they would surely return to the
wider age-range, larger families, and teacher teams. Parents, for their
part, could accept acknowledgment of some murky process, without demanding
reversal of gcod results. The boil had been lanced and the program went

forward.
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For the rest of the year, as it happened, there was more than enough
governance work as such to keep Marcy council busy, and to strengthen its
confidence along with the teachers'.

First, throughout February extraordinary hours were required to
prepare 1973-76 planning proposals for renewed funding by Washington. A4s
the voice which must speak for its school community, council was directly
responsible for reviewing all Marcy's ambitious hopes, revising them if
needed, and approving a Marcy package as part of the SEA total,

Second, for two months or more council was re-writing its own
constitution. That brought ar~ther look at the advisory vs. policy ques-
tion, which this time elicited direct word from John Davis that while
school councils may influence policy, they do not magke it. Work on the
constitution also invelved simplifying the membership categories in hope
of inviting greater participation by teaching staff. All along, teachers
had felt under-represented, since most staff seats went to employees not
actually rcsponsible for classrooms. It was finally settled that council
would be six parents and six paid personnel, all elected at large from
the two constituencies, to advise the non-voting prineipal.

Third, in late February, Harold Benson resigned. Effective April 1,
he would be gone, to co-ordinate planning for altermatives in the
Minneapolis south pyramid. How Benson's successor was chosen is left
for a later chapter. It had vital connection with project-wide governance
strategies., Marcy council was heavily involved, though, in establishing
the process. It was not itself the selection committee, but did have the
candidates sit in on a regular council meeting. By the end of March a
new man had been recommended and appointed. On April 2 he began work at

the school.
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Fourth, on April Y Experimental Schools rejected Southeast's 1973-76
plan, telling Marcy and everyone else to rewrite completely. Within one
month there must be a new document and vastly reduced budget. Almost
similtaneously at Marcy came the fall-out from some poorly managed parent
complaints about staff leadership. That ignited staff resentment of the
parent leadership. Now it was the tecachers! turn to ask whether parents
were meeting privately to make personnel decisions without staff partici-
pation, In the flare-up, a few intra-staff sensitivities were abraded as
well., It was a high-pressure time. All in a rush, a lot of old sores
were threatening to re-open.

The just-arrived administrator was Glen Enos. He came to Marcy
from an assistant's job in a heavily black north Minneapolis elementary
school. There he had especially worked with a teacher training program
which emphasized parent participation as a force for professional growth
and institutional change. Earlier, in secondary work, he had focused on
core-curriculum approaches which broke down traditional subject-matter
boundaries. For seven years in the Congo (Z&ire) bush country, long ago,
he had worked on fteaching basic thrce-R skills as part and parcel of
indigenous agriculture and crafts. His own convictions about integrated
learning and community inveolvement drew him to the Open school, and vice
versa. He had applied to be principal.

His introduction to the new job, Enos recalled later, "was one blow
after another." In some ways, however, he had walked into a lucky combi-
nation, and could take advantage of it. He knew nothing of the planning
which had gone on, except that suddenly everyone was furious with
Washington, and faced a lot of tough decisions about future dreams. He

knew little about staff/parent and program/governance history, except
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that obviously it was too hot.to rehearse in public at the same time as
trying to re-write a three-year plan. It made sense for council to rally
everyone for the public decisions which Washington, as a sort of unifying
pain in the neck, required; and for the principal to hear out in private
the individual frustrations and hurts which people were carrying around.
Not yet anyone's partizan, he could best absorb one blow, and work on
continued hegaling of past divisions. Ignorance there was an advantage.
Council could best absorb the other hlow, where ignorance was disadvantage,
by re-casting budgets for assured continuation of the program already in
place.

In ady event, roughly that is what happened, for the rest of the
spring. With careful attention from both parent and teacher leaders,
the interpersonsl storms blew over. Council remained task-oriented, and
its new, quite adequate request from Washington was funded. A co-ordinator
position had to be cut, but principal and staff could talk realistically
about the consequences in terms of their own work-loads. People's pride
in their program was bolstered by a plan to send Minneapclis teachers
for internships in Marcy's classrooms next fall. Ancther satisfying
agenda, strongly supported by the principal, was to advertise Marcy in the
black community, and increase its embarassingly low minority enrollment.
Finally, optimistic parent and teacher brainstorming began for opening the
Open school into the community-as-a-classroom on a scale not yet attempted.

A1l this winter-spring activity, be it noted, was consolidation and
extension of program or governance already developed. No group proposed
radi cal rearrangements or sharp departures in new directions. There were
no notable upheavals over who had a right to meet or make decisions. The

parent co-ordinator, now worked almost as much for teachers as with parents
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proper, linking them with a variety of volunteers. Faculty evaluation
focused on obstacles to nersonalized, experiential, holistic learning in
+heir own classrooms and the resource centers. Instead of battles over
Model II or Prospect, council now had an outreach committee on Marcy as

2 Model. After two frentic years, therc were signs that the Open School's

shakedowm cruise was abeut completed.

Pratt-Motley Continuous Progress School

By the time children came for classes, Pratt-Motley had already
behind it some af the history which other alternatives must still acquire.
In Prospect Park wore parents with several yrars! interest in gaining an
wngraded program for both schools. At Pratt there had been a year of ex=
nerience with continuous progress for B-8 year olds. For half a year
intermediate staff had bzen preparing to teach their students in the
same mada,

Tt was uoh a burrdsaz or brand-new question, in short, what sort of
school Pratt-Motiey was meant to become. Professionals and the active
varents were already agreed, Nor was there any large influx of new

‘emilies to propose differcnt definitions. When all the option cards were
counted, 85% of the studenis still came from the old Motley and Pratt
attendance areas.

That being the cass, it did not take long for Pratt-Motley to state

its vhilosophy and

A document with that title was adopted

by shtaffl befors a wesk of scheool had passed.s In s 1ist of mostly un-

exceptionable principles, 1t cnphasized that "learnming involves a change
in behavior." The objectives for conbinucus progress education, then,

were to develsp "thirking lehaviors," Usueially effective behaviors,"



and "self-directive behaviors."--each rather painstakingly subdivided.

For all this there must be "tool skills!" (the three R's), "set up with
specific behavioral goals on a sequential continuum.” The skills would

be practiced and the behaviors developed in dealing with "already establish-
ed knowledge in the many subject areas."

This was a tidy and purposeful foundation, obviously intended to insure
that continuous progress would not simply be left good nature and good
luck, To carry out the purpose, staff had long since decided on an orga-
nizational schema for time and activities. Mornings would be given 1o
basic skills work, individualized as much as possible by achievement-based
small groups or by the curriculum materials for each child. Afternoons
would be spent in interest-based groups pursuing mini-courses and non-core
subjects. The crux of the matter was that each child would advance at a
personally comfortable pace, without fear of fallure, through the serious
sequence of mastering tool skills; yet each would also have plenty of
time for moving around among activities that were fun, using the tools
in cognitive and affective behavioral growth.

How was the theory to be worked out in practice? After zll the
preparation and clarifying of purpose, it remained to be seen how two
large changes of environment would affect the program. One was physical:
there were two bulldings, not close enough to walk between, for a single
continuous program. The other change was less tangible, but equally
impossible to ignore: Pratt-Motley was now in the SEA sphere of influence;
after having started work and begun to shape strategies by itself, it
must now share intimately in the resources and values of a much larger
change effort,

Quite apart from SEA, Pratt-Motley's two-campus structure would
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surely have been a defining force in its program. The main difference was
a difference in teachers! experience and ways of working with curriculum.
The primary staff had worked a year already with the new approach, and
were adapting it to their own style as a working group. Intermediate
teachers were just beginning, with an age-range whose repertoire of skills
and behaviors was developmentally very different, With the two populations
of students and teachers in separate buildings, unable to rub shoulders

day by day, it would have been surprising indeed if they had not begun to
take on quite separate characteristics. For children at about age nine,
when they shifted home=base from one building to another, there was almost
bound to be some marked discontinuity in their continuous progress educa-
tion. That hyphen in Pratt-Motley was hard to pronounce ~- or to articulate,
an educator might say.

The advent of SEA brought somewhat contradictory influences to bear
on this problem(if it was a problem) of separation. There were simulta-~
neous factors which weakened and strenzthened the hyrhen.

On the one hand, federal funds supplied staff positions which made
it easier for each building to develop a distinctive culture. The
curriculum coordinator who had worked a year getting primary program
started, could stay solely at Pratt. That was because SEA provided
Motley with a full-time co-ordinator of its own, the language arts consul-
tant who had already worked part-time with intermediate teachers the winter
and spring before. Above these two strong individuals it seemed an efficient
and comfortable working arrangement that the principle should devote an
extra share of his time to the primary building, and his administrative
assistant an extra share of hers to the intermediate. For each building,

moreover, federal funds supported a part-time community aide to recruit,
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orient, and keep in touch with volunteers. Even with other new staff who
worked in both places -~ such as counselor, math specialist, and the parent
who continued as general community ligison -- this added up to a strong
support structure for autonomous development in each building. It was made
stronger by the fact that both Jack Gilbertson and the two staffs (as

they rapidly came to be seen) thought it best not to force uniformity of
style on people who felt they had already agreed on basic philosophy.

At the same time, both the SEA director and a key goal of the Southeast
project worked to conteract any moving apart of Motley and Pratt. At one
level it was conceptual and perceptual concern. Even though in two loca-
tions, Continuous Progress must genuinely grow as one program. Gliven the
ease with which separated groups under the same label can convert
differences of style into differences of doctrine, Jim Kent worried that
Pratt and Motley would first come to seem, and then actually be, two
different animals. He was sensitive (hypersensitive, most leadership
staff at Pratt-Motley felt) to any signs of rivalry or tension between the
two bulldings. He was therefore especially supportive of any staff
development and planning projects which brought thelr people together.
Later on he would support a project-wide re-organization which actually
brought them under one roof.

A more basic and long-term unifying force was the SEA goal of strong
community involvement in the governance of each alternative. The effect
of this common value was to strengthen momentum which pre-existed SEA in
the move to pair Motley and Pratt. There was the symbol of a joint PTA
already. There was also a joint staff committee, advisory to the prineipal.
Still staff only, this easily became a Pratt-Motley co-ordinating committee

in 1971-72. In the first fall, however, Suzy Gammel (one of the original
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SEA community liaison parents) organized a parent liaison committee for
the merged school. With her groundwork and Jack Gilbertson's support,
parents gradually began to mingle with the staff committee. By the second
fall this sharing was formalized with an election of three parents (plus
PTA president) to sit with seven staff as a co-ordinating council. With
strong representation from both Glendale and Prospect park, the council
met frequently and actively. It became heavily involved in the ordeal

of 1973-76 planning. At the end of the year it was making non-salary
budget recommendations for the whole school. Through a personnel selection
committee it was interviewing and voting on applicants for staff vacancies,
even to the point of once "overriding" the principal.

That, however, is Jjumming shead. The bulk of the coordinating
council's work was co-ordinating -- keeping the two buildings in touch
with each other. "There was very little philosophical discussion," recalls
Suzy Gammel; "It was almost as though the philosophy were set.! Council's
job, in a sense, by emphasizing interbuilding communication, was to keep
it from becoming unset.

In curriculum development a common task for the whole school was to
begin use of new materials in both math and reading. These were the
Pyramid Reading Program and the Indlvidualized Mathematics System. Both
were considered especially suitable for Continucus Progress instruction.
Both required extensive preparafion and staff training in Year-l, for
full=-scale introduction in Year-2.

IMS math, as it was called, was just beginning to come out commerciglly.
With a collection of some 7,500 laminated pages for student use, it divided
math into 10 broad topics, sub-divided each topic into nine levels of

difficulty, and for each level identified specific skills to be mastered.
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After initial placement, with guidance from mastery tests and teacher
prescription, children could pass through the sequential steps of each
topic (e.g. subtraction, fractions, time) at their own most comfortable
speeds. A particular selling point for IMS was that the color-coded
and illustrated work pages did not presume high verbal ability. Weak
readers might still be strong mathematicians.

For teachers, such detailed individualizing of such a wealth of
materials is lgbor-intensive. They had first to become familiar with
the concepts, the activity cards, and the record-keeping grids which
charted pupils' progress. They must also have a manageable place and
means for IMS access. Operating the system required initial placement
tests and then, repeatediy, short checkups or unit post-tests. A math
resource center was organized in each building. Ixtra aides were hired
to help with testing and records. In both spring and fall of 1972 (plus
summer staff development) teachers, aides and some volunteers took 18
hours of IMS in-service training. Coordinating all this was the Pratt-
Motley math specialist.

To her also fell responsibility for adjusting and de-bugging the
program during Year-2. In general, IMS worked much more satisfactorily
for intermediate ages than for primary. Younger children were baffled by
the multiplicity of cards, not to mention more manipulable materials.

In late spring only a third of Pratt teachers were ready to say they pre-
ferred IMS to other math curricula. By contrast, all Motley teachers
liked it, Even they, though, felt it was too time consuming, and gave top
budget priority to the aldes they needed to keep the program running.
A similar complexity required similar development of staff to achieve

closely monitored Continuous Progress in language arts. The Pyramid Reading
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Program was a constellation of methods and supplemental materials developed
in Minneapolis for making a single basal series (American Book Company)
more effective in inner-city Title I schools. All SEA was encouraged to
use Pyramid, but only Pratt-Motley really wanted it. Again, there was a
dvision into multiple levels of difficulty, a series of sequences through
the levels, and a profusion of games, flash-cards or worksheets to
mgintain momentum,

In spring of Year-l, all Pratt-Motley staff, including aides and
administrators, had 20 hours of in-service workshops with the University
professor and specialists who had designed Pyramid Reading. There was more
traiming in summer, and for Year-2, a primary teacher took the new posi-
tion of Pratt-Motley reading resource specialist. Her job was to continue
training of staff and volunteers, to design orderly ways of maintaining
and adding to the materials, and to assist with the diagnostic and
prescriptive decisions which had to be made for each child's language
arts program. IUnlike IMS, Pyramid Reading called for small groups
working through a2 limited band of achievement levels. Individualization
cane by use of materials within the groups, and by movement of any
child, whenever deemed ready, from one group to the next. At Pratt, also,
there was a specially furnished reading reinforcement room, staffed by
a part-time aide, Idike IMS, the program took a lot of time and
a lot of management.

Both buildings began full-scale use of these new curriculum programs
in fall of 1972. Meanwhile the staff in each had begun to consolidate
their particular ways of organization and styles of working. As already
suggested, they were quite different.

At Pratt, with primary children, teachers stayed with generalist

)0



roles, each maintaining home-room responsibility for a heterogeneous

group of multi-age children -- except for the mostly separate five year
olds. There was considerable moving about, however, as children went to
different achievement groups meeting in different rooms. In the afternoons
children were assigned to groups according to age. Teachers taught in their
own rooms, emphasizing curriculum areas of thelr own interest. By

the end of Year-l, these offerings were organigzed as four-week mini-courses
in social studies, music, science, and art. Children could choose what

they wanted, in rotation.

To coordinate and keep track of all this, teachers met as a single
planning team. In doing so they became comfortable with making frequent
revisions of schedule and with a general expectation that children might
learn any given subject matber in many &ifferent places. They also
developed a habit and reputation for paying special attention to affective
atmosphere in the building. Pratt staff, for example, were particularly
in tune with the "magic circle" technique as a daily way of encouraging
relaxed acceptance of students' and teachers' feelings in each classroom.

At Motley, with older children, there was greater specialization by
teachers, more rigorous achievement grouping (in the first year), and a
heavier emphasis on expectations of cognitive learming. To start the day,
at first, students worked in seven different classrooms that were clearly
separated by their reading levels. After mid-morning recess, half worked
with one set of teachers in social studies (also grouped by reading
ability), while the other half worked with another set of teachers on
individualized math.

After lunch arrangements at Motley were much more free-flowing.

Students signed up every two weeks for an ever-growing variety of interest
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group activities, conducted by regular staff, stipended specialists, and
by more and more adult volunteers coming into the building. Some of these
miml ~courses were conceived and led by Motley students themselves, and
some eventually by semior high students from Marshall-U. There were two
sessions daily, with activities ranging from woodshop, biology, and
ceramics, to quilting, inflatables, and have-kite-will-fly., It was an
immensely popular program. Two of the most notable offerings were a
plot-the-lot project (surveying, landscapling, environmental science) and
an adopt-a-grandparent service to an old people's home. Records were kept
of each child's choices, and reported to parents, in an attenpt to link
these activities with the more academic curriculum.

The strict achievement grouping for language arts and social studies
each morning, however, was soon recognized by most staff as a mistake,
It was variously modified during the first year, and dropped altogether
in Year-2. The obvious problem was that it created a socio=-economic
tracking sysbem, to an extent that it seemed "the hill kids" (Prospect
Park) were at one end of the hall, and "the project kids" (GLendale) at
the other. That not only was invidious; it doubtless contributed also
to a spell of painful tension, early in Year-l, concerning discipline.

What happened was that rules which staff considered essential to
curb fighting, bullying, and disruption were hotly objected to by parents
from both parts of the community. There was a crowded, confrontational
meeting at the neighborhood center. Glendale families, having heard
there was a list of trouble makers, felt their children were being
branded as a group for surveillance and suspicion, Prospect Park families
felt the new rules -- which included a demerit system -- were much too

restrictive for the kind of school Pratt-Motley claimed to be. After
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the protests, there was compromise and reconciliation. The "Motley code
of responsibility" went back te a student senate, whence it emerged
somewhat relaxed, but still with a message that discipline was important
to Continuous Progress. As teachers and students came to know each

other better, esprit de corps improved, and the issue faded. But it was

an episode which left scme scars, nevertheless.

Tn simplified summary, then, the difference in tone between the two
buildings was this: Pratt primary seemed more relaxed, carefree, child-
centered, and noisy; Motley intermediate seemed more clearly structured,

academlcally focused, demanding. and quiet. Some people saw these

differences as amounting to incompatiability, and wanted them resolved one

way or the other. Others saw them as quite tolerable reflections of
the children's ages and the teachers' tastes. But everyone saw that

there was a difference.
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Southeast Free School

Seventy students are not many, and six teachers to work with them
would seem an enviable ratio. That was what Free School began with. The
absence of administrative support staff was partly compensated by a pald
parent liaison. In addition, before Netober 1 federal funds supplied four
aides to join the group. In mid-winter a #ull-time internal evaluator came,
who actually could spend much of his tire trouble-shooting or just lending
a hend. And beyond the in-house staff were the available cadre of SEA re-
source specialists.

There was ab least one adult, in other words, to work with each seven
or eight students. On paper, Southeast Free School looked like a luxurious
set-up.

Inside the building it was not. Hopeful but inexperienced people
were gtarting work virtually without a plan, and therefore without
defirition of who was to do what for achicving an overall purpose. Despite
the advantageous numbers, there seemed always too much to be done, never
encugh time to do it. There were not enough skills or confidence, either.
As one teacher put it, "Every 'How?' was a huge question " -- and, she
might have added, so was every 'Whot'

If one student wanted to learn German, and another asked for dark-
room equipment, and two others started to play guitars, whose wish came
first? What if a successful game of Risk was broken up by a temper tantrum
or a bully? Whose responsibility, if anyone's, were students who dropped
in for half an hour and then left? or who came, but simply wanted to do
nothing? or who sat by the back door and rolled jolnts? Was it all right
for a teacher to come late every morning? How could people shoot baskets,

play kick-ball, and practice yoga all at the same time in the church-
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become—gymnasiun? Who handled petty-cash? What if a clogged toilet (the
only toilet!) had to be fixed right away?

Tt was questions like these which seemed so huge. There was no one --
no one was wanted == to set schedules or enforce coordination. Instead,
there was ad hoc decision, and as often as not ad hoc revision of whatever
had been decided. People shaped their roles reactively, establishing
some personally acceptable order amid the confusion of events which flowed
about them.

Patterns did begin to emerge. In time, space, and activities, staff
and students sorted themselves out by a combination of age, compatibility,
and interest. Children up through about age eight, with a couple of
teachers who liked them, laid claim to one end of the big room. High
school students gravitated to the teacher most in tune with most of them.
His current topics round-table became their place. Other staff found
themselves preferred by and preferring junior-high students. One aide
concentrated on art, and on just talking with kids. Another divided
his time between gym activities with older students, building play
equipment for younger, and driving the field-trip bus for everyone.

At considerable cost to his teaching of math, one man took care of all
the requisitions and budget work. Almost everyone felt field trips
were important, especially of the camp-out variety. After one to the
north woods in early fall, people began talking about a long trip to
Mexico, for winter,

This early semblance of organization was more like a pattern for
survival then a pattern for freedom. Eventually it would become a
framework for program and curriculum., In origin, though, it was not

keyed to developmental goals or plaaning at all, Much more it was a
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matter of coping with the next day or the next week. For some that was
the accepted way of organic natural growth. Talk of planning and shaping
the future, in fact, was incompatible with the authenticity of the
present. Tor others, however, the present was turning out to be not

mich fun. Simply getting through a day or a week, without sense of Vvision
ahead, was too little reward. The intractable disarray and disappointment
were too high a price.

As in any institution, people resorted to fantasy to soothe their
hurts. By the end of October Tom O'Connell, head teacher, was contrasting
the "miracle pictures" everyone wanted to believe with the realities
they needed to face. "There is fighting in the Jjoyful community," he
pointed out, "and things get ripped off." TUith wry reassurance that no
super plan would destroy "the inherent and beautiful chaos of Free School
(God save us)," he reported some staff organizational decisions: they
would "assign" students (the quotation marks were apologetic) to regular
evaluation sessions with advisors; students and staff would meet every
Monday morning in an "attempt to be more systematic;" and they would try
"for the first time a weekly schedule."

The modesty and tentative phrasing of these changes reflected the
strength of Free School's resistance to corﬁorate definition. In staff
meetings and in print, O'Commell pushed hard. He wrote a brief essay,

"On Freedon." It listed a few unromantic requirements for becoming free:
"putting up with some drudgery" "hard thinking," "self-discipline,"
"risk-taking." For children to learn freedom, "having adults around who
aren't afraid of being adults is important." By clear implication,
O'Connell was distressed to find so few of these qualities in Southeast

Free School. Instead, emblazoned on the wall, he found A.S. Neill's
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"very inadequate" slogan, "Freedom is doing what you want, as long as it
doesn't interfere with somebody else." WNot so, thought the head teacher.
Neill's notion reinforces many students' dependsnce on instant gratifica-
tion. ™"Kids become slaves to their own inability to face unpleasantness.”

The thoughts of Tom 0'Connell were much admired and widely distributed.
They were the strongest early effort at Free School to lay a conceptual
foundation on which a cohesive and continuing program might be built. As
an unmistakeable attack on hippie satisfaction with "doing your own thing,"
they offered a ground for discussion and decision about purpose and policy.
0f discussion there was lots:; but of decision there was none. "On Freedom"
served nicely as a public relations handout to visitors. So did Neill's
slogan, in effect, for it remained ac prominent as ever on the corridor
wall., Neither statement became school poliecy. The Free School community,
as yet, had no way to decide. Onee school had hurriedly begun, in faet,
deciding what sort of school it was meant to become more andmore
difficult.

Parent interest stayed lively. Of 53 families, between 20 and 30
regularly had adults ab monthly general gatherings or Free School pot-lucks.
People still remember these evenings with a sense of excitement and fun,
They were town-meeting affairs, in the sense that issues were argued,
suggestions made, complaints aired, and questions asked. As in the staff
move to give every student an advisor, they were sometimes influential.

But they were not a forum for decision, either by vote or by cumulative
consensus. In mid-October, for example, the parents present wrote down
& page of objectives and expectations for the school. Three weeks later
came another discussion, apparently without reference to the first, of

educational goals. There it ended. On this topic, as on many others,
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there was no follow-up. Few records were kept, and fewer still distributed.
Accountability was not assigned. Questions were left hanging. Action
was not taken. For the most part parents shared a feeling that "Free
School should be the kids! school," and that they should not be too pushy.

Staff, also, hoped that students would run the school, at least to
the extent that they would take charge of their own learning. At first,
they all met togcther daily; then, for a while weekly. By winter, as one
nine year old saw it, "Every once in a while, when there was a problem we
would have a meeting to try to solve it." For several reasons, none of
these schedules took hold. Most elementary-age children were baffl?d or
bored by an unstructured conclave of several dozen bigger people. Many
secondary students, observed the internal evaluator, were simply "paralyzed
in the face of freedom." They brought with them a lot of negative learning
about schools and teachers in general, no matter how innovative. At Free
School, on a good day, 25 teen-agers might be meeting with 10 or more
staff. ZFTven for the unparalyzed, it was not a promising ratio for student
power.

So practical policy control fell by default to the teachers and aides.
What that meant was anything but clear-cut. Most of this staff were
deeply distrustful of institutions; the last thing they wanted was a
managerial role in a public school. From students, even the young ones,
they looked more for acceptance as p=ers or older siblings than as
authority figures or surrogate parents., Some placed highest value on their
own freedom, as well as the students' to work individually as they wanted
with those who chose to work with them. Despite the imperative importance,
repsatedly asserted, of "getting it all together," it was equally important

to avoid all appearance of either coorcing or being coerced.
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Not surprisingly, the way Free School staff exercized their control
was much more as individuals than as a group. In planning they left each
other alone or in pairs to set up a sewing center, arrange a field trip,
offer a course. For administrative and budget detail they left the head
teacher alone, or the teacher who kept the books, or the parent liaison
who doubled as secretary. The questions that got handled were small and
immediate ones that could be settled unilaterally or by agreement among
two or three. Large and longer-range concerns got postponed. Curriculum
priorities, evaluation, size and staffing of the school, overall organiza=-
tion, the politics of SEA -- in the camaraderie of the group these might
be lengthly discussed, but little about them could ever be decided.

There was no division of labor for making recommendations; there was no
apparatus for closure; there was no structure for accountability. Free
School staff might be in control, but it was not controlling.

Nevertheless, big decisions had to be made. With no effective
organization among parents, students, or staff, there was no group to
mske them. To achieve the focus that was lacking, O'Connell proposed a
representative governing board that could speak officially for all three
constituencies.

It tock a while for the idea to catch on. For all its problems, many
Free Schoolers were reluctant to give up on the 100% democracy of a towm-
meeting ideal. There was fear of a centralized group taking over. There
was lengthy jockeying over how seats should be distributed. Eventually,
however, agreement was reached and elections held. In early April nine
students, four parents, and three staff tock office, chalred by the non~-
voting head teacher. One of their first acts was to approve a formula

whereby 15% of the students and parents and a third of the staff could
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force reconsideration o anything the board decided.

Besides inviting pressure to change their minds, the new board had
to resolve two old questions right away. They had to say clearly how large
a Free School was plamed for next year; and who of the present staff should
be asked to return. They faced one major new item, too: Tom O'Connell
was resigning at the close of school.

It was part of the SEA proposal that in Year-2 Free School should
have 150-200 students, ™. f there is interest." By the middle of Year-l
thers was strong interest, among staff, students, and parents. Among
other advantages, expancion was seen as a means to be active with Southeast's
moor, and ab the same time dilute the sphool's white middle-class hippie
flavor.

Az recounted already, the particular injustice which troubled Free
School was that SEA nffered nothing special for early drop-out students
from the Glendale housing area. School Without Walls was gone and Free
Echool did not replace it. All year long some Free School people and
friends had been trying to do something about that. The head teacher
had worked closely with one of several college students or student teachers
vho had helped at School Without Walls. They lobbied, unsuccessfully,
to have g basic skills center in Glendale underwritten as another Southeast
Mternative. O'Connell asked a street-wise aide to work especially on
Glendale liaison. They found the University could provide free space
in Glendale itself. They negotiated with Marshall-U to give transcript
credit for work done at the new center. They agreed that Free School
would informally supply the learning materials. They gambled that
eventually some subsistence pay could be found, too. They hit on the

idea of a "satellite learning site" sponsored by Free School.
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In January, at last, Glendale Street Academy had begun operation.
Four virtual volunteers met with 22 teen-age students who were not about
to attend Marshall-U, and were not at Free School either. Many had
already had scrapes with the law. The Street Academy offered a structured,
no-nonsense, basic skills curriculum: math, reading, and "urban survival."
Daily attendance was required.

The time when the Street Academy got started was also the time when
Free School began to look to its future. Staff presented to a parents
meeting their basic arguments for expansion: to become "a racially
diverse alternative," and to work directly with "kids who have trouble
staying out of juvenile institutions." Parents generally agreed. A
planning committee, with representation from Glendale Academy, was
appointed.

For three months, off and on, the planning committee and its task
forces gathered up ideas. In late April they produced a portmanteau
proposal, for further discussion and governing board action. It called
for expansion toward 200, renting additional space in the building they
already had. Including Street Academy students, Southeast residents
would take 130-1L0 places; LO-50 more would be reserved for non-Southeast
minority transfers, to be recruited city wide. Within the broader K-12
program would be a "directed studies" component, like the Street Academy,
requiring basic skills work for =ll secondary students who needed it.

The building as a whole would be organized around staffed resource and
activity areas, available to all ages.

That was the core. Equally desirable would be a travel program,
community theatre program, apprenticeship program, and rural satellite

program. Readers who added it up found that the total proposed staff came
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to something over 30. The committee concedrnd Ma possibility that they

will not all be fundnd." It acknowledged many unanswered questions of
priority, practicality, and preciscness. Tt did not address the difficulty
of organizing such a program between June and September, with no director
on hand. Nor did it atbach any budsets.

In the s:me three months that the proposal was prepared, and a
governing board agreed to, Free School also lived through its first
traumatic tangle with decision making about personnel. On his own, facing
a February deadline, the head teacher had recommended to Jim Kent that
the five other teachzrs (all probationary) be rehired. Both students and
parents reminded 0'Connell that that was not his decision to make alone.
T4 was partly an important prineiple. It was also clearly a matter

of some people having negative judgments to express.

0'Connell’s recommendstions werec held in abeyance. A teacher evalua-
tion committee, aided by the new internal evaluator, set about gathering
data and opinions. Eventually they rccommended that two teachers be
rehired, but that three be considered only along with new applicants
for the expanding staff -- whenever that was decided. Now there was a
new storm of criticism. The committee reversed itself and recommended
exactly what the head teacher had asked three months before, As the
evaluator described it, the process had been "chaotic, polarizing, and
psychically deflating." When governing board took office, staffing deci-~
sions were otill up in the air; but staff morale was down on the ground.

The expansive planning proposals were distributed for reactions on
April 21, with "final decisions" by governing board slated for the week

of May 1. On April 23 a staff selection committee was still locked in

~121~



indecision about the status of existing employees. The firmest minute they
could muster was to be "generally agreed that we should seek an early re-
solution." For governing board, ventured O'Connell in the newsletter,

"a second meeting may be necessary.' It was gebtting Late, though, for early reso-
lutions and multiple meetings. Outside Free School administrative

paticnee had begun to wear thin. Jim Kent memo'd O'Connell on May 2: 4if

Free School people could not reaglistically agree on staff and program,

then he himself was "prepared to take such administrative action as

necessary, next weck.'"

Despite such pressure, summer had mostly passed before Free School
had budget, staff structure, or progran outline. Kent's "administrative
action" amounted to saying that the six locally funded teacher positions
(for 150 actual enrollment ) couid be divided among 10 people at
substitutes' salaries, and that SEL would provide L0 aides beyond
thal. Within those basic staff limits, Frec School must make up its
mind. Bit by pit, with much backing and filling, with frequent am-
biguity, by a shifting colicction of committees and individuals, all
summer long, decisions did happen. Among the most important were a
division of students by three age groups, a divieion of program by
core-curriculum and rescurce centers, the hiring of all Street Academy
staff by the Free Schocl, and the sclection of Tom 0'Connell's successor.

The new administrator, now officlalily director or principal, was
Inthony Morliey. He had Just completed g fellowship program on issues in
urban education. His experience, however, was as an inner-city parish
pastor and church executive in St. louis and New York. le had no working
background in public school systems, but knew of Free School and SEA from

having visited all the initial Experimcntal Schocole sites. He believed

sEg-



in alternatives and in the importance of change-~oriented units in large
organizations. He especially liked whalt he saw as I'ree School's union

of pedagogical and political progressivism. His name was proposed by the
asnoclate sunerintendent lor secondary cducation, a long-time friend from
L. Teuls days.  Governing bhoard intorviowed candidates and recommended
Morley in date Junc. He came in time for staff development ab the end
ol July.

There were several new staff, and for all of them in differcnt ways
the weeks before school were a sobering experience. Two weeks of intensive
human relations workshop had been planmed fo bring the team together. Not
many fclt it achieved that purpose. DBy exposing individual uncertainties,
the workshop often 1left people more wary of each other than united around
their tasks. With time growing short, those tasks loomed monumentally
ANTEE,

Most troubling in Llhe real world was the anger of several Glendale
oo at the plan which was meant to helyp them. Their diseiplined
wagle ckills Street fondemy, in Glendaln, was being melded now with a
feosa and vndefined Free School on the edge of Dinkytown. It seemed to
the Glondale critics that they were losing what 1little they had. Free
Schoclis reputation thus far did not reassure them that academie skills
would really be stressed, or even that abserces would be reported. They
rore worried, in a word, that Free School freedom was an indulpence their
children could i1l nfford. By converiations with staff and by direct re-
quest in governing board, they asked to keep the (lendale site as a
rlace for acedemic subjects each morning. Governing board and teachers
could only promise that thoy were "open to the possibility".

Considering the overwhelming number of other loose-ends, it seemed
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doubtful indeed that Free Sehool could manage two sharply different programs
in two separate places. As of August 15, for instance, the building was
still in messy disarray. There was no janitor. Though enrollment was
doubling, little in the way of equipment, furniture, or supplies had even
been ordered. A teacher positi-n was still vacant. Though jobs had been
freely promised, the lengthy civil service process for hiring aides had

not even begun. Transfer applications from minority students were only

a small fraction of the hoped-for 50, There was only a bare outline of
actual program and teacher responsibilities. Free School overall felt

a lot like the year before.

Nevertheless, half the staff and families had had a year's experience.
It made itself felt in organization. Year=2 began with designated teachers
and home-base areas for three broad age-groups: primary (5-8), middle
(9-13), and sccondary (11,-17). Each teacher and aide, moreover, had a
list of advisees, with responsibility for overview and guidance of their
activities in school. 1In the three home-base sreas, core-staff should
provide both learning activities and a comfortable enviromment for peer-
group socializing. From there, students could move out to work with
Specialist staff in gym, woodshop, math room, music, and the like. These
resource centers and staff were available on different timetables for
different age-groups.

Part of the accountability concept was that students should be
responsible, with advisor help, for arranging their days productively.
Before long everyone above primary was expected to have a schedule card,
filled in by hours of the day and days of the week, for a six-week period.
Teachers could be heard asking students in the hall, "Where are you supposed

to be now?" Students could be heard answering, "I lost my schedule", or
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sometimes, "I couldn't find my advisor," or often, "It's a Free School,
isn't At 7

This last retort, students quickly realized, was threatening and
effective. Ungquestionably, Free School was not free in the same way it
had been. The organization and specialization required more setting of
limits and less random activity. Yet time had not been taken, and now
seemed unavailable, for reaching a common mind among the staff as to their
own expectations and handling of student behavior. There were no parent
meetings to discuss the new structure. For returming students, now a
minority, it was a sudden, large change. The situation was one where
mixed and inconsistent messages were highly undesirable, yet virtually
unavoidable. People sought for the norms of Free School life, and
could not find them. What seemed to be sanctioned by one person might
be seen by another as violating tradition, and accepted by a third as
only for special situations. Examples ranged from allowing bikes in the
building, to expecting atbendance at classes, to conferring with parents.
The conflict between collective conslistency and individualist leeway
plagued all parties all year long. A.S. Neill's message had been painted
over, but not forgotten.

As a framework for program, the arrangement of home-base areas plus
resource centers survived. For the 50 primary and 60 middle students it
provided new supportive structure and assurance of attention. Within
that structure each group had a space of its own where children could
slowly develop identity and loyality with each other. Camping trips
helped break down clique divisions between old and new students, especially
in middle. TIn the overcrowded primary area there was increased receptivity

for experienced parent volunteers to help with the feelings and conflicts
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of younger children in a noisy, over-stimulating environment. As everyone
gaiﬂéd confidence, the use of resource staff increased. Middle students
often filled the math room. With the theatre man they improvised and pro-
duced two plays. Primary children learned to use the woodshop. In spring
there was a flowering of indoor and outdoor art activity.

The most intractable program problems were at secondary level, and
with older middle students feeling pressure to be grown-up teen-agers st
last., With a rush of last minute enrollments, there were over 70 students
of senior high age. Two-thirds were new. Fifteen were transfers from
outside Southeast (mostly white, as it happened), accepted without
screening or orientation. A few more than that were from Glendsle Street
Academy, generally expecting not to like their new school. Half a dozen,
mostly older, were unexpected walk-ins on opening day.

With this collection of mutual strangers there were individual
successes but collective disappointment. The most positive group experiences
were trips away from school: one to Mexico for a month, with 35 students
and five staff; one to alternative schools in Chicago for a week, with 11
students and two staff. 1In addition, there were the morale-saving
anecdotal instances of students who flourished with this or that individusal
teacher, putting on amazing spurts of cognitive or personal growth.

fbout secondary program as a whole, however, it was hard to be cheerful.
The student body was a fragmented puzzle of very small groups or isolated
individuals. Except on the trips, it stayed that way. There was a lot
of passivity, and little venturing out. Even by the studious, "difficult"
activities like art, science, math, and theatre were studiously avoided.
In the laissez-faire atmosphere, directed studies was not enforced as a

requirement after all. Those who wanted jobs took hours of help from the
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apprenticeship aide, but scldom matehed that with time for acquiring skills
in school. Glendale students were probably the most cohesive group in the
school, but their felt sense of isolation and antagonism was painfully --
sonmetimes destructively -- apparent. On all sides there was a lot of
boradom, accommanied by overt.or covert defiance, and punishment by un-
popularity for teachers who tried te set performance standards. In mid-
winter, one-by-one, a f'ourth of the secondary students were dropped from
the rolls or counseled out. They had found so little to engage them that
even by Free School's lenient expectations they were chronic truants.

M1 these accomplishments and growing pains in so small a compass
called out for governance. The submersed ambiguity and ambivalence aboub
vhat was important to the Free School was still submerged in theory, even
as 1t broke through the surface in practicc. According to the planning
proposal of the spring before, ongoing evaluation of program, setting of
requirements within the school, ana deciding basie direction of curriculum
were all part o governing board's charter. According to public school
practice, they were a formal part of the principal's responsibility. For
Free School's prineipal and board alike, effective overview of what was
happening proved well-nigh impossible. Events seemed always to move
faster than governance could catch up.

First priority for the new year, all agreed, was to get the board
reorganized for the larger school., Beginning with no constitution, no set
of records, no committee structure, and not even a clear list of members,
the de facto working group had much to do. They wrote a constitution,
claiming full Free School policy responsibility, "subject to the legal
constraints of the system they belonged to." They debated whether staff

members should vote on personnel decisions, and decided they should.
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They allotted 10 of 22 seats to middle and secondary students. They made
the prineipal ex officio without vote. They spelled out a complicated
election procedure.

A new governing board mel first in mid-November. BRecause of the
bad experience with twice-rescinded re-hiring decisions in Year-l, and
because dismissal of wun alde had already been handled in a painful ad hoc
procedure this fall, the members saw personnel policy as their first
obligation. They designed a careful, clear, thoroughgoing process to
yield staff evaluation decisions that would stick. A nine-member personnel
committee came into existence., It was evenly divided among parents,
students, and staff -- plus the principal, with vote. The internal evaluator
drafted formal interviews and rating sheets for the committee to gather
representative assecoments of all 20 teachers and aides. For three months
many of the committce worked five or six hours a weck, including one 10-
hour marathon of the whole group. Close to their March deadline, they
finished. Four people, including one teacher on the committee itself,
were recommended not to return. There were some strong disagreements,
but this time there were no moves ta rescind.

Less sensitive and personally draining, but closer te the heart of
program policy, were two othor items on governing board's agenda. One,
fairly brief, was graduation requirements. The other, extremely lengthy,
was planning and budgeting for 1973-76.

Starting early in fall a teacher, the principal, and a few students
had been working on graduation criteria. The Free School diploma must
mean more, they felt, than that its holder had taken courses or grown
toc old for high school. It should be a statement that the student had

demonstrated competcnce or proficiency in socveral broad areas. With many
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suggestions from staff and a few from students, the small working group
offered a list of proposed requirements.

Their four broad areas for achievement were not startling: communica-
tion and language, mathematics and science, social perspective and humanities,
rersonal independence and initiative. The new departure was that under
each heading they altenpted to describe the Free School graduate in terms
of competence and activity. The diploma would attest, for example, that
"you can read an article or see a program on a current scientific topicCae..
and explain it to someone else." It would mean that "you have found and
held a job." It would tell that "you can come up with what you need to
know in order to do something practical about a political or cultural
problen." With six pages of such requirements went a cumbersome procedure
for verifying their completion and actually becoming a graduate.

The document as a whole was a bit didactic and, as students said,
"heavy.” As a set of cxit criteria, it emphasized the hoped-for product
of Tree School learning, not the process. It was not a matter of gripping
interest, therefore, to teachers and students who were daily caught up in
trying to discover an acceptable process. Nevertheless, the graduation
requirements attempted to state some basic directions for the whole
curriculum, and thus indirectly to shape program even for younger ages.
fs well as a check-list for 17-year-olds, they were a kind of goals
statement that secondary people, at least, would have to use all year
long. Staff worked them over briefly, and in February governing board
arproved,

Planning and budgeting for Years 3-5 were already on the agenda when
foverning board was clected in fall of Year-2. For gll SEA it was a

tortuous, sometimes tormented, process. For Free School it began with
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lists of promising practices people would like to have funded, proceeded
through attempts to state philcsophy and goals, and ended in long debate
about sigze and structure of staff.

In the first phase a staff committec gathered ideas and came up with
new wish-lists. The rural satcllite reappeared. It and most other
suggestions from this period were quite in valin.

The second phase produced two documents which seemed purposeful and
organized at the time, but soon faded intc obscurity. One was a set of
Free School goals keyed to 1l Mintended outcomes of the SEA experiment.m
They purported to provide a Lframework for more detailed program objectives,
and to show Free School's way of serving project-wide purposes. For a
while they were taken quitc seriously. In two December meetings, governing
board discussed, revised, and adopted them.

The second document was & philosophical outline sketching eight
"grenas for freedom" and stating the purpose of Frec School to develop
nskills, knowledge, and imner autonomy for acting as free persons in
that enviromment." Tt was drafted by the principal during winter break,
then rather passively approved by sbaff and goverming board. Later, it
was incorporated in the 1973-76 plan. After that, like the set of goals
which went before, it was rarely referred to.

"In reality," an evaluation analysis said later, "the school does not
find its base in the stated philosorhy." These supposedly basic affirma-
tions, proposed by the principal and accepted wilh deceptive ease, were
largely illusory. They could be quickly forgotten, because they made no
convinecing conncction with teachers! and students! actual activities or
problems, Thore was a iarge gap and o double bind. The press of what

ci

must be done every day left 1ittle cnergy for thinking out the goals;
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and without hard-thought goals there was little unity for what must be done
every day.

The third phase of planning hit much closer to where people lived,
and thus provoked much more vigorous response. This was the concrete
rroblem of specifying how Free School would end Year-5 still able to do
all it wanted to do in Year-2, but on local funding alone. That explicitly
challenged an unspoken assumption that all staff positions could or should
conbinue indefinitely. The challenge was made harder by the principal
and some parents pushing strongly for fewer teachers better paid, and for
less reliance on hourly~wage aides carrying teacher work-loads. It was
made” harder still by feelings that in this argument the well-paid admini-
strator was slighting either the dedication or the ability (or both) of
present staff. It was made hardest of all when Experimental Schools sent
back the governming board's laboriously achieved compromise, with instruc-
tions to cut its cost by more than half.

The planning ordeal consumed four full months, not only for governing
board, but for many cthers as well. There were claims that Free School
deserved much more per-pupil funding than other schools. There was
criticism of "hierarchical and "bureaucratic'" distinctions among
temporary positions, permanent staff, and aides with limited duties. There
was worry whether in any event it would work. Staff had to estimate the
consequences of each proposal for themselves and their students. For the
first time, secondary students showed strong interest and voting power
on the board, when secondary staff positions were threatened. The principal
even suggested once that if Free School could not get what it wanted from
Washington, governing board should consider ending the experiment.

Eventually new compromises were reached, a new budget settled for,
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a plan agpproved, and even job descriptions written., The planning's strong
positive aspect was that it outlined a structured way for Free School to
endure, rather than remain vulnerable with irregular staffing and a

soft budget. Its equally strong negative aspect was a heavy toll on
morale and daily work. Internal evaluation, again, noted "a direct

effect on the time staff members spent with students." Even more

marked was "the administration's isolation." All in all, during so many
people's pre-occupation with their future, "the present program seemed
Just to be carried along through momentum."

And when planning was done, the item still at the top of a burned-
out board's agenda, was personnel. All the vacant and re-defined posi-
tions had to be filled. New committees were needed, more screening and
interviewing, more decisions about people. Free School apprbached.its
third year as it had approached its first and its second: struggling to
define the staff which would define the program. Governance was
personnel. As for capturing a collective and pragmatic vision of what
Free School would be, it seemed that the harder people ran, the more

they stayed in the same place.
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Marshall-[}ng_" versity High School

Opening day at Marshall-U in 1971 came and went without fanfare for
alternatives. Few of the '75 faculty, and fewer still of the 1129 students
or their parents, were familiar with the SEA project. Within the building
there was little concerted effort to play up the high school's part in a
project of comprehensive change. As suggested already, the strategy for
extending options to this half of Southeast's students was gradual, not
grand.

What everyone did know agbout was the shift, effective this year, to
a trimester calendar. The strong faculty decision for this change had
preceded SEA but the change itself fit well with an increased emphasis on
choice and alternatives, Trimester scheduling weakened the traditional
pattern of year-long graded courses. It set a framework, at least in
senior high, which welcomed proposals for dealing with new content in
short courses which could stand on their own, or for treating old subject-
matter in a particular teacher's distinctive style.

Together with the calendar change, at winter trimester, came the
introduction of a student self-registration, or open registration, system.
Instead of having teachers and class hours assigned to them by computer,
as had been the case, students gained some opportunity to choose
the people and times they preferred. The effect was to loosen some
rigidities of the previous procedure. Within the limits of course re-
quirements and the seven-hour day, self-registration provided a sort of
open market. And it tended td reward those teachers whose classroonm styles
corresponded best with students' preferences.

By the school administration and among the department chairpersons
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both these early changes were conceived as long=range efforts. They were
intended as a means to stimulate variety and new departures from within
the school itself. They did evidently release new energies quickly: 26
new courses were already offered in the fall trimester, and 3L more in
the winter. As they learned of SEA staff development funds, teachers
moved rapidly to take advantage of them in writing new curriculum, and
re~writing old, to fit the trimester pattern.

Among the ideas which began to emerge, special emphasis, status, and
SEA funding went right away to those which took an interdisciplinary or
action-learning approcach. Man: His Feelings and His World combined
music, art, literature, and communication. AWARE (A Wilderness and Research
Experience) linked individual cognitive projects with affective growth in
preparing and carrying out group camping trips. An Off-Campus Learning
Experience broadened the old work-study concept to give students credit
for completing learning contracts away from school, under non-faculty
SPONSOTS .

Another route to variety, a chance to escape four full years of
ordinary classes, was through independent study and early graduation. The
proportion of credits which could be earned by individual work under
individual faculty supervision was increased, and teachers' time was set
aside to provide that supervision. Administrative barriers to accelerated
progress were reduced, and students were encouraged to finish up ahead of
time. As was expected, academically able students took advantage of these
opportunities. Early graduations and the number of proposals submitted for
independent study both inereased sharply.

Still a third type of early emphasis was on direct attention to the

feelings and conflicts of high school students growing up. Mid-way
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through Year-l1 Marshall agreed to be the site for the SEA funded (and
separately administered) Deliberate DPsychological Education project. DFE,
linking a University Professor of Counseling with counselors and teachers
at the school, aimed to develop elective courses that would explicitly
focus on adnlescents' personal development and psychological growth. Such
courses did eventually appear, in profusion. But the immediate impact of
DPE at Marshall was to undergird and accelerate planning for an ambitious
program known as Guide Groups.

The plan was to have every senior high faculty member take responsi=-
bility for an unstructured twice-weekly meeting of about a dozen students.
The purpose of these Guide Groups was to support personal growth, positive
attitudes toward learming, open communication, and "a more personal re-
lation between student, home, and school." They would help to replace
the institutional atmosphere of school with one more favorable to
students! maturing and enjoyment. Their dominant content would be pro-
cess, Plainly teachers were being asked to practice some interpersonal
and group-dynamics skills, agpart from their subject-matter expertise. To
strengthen such skills, and the confidence to use them, in-service workshops
took place late in year-l. Guide Groups became part of every students
senior high program at the beginning of year-~2,

Probably the training was not enough, and certainly many teachers
had little heart for the strange business of leading unstructured groups
in a wholly affective agenda. With hard-to-specify objectives, Guide
Groups did not win strong administration support. Students were dubious
too, as shown by unmistakeably low attendance. With notable exceptions
Guide Group locked much like the homeroom it replaced, and was easier for

both students and teachers if it was treated like homeroom. It most
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frequentlyibecame a time for announcements, information exchange, chatting,
and waiting for the bell. By the end of year -2 1t was easily agreed
that one meeting per weck would suffice, and that sights should be lowered
to "edueational and vocational planning, not personal growth."

As ambitious as Guide Groups was the dream of two or three other faculty
that Marshall-University might become the place where everyone used TV to
make learning more fun, more humane, more effective, and more creative.
From some modest initial discussion about extending multi-media services
in the building, grew a proposal for a semi-professional production and
editing studio, plus a five-channel closed circuit link to L2 classroom
locations, plus capability to transmit from any one loeation to any or all
of the others, plus a plan for training teachers and students how to use
and maintain the cquipment, plus ways for other SEA schools and the College
of Education to sharc its use, plus over 300 pages of possible curricular
applications, plus ample software to get well started, and plus much,
much more.

The proposers were able to tap the know-how and sympathies of
Washington's project officer for SEA, who happened also to be a specialist
in educational TV. In the summer before year-2 Experimental Schools
granted $90,000 extra for equipment and materials. What with bidding
and construction delays, installation was not complete until almost a year
later -~ the end of year-2. For a year after that the studio gol brisk
and creative use by the original proposers and their students. Relatively
few other faculty were persuaded Lo sxploit it, despite the undoubted
possibilities. By year-li the chief initiators who really understood
those possibilities were gone from Marshall-U (as the friendly project

officer had long since been gone from Washington), and the costs of
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staffing and maintaining the studio began to seem very large, By year=5
the chief use of the facility was for a small vocational program, locally
funded, drawing students from other high schools, as well from Southeast.
Though the hardware is all in place, only a fraction of the original
dream has ever come true.

Tike senior high with its Guide Groups, Marshall-University junior
high also had a program in which counselors were central and which aimed
at a more personalized, affectively sware relationship between teachers
and their students., It was a pre-SEA Title ITI project, and its format
was very different from Guide Groups. Seventh-and 8th-grade core-subject
teachers met delly with a counselor to pool their perceptions of students!
satisfaction with school, behavior with each other, and academic progress.
The counselors spent time in the classrooms, meeting students informally
more often than formally. This project continued through the first two
SEA years. Its mectings and communication with parents gradually became
the forum where Marshall-U's own planning for junior high alternatives
began.,

Such planning did not come to much in the first year. Its one clear-
cut product was the design and funding (from SEA) of a partial-day program
for students with "special difficulties" -- i.e. low achievement combined
with behavior problems. Two teachers with a special concern for such
students proposed an Adjusted Learning Environment. The emphasis would
be on reading and math, with individualized support to both child and
famnily, and some use of behavior modification techniques. Other members
of the classroom teams, needless to say, welcomed the ALE proposal. It
was carefully prepared, began smoothly in the fall of year-2, and

continues on local funding at the end of year-5,
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For thinking about the rest of junior high, an informal group of
parents met off and on into the spring of '72 with the assistant principal
(administrator for junior high), counselor, and some of the teachers.
They were concerned about the "climate" for 7th-and 8th-graders, and
wondered about planning for the future. There was dissatisfaction on all
sides that students had to move back and forth (through Dinkytown) for
some classes at the main building and some in their home base on the
University campus. There was parental apprehension for young children in
an environment of older teen-agers. There were demands that these
"transition" grades should benefit from SEA money as much as the senior
high. There were questions whether the junior high must accomodate its
program to the alternatives now taking shape in three SEA elementary
schools. Everyone foclt that somehow alternatives should become part of
junior high life. Several teachers began to develop their ideas for
mini-courses and environmental projects. The idea of expanding the
teacher-and-counselor teams to include non-core teachers was locked into,
but found too complicated. At this point, it seems, neither parents, nor
admnistrators, nor teachers were ready to tske leadership in saying what
junior high alternatives should look like. In the absence of a plan
and people to lobby for it, things stayed the same. Attendance in the
discussions dwindled, and the meetings with parents came to an end.

In the fall of year=2, however, 7th-8th grades opened with 50
more students than staff had expected -- 170 instead of 120. DMNost of
the increase was from outside Southeast, perhaps attracted by the notion
that SEA had extra money, and would surely be improvement over run-of-

the-mill junior highs elsewhere. One response to the crowded and hectic situation
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was to revive earlier proposals for a 7th-8th grade Environmental Quarter,
and let students who wanted it choose a very loosely structured core
program in an 'open" classroom. About 25 students made that choice right
away, going with the one teacher who was available (on SEA funds) to
mansge the new option. DBy winter trimester it had been acronymed as

IDEA (Inter-Disciplinary Environmentsl Approach), allotted support from
the federal budget for a second teacher, and expanded to 50 students.

JTDEA continued to the end of the year, winning a mixed and dubious accept-
ance, at best. It had been hastily thrown together, after all, with little
or no time for planning curriculum or for preparation of space and
materials, The teachors directly involved were uncertain what they
thcmselvgs wanted as open education, and too hartied from the start to build
strong working rclationships with cach other. The relation of IDEA to

the rest of the junior high program was even more problematic. Did IDEA
of fer alternative content ("envirommental®™), or alternative process
("oren")? Was it to continue with the same teachers, or was it a one-
year &xpedicnt? Tid Marshall-U's administrators really back it, or was

it a2 somewhat grudging concession to SEA's need for novelty? Was it

Jjust for students already "mature enough to take the responsibility," as
internal evaluation implied, or was it a program to foster that

maturity? In the winter of 1972-73 when immense energies were demanded
in plamning for the naxt three years, there was still no consensus on
these questions. Nor was there much apparatus for achieving consensus,
cven among faculty. Not until mid-spring, with the appointment of g
Junior high program planner, did it begin to come clear where the IDEA
iAna would lead in SEA year-3.

Though it is covered more broadly clsewhere, mention belongs here also
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of the first years' evening education program at the high school. This
was a pre-SEA activity of evening classes for adults. With the coming of
an SEA Community Education co-ordinator, Becky Lattimore, the Marshall~U
program grew rapidly. 3By the end of year-2 there were close to 100
different classes offered, on three evenings each week, bringing over 900
people into the school building. The connection with alternative schools
is that about 30 of these were high school students, earning some of
their graduation credits in evening classes traditionally thought of as
serving adult leisure~time interests. One of the most popular was a DFE
course, Psychology of Counseling, taught by a young social studies
instructor.

In these carefully negotiated crossovers between the "defined school
day" and the "lighted school" -- normally two very separate parts of
urban educationsl bureaucracy -- there was just a hint that one alternative
for high school youth might be te do some of their learning with grown-ups,
at night, helped by teachers from the community who held no certificates
beyond their own enthusiasm and knowledge. There were further hints in
Becky Lattimore's recruiting of a lay Community School Committee to advise
on the character of the Marshall-U program, and in her questionnaire
to discover what evening classes might even be wanted by junior high
students.

What all this activity amounted to depended very heavily on who was
looking at it. But from whatever point of view, it seems clear enough that
the projects all together did not add up to a program of major change,
yet. For semior high students there were important new procedures and new
choices, some of them qulte novel. DBut there is no report of students

feeling that now they belonged to a new kind of school. For 7th-8th graders
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not much was different at all. For faculty there were good opportunities
to design new offerings, perhaps together with a compatible colleague,
and very likely get them funded. There were also ways any alert depart-
ment could acquire its wish-list of late-model equipment or materials.

Pat in June '73 the school was still essentially the same entity as in
June 71 -~ students choocing courses from teachers organized in depart-
ments, co-ordinated in time and space by a principal and assistants.

For parents the school must have seemed somewhat more complex than before,
perhaps a bit more lively in curriculum and a bit less turbulent socially,
but not a lot better or worse. The features you liked or disliked when
your child was in 9th-grade were still the features to like or dislike

as she entered 11th.

From where Bill Phillips sat, in the principal's office, this
pattern of parts without a whole was quite acceptable. It was evidence
that enterprise and energy were being released "from within the school it-
self," The variety of projects, morcover -- from independent study for a
single student on Black poetry, to writing a "deliberately psychological
childeare curriculum in home economics -- showed that Marshall-U's entire
heterogenecus spectrum of students and faculty could see benefits for
themselves in the afmosphere of change, MNo one need feel left out.
Equally important, no one was compelled to join in. For those who chose
to try some innovation, there was encouragement, but little special
glory. For those who chose to stick with what they knew, or even to
scoff at SEA as one more passing federal fad, there was continued accept=-
ance, and no threat of being labelled old fogeys. As Phillips came to
see it, this was the right route to a high school comprehending all styles

of teaching and learning as equal alternatives to each other. "It made
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absolutely no sense at Marshall to try to develop a single program and
make everybody be part of it. You had to develop a school of alternatives
in which everybody could be happy. That made a 1ot of sense."

lot everybody was happy, however, and to many observers Phillips!
low-pressure approach did not make sense enough. The SEA experiment,
after all, was a nationally visible tnst of comprehensive change.
Binswanger's initial invitation for proposals had cast cautionary
aspersions on "piecemeal" efforts which had no unifying principle, and
would ultimately leave their sponsoring institutions unaltered. Was not
Marshall-U's eclectic pot pourri of projects running just this risk? Was
extra federal money, doled out here and there over a few years' time,
enough to make true alternatives take root in secondary education?

The pressure of SEA activists and the Expsrimental Schools ambience
was to say No =-- to demand from Marshall-U some conceptualization and
strategic design far more crisply identifiable than whalt was actually
emerging. One department chairman, for example, came forth with an
extensive and carefully thought proposal for radically re-conceiving the
entire curriculum and faculty organization. He zomplained that he
could not get administration support for a serious hearing. Parents of
older elementary students, especlally in the Open School, began to ask
how the high school was preparing to receive their children. One
Marshall~U and Marcy parent expressed her opinion, and no doubt strengthened
other people's fears, that up-coming Open students could only "be frustrat-
ed by the fragmented approach and rather stagnant, sexist courses" in
Junior high. At about the same time internal evaluators for the 7th-8th
program were cbserving, among teachers and the more vocal varents, a

feeling that "experimentation i¢ only given lip-service," and that the
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Marshall-U administration was even "somewhat manipulative in its effort
to maintain the status quo."

Strong comments like these reflected a widespread noticn, in Southeast,
that the high school was not in step with the rest of SEA. A common
question, both inside Marshall-U and out, was whether the whole school
was part of an alterngtives experiment, or only those people connected
with the list of specially added projects. "I think we may have failed
to specify our expectatbions in this regard,” lamented the Experimental
Schools project officer after an early visit. He was right, but the
lament itself showed that Washington wanted a more encompassing approach.
The same expectation was underlined by Jim Kent's pointed inclusionof
"all personnel! and "the entire school program" under the SEA umbrella.
Whatever form or forms the movement at Marshall-U might take, the
context of change was to be systemic, the school as g whole. In some
important sense a totally traditional gym class should be as much a
part of the total experiment gs a trimester in the woods. The parts
must add together as a whole, and the whole must equal more than its
parts.,

For Bill Phillips this sort of pressure felt like a demand to make
the school over in some new ideclogical image. He resisted it, strongly.
He had no such image pre-formed in his own mind, and saw none proposed
that persuaded him or -- more important -- united the faculty. Two
forays for ideas outside Minneapolis had not been encouraging. One was
to a conference sponsored by the Center for New Schools, in Chicago.
There he found other project directors with soft-money grants (and "at
least half sharing some common tie with Harvard and Rinswanger."), but

none with plans for mzking innovation endure on local budgets. The
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second was to look at Berkeley's Experimental Schools Program, since
people kept telling him, "They're doing such great things; why don't you?"
But what he saw was mostly ™.ll-concelved alternatives that wouldn't

last; no strategies, no implementation plans." Both trips left Phillips
freling confirmed and comfortable in his early response to SEA. The way
to go with alternatives at Marshall-U was -- slowly. Even though people
might be asking, "When will Marshall join SEA?" and even sensing some

body of opinion that "they have a hard-hat for a prinecipal," his judgement
remained as it was. This high school would benefit most from "administra-
tion, not leadership."

But administration of what? If there were no viable models to adopb
or adapt, and if a collection of teachers' projects (themselves pretty
softly funded) still did not synergize as comprehensive change, where
was the unifyine principle for Marshall-U? One avenue to more broad-
basced commitment and co-ordination for a school of alternatives might be
inviting more of Marshgll-U's clientele into Marshall-U's governance.
Parents, especially, if they had a hand in shaping policy, might bring
new resources of people and time to enrich the program, might strengthen
support for new ideas, and above all might generate a better esprit de
corps in the school as a whole.

The argument for greater community involvement was highly attractive
to at least those faculty and parents who had clear priorities of their
own for re-making the school. It was also much advocated by Jim Kent.

He was frankly worried that the high school was not tooling up fast
enough to maintain momentum when funds fell back to normal or faculty
were cut by projected decreases in enrollment., He feared inevitable re-

trenchment if the school did not have the organized strong support of
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involved families. And he heard a lot from elemontary parents, excited
about their K-6 alternatives, but unconvinced that anything new was being
prepared, 7-12,

Kent also had a managerial reason for wanting a new pattern of
governance at Marshall-U, We have alrrnady seen that the joint poliecy
board for Marshall-U could neither bocome a K-12 governance group, nor
continue as a board of directors for the high school alone. As early as
February, 1972, the policy board had recommended that it be replaced at
the high school by some new "broad-based" governance structure. For K-12
overview Kent had sel about developing a community advisory group from
Coutheast as a whole -- the Southeast Council. It was chiefly chosen by
the parents/staff community groups of the five separate schools. Yet there
was no such strong group at Marshall-~U. With that one school comprising
fully half the SFA students and families, it was urgent, from at least the
start of Year-2, that one be developed.

Making it happen, however, was another matter. Marshall-U's most
influential governance group was the council of department ehairpersons
(now including leaders of such SEA-funded projects as AWARE). Together
with the principal they dealt with nuts-and-bolts policy questions like
allocation of teacher positions within the school, distribution of non-
salary budget, and approval of curriculum changes. A much larger faculty
council chiefly worked on more topical questions, such as human relations
programs. After a peak of student activism in 1969 and '70, the student
senate now attracted less and less interest. It neither took nor strongly
asked any major role in school policy. The only vehicle for parent
involvement was quite traditional PTSA, whose meetings were sparsely

attended and rarely a forum for debate -- much less for decision -- on.
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overall school policy.

No one claimed that this was the best of all possible arrangements
for community involvement in decision making. Bub, even more than in
educational programs, Bill Phillips was loathe to embark on rapid or
unsettling changes. To develop a new advisory group in governance would
be unsettling, he felt, if it shunted aside the traditional PTSA, if it
threatened the authority and expertise of the chairpersons' council, if
it failed to balance all elements of the diverse parents, and if it was
not clearly confined to advising rather than governing. So many cautions
and conditions seemcd to justify long delay. They also seemed, for people
who wanted immediate, strong, visible community participation, like plain
resistance to the whole idea. Not until late winter of Year-2 did Phillips
convene an ad hoc committee to begin work on a new governance structure.
As school let oub in June, they presented their plan.

What was proposed was a carefully limited principal's advisory
council whosc 18 members would be based on existing official groups in
or concerned with the school. At Phillips' particular insistence there
was a bullt-in guarantee that non-Southeast black parents and parents of
handi capped students would have seabts. So would representatives chosen
by the PISA, both faculty groups, the student senate, and non-certificated
employees. Of these several defined constituencies only the PT'SA would
choose as many as four representatives. The principal himself would also
appoint four. Throughout the proposal, moreover, was language intended
to insure that the advisory council "shall not abridge, infringe upon, or
modi fy" the prineipal's responsibilities. Only "at his discretion"
might the Couneil take part in interviecwing for vacant faculty positions,
and the prineipal "shall be present' at all Council meetings.

With such careful balancing of interests and protecting of administra-
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tive perogatives it was not likely that this proposal would please those
who were agitating for new input into poliey and planning. It did not.

Jim Kent pushed hard for something more powerful, or at least more inviting
to new people with new agendas. Since each school's governance plan was
arguably part cf SEA's comprehensive experiment, he had some authority

to approve or disapprove its implementation. Since the increasingly
influential southeast council was his advisor on SEA policy, and had
reviewed all the other schools! govmrnance plans, he could invite them
into the discussion. He did both, sitting on the Marshall-U proposal

over the summer, and then referring it to southeast council in the fall

of Year-3. Now it was Bill Phillips' turn to complain about "manipulative
power.™ From his point of view Kent and a small group of critics, mostly
from outside Marshall-U, were trying to force on the school a model of
legislative power which would only destabilize things all over again, and
in any event was not being asked for by the school itself. Phillips was
consistent throughout: "I dug in my heels." Tt all added up to continuing
delay, and only minor revision of the plan proposed. Not until January

of 197k -- almost two years after the policy board had decided it must go
out of business -~ was a principal's advisory council for the high

school actually constituted and scheduled to neet.

At the end of Year-2, clearly, Marshall-U sat somewhat uneasily in
the comprehensive experiment of which it was the largest component., The
differing views of key actors as to how much change was expected, and
what rate of change was desirable, engendered strong disagreement, some=~
times accompanied by strong feelings. In a word, Jim Kent thought much
more was possible and needed, much more rapidly, than Bill Phillips did.

The two men reflected -- did not create —-- a similar difference of stance
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among teachers and parents. There was not enough agreement or power

on either side to resolve that differnnce early in the project.
Directions of real movement for Marshall-U would only begin to come clear

in Year-3 and beyond.
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CHAPTER VI
IN THE SCHOOLS BUT NOT OF THEM:
SEA K=1.2 SERVIGCES

Southeast Alterngtives was not schools alone, but additionally a
small host of project-wide enterpriseg which impinged on the schools.,
These were the SEA K-12 Services, co-ordinated and at least partially
funded through the project director!s office. Some of them operated as
semi-autonomous components of the organization, much like the schools,

As a group, they played three vital roles.

First, they all existed to be directly useful, and thus direectly
influential, in the internal workings of the alternatives themselves.
They were to help each school do & better job of what it wanted to do.
They were, precisely, services.

By being project-wide, moreover, neither emsnating from nor directed
toward any single school, they had a further funetion. They provided
several sorts of professionals who had to be owned by all the alternatives
in common. For that to be possible, their activities and agends had to
span the spectrum, from Contemporary through Free and from K through 12.
Inherently, therefore, the K-12 services could be integrators in the
project as a whole, They dealt with concerns about which people with
single-school priorities and people with project-wide priorities would
sometimes have to make common cause ~- and on which people from different

schools might have reason to work together.
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Third, the director and central services cluster of SEA were not
simply a passive resource, waiting to be called on by the schools. They
were instigators and promoters of what they haed to offer in their own
right. With built-in interest in meking their own organizationsl specialties
characteristiec of the whole, they became program centers themselves, as
well as integrators of other centers. As such they gererated ldess,
information, and influence of their own, contributing importently to the
stepped-up activity level throughout Southeast. The K-12 services, in
short, were part of the eritical start-up mass for self-susteining
comprehensive change.

Publig Information

Because it rested on people making choices, Southeast Alternstives
required from the start that its own public know what their options were,
Because it was a federal project, with large investments of interest and
self-interest from Washington, it required that people from far afield
know of it and think well of it., Because it was a seed-bed for system-wide
change, it was required that all Minneapclis became knowledgeable about
what the change involved. There were thus three broad publics to be served
with information, all in a competent public relations way: the public
internal to Southeast itself; the overlapping public of the Minneapolis
system; and the indefinite public external to both.

Internal information had an easily stated prime purpose, "to help
parents meske wise choices" -- and to make them happy. Tending to that
purpose began very early, with the hiring of parents for community liaison.
In year two, public information activities were greatly expanded under the
leadership of Sally French, the newly appointed public information specialist,

who was herself a Southeast parent and resident.
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In visibility and volume the main means of broadcasting what people
needed to know in Southeast was an SEA newspaper. .F?om the fall of Year-1
it went bi-monthly, by mail, to all school families, and of course to all
the staff. In B=1? pages 1t combined the practlcal and the promotional.
There were full bus schedules, details of transfer procedures, and
general program descriptions of the different schools. In each issue French
was careful to include feature material from each school, and often
from SEA's non-school components. The stories and photeos on particular
programs or people were balanced by equsl space for genersl matters that
touched everycne -- the results of evsluation surveys among parents, for
instance, and the gquestion of merging SEA wlith a larger adminiastrative
area, By regularly sending every home both school-based and project<wlide
grticles together, the newspaper medium itself was an up-beat message
of SEA unity in SEA variety.

In addition to the paper were numerous cther ways of spreading infor-
mation. Like the paper, most were developed first with a Southeast
audience in mind, but also served much more widely for orienting visitors,
sharing with the press, sending aleng to education conferences, and mailing
to distant inguirers. An SEA slide-tape show provided visual introduction
to the alternatives, as well as verbal. Each elementary school and the
Free School produced its own professionslly coached brochure, For Years-2
and ~li there were comprehensive text-and-photo booklets displaying SEA
as a whole, There was a cheerful anthology of children's writing and art-
work. For Year-5 there was a 120-page collection of essays by SEA
participants, from teachers to the superintendent. It was a sort of
Festschrift, from SEA to SEA.

A1] these items (some 70,000 pieces in all) went routinely to school
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board members, all Minneapolis school buildings, and sometimes tc all
the teachers in the system. Besides that, if a PTA or group of teachers
anywhere in the Twin Citles area wanted to know more, the public infor-
mation drector would find someone to tell them, With heavy reliance on
parents from each building, there developed, in effect, an SEA speakers
bureau.

The most direet and obvious way for pecple to see alternatives in
action was just that -- to visit the schools. By the end of Year-5 fully
7,000 people had done that, by formal arrangement., Scheduling and
co-ordinating the Wednesday visitor program quickly became a major facet
of public information, It, too, required a person in each building to
handle hospitality and logistics.

Visitor days were popular and manageable, but in terms of system-
wide impact they were haphazard., There were lots of people from out of
town, but not enough who could practically ask about offering alternatives |
in Minneapolis itself, Often, moreover, the quick walk-through tours
left visitors without sufficient chance to reflect on why such unaccustomed
activities as they saw were actuelly considered desirable, It was easy
to be attracted or repelled by the trees, but miss the forest. Even
though the schools were willing to be locked at, not enough was being
seen -- especially by the most critically important audience, Minneapolis
school people.

For the fall of Year-l, therefore, Jim Kent and Sally French designed
8 more strategic spproach. On & large scale, people in the local system
should have cpportundity for concentrated, systematic exposure to the
Southeast experiment. Temporarily, the usual ocutsider vislits were

suspended. Instead, for a week at a time, SEA was host to just one of
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Minneapolis' three large administrative sub-areas. From each, about 100
people who were likely to be involved 1n developing alternatives in their
area, came to spend four full days observing and guestioning SEA, They
were teachers (with substitutes provided), parents, end adminlstrators.
In addition to half a day in each alternative school, with time to talk
with thelr own counterparts and students, they had substantial meetings
with Teacher Center staff, the internal evaluation team, project-wide lay
leadership, and the SEA director. A4s nearly as possible, it was a total-
immersion experience.

Together with their packets of prepared materlzl, these system-wide
visitors took home their own assessments and a realistic feel for what
is entailed by meking alternatives the pattern for public education.
That was the point of the whole massive effort -- that the "relatively
secluded” experiment should be considered throughout the system for its

bearing on K-12 teaching and learning in all the system's parts.

Staff Development and the Teacher Center

Staff development in SEA began with simple recognition that an alter=-
natives program has special training needs, and with the naming of Fredrick
Hayen as staff development director, to pay attention to them. From that
beginning it mushroomed into a complex organization pursuing its own pur-
poses not only within SEA, but alongside it and far beyond. The rather
breath-taking growth stages are fairly easily listed. Keeping them within
the perspective of this report will be more difficult.

First, for a year, there was only ad hoc orgenizetion: the schools
did whet seemed important or feasible; Fred Hayen worked with principals

and teachers who wanted help identifying their needs.
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Second, at the start of Year-2, an SEA Teacher Center emerged. It
hed a teacher-controlled board, to allocete staff development funds and
use the director as its staff.

Third, staff development replaced governance and operation of South-
east schools as the ground where school system and College of Education
interests most naturally met. At the end of Year-2, Minneapolls Public |
Schools and the University of Minnesota contractually created and funded
the MPS/UM Teacher Center, with & new and more potent board. This new
board hired SEA's director of staff development for its own.

Fourth, the original teacher-controlled SEA board became the SEA in-
service committee of the larger MPS/UM entity, They acquired their own in-
service coordinator as staff, and continued in charge of all federal funds
for SEA staff development.

Fifth, from Year -3 on, the MPS/UM Teacher Center developed remarkable
expensionist momentum, It became the umbrella organization for a diverse
array of pre-service, in-service, and commnity training activities. In
behalf of the alternatives idea, Hayen and a now numerous staff sought
system-wide for ways to export the skills and experience being gained in
Southeast, By Year.g MPS/UM was proposing to manage a nation-wide dis-
semination network among bigjcity school districts.

So much for bare outline. In an open-ended project devoted to com-
prehensive change one should not be surprised if there are some surprises.
Here we have a service unit of the alternatives program which by the end
of the trial period is in many ways more extensive than the experiment
itself. There will be (and are) very varied opinions of the program stra-

tegies and organizational entrepreneurship which make up this story. Some
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will understand an imaginative and far seeing effort to insure SEA's long-
range change impact on both the school system and the professional pre-
paration of future teachers., Others will judge that SEA conceded too much
too soon to the self-interest of an entrenched professoriate, at the ex-
pense of careful staff development in SEA proper. Some will ges Hayen's
organizational style as catalytic and creative, relaxing bureacratic
constraints and enabling people to combine their energies in new ways.
Others will dismlss it es sophisticated empire-building, a bubble bound
to burst.

To give texture to the story, the bare outline deserves some addi-
tional detail. Most important for our purposes are the beginning and the
middle.

There was no hint of a Teacher Center in the SEA proposal. Nor was
there any defined staff development strategy for the project as a whole.
There was a double~cadve (elementery and secondary ) of specialist resource
teachers. There was allowance for released time from classrooms durlng
the school year. There was the title of staff development director. When
Fred Hayen took up that post, after the first summer activities, he brought
no package of staff development technigues or content ready for delivery
in alternative schools, He did not believe there was such a package. He
had not yet thought of a Teacher Center, either,

What led him to think of it was the nature of staff development needs
and wants during Year-1. They might clearly cluster around new curriculum
materials, as in the Continuocus Progress and Contemporary Schools. Or they
might grow from a plunge into organizational and governance changes, as
at the Open School. Or they might be a function of constant tension be-

tween individual and institutional c¢laims, as in Free School, Or they
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might be scattered through the generally skeptical context of Marshall-
University. Whatever the specifics, Hayen believed from the start that
they must be identified from within each organization before any outside
help could be useful. He therefore chiefly worked by inviting people
to talk about their own percelved problems, and about what they thought
night help to solve them. It was an informal, voluntary, short-range
approach,

If people were willing to meet -- ag the three elementary principals
were —— Hayen met with them. If they could elarify a question or problem-
solving idea -- finding a particular kind of consultant, for example, or
attending a particular conference -- he provided money or people to follow
it up, If they wanted to wait-and-see about SEA in general, or keep to
themselves -- as at Marshall-U and the Free School -- that was all right
too. The sbtance was to reaffirm constantly that what SEA staff were
doing was important, and that they were probably more expert about its
difficulties than anyone else,

Quickly, the director of staff development found himself in a broker's
role, He had the budget, and sometimes the concrete suggestions on how
to use it. He was coordinating the elementary resource teacher cadre and
talking frequently with the community liasison parents. He was lnformally
in touch with people at the University or elsewhere who might be useful
on this or that cecasion. Pratt-Motley staff, for instance, spent one
weekend with the leadership trainer from a Lutheran seminary. Putting
people in touch with what they themselves wanted right away was more im-

portant than over-arching design or a syllabus of workshops.

The most particularly productive brokerage, however, seemed to be
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among SEA people themselves. Many elementary teachers wanted to visit
each other's alternative schools., Staff development money made that
possible, and allowed also for the teachers released on a given day to
have lunch together as a group with Hayen. From these connections came
further exchanges of technigues and skills -- s when one Contemporary
teacher spent a day in a Marcy classroom showlng the Open teecher who in-
vited her how to teach math with an abacus, All the staff development
director did was approve the idea and pay for the substitute, It struck
him strongly that, "If this is really the process, then this is where the
decisions should be made: by the teschers.”

A means For institutionslizing and expanding this example of the
abacus seemed ready at hand, Professional and popular journals were
reporting on British experience with local resource centers initiated
and controlled by teachers as places where they could exchange and develop
new tricks of their trade. What happened through such a center was up to
the teachers -- not to education professors, administrators, or text-book
publishers. Helping them make it happen -- not telling them what it should
be -- was the teachers' own hired hand, a warden of the center. Hayen and
Kent talked it over. They both warmed to the notion of adapting the
British idea to the SEA setting. At mid-winter Hayen distributed a brief
concept paper. Others like the idea, too. It was consistent with the
stated commitment to decentralized governance. It was a way for people
from all the alternatives to work strategically together. Within the
framework of teacher control there was room for representation of adminise
trators, parents, and even students., Why not try it?

To the surprise of SEA, Washington raised objeetions. 4t first there

was merely a delay of final approval, pending clarificatiocn of the plan,
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Then, two weeks before schools re-opened, the plan was rejected. This
time the grounds were directly substantive, and expressed with interven-
tionist vigor by Experimental Schools' new project officer for Minneapolis,
Cynthie Parsons. There was not sufficient guarantee, she felt, "that
teachers would really have control over budget." Even if that were taken
care of, there was little promise that a "center as such" would be created.
British example, "along Leicestershire lines," called for a welcoming
walk-in place where teachers gather to swap ideas, develop their own
materials, and strengthen their differing styles. The SEA model seemed
more like a board room for voting on budgets., Why?

For the theoretical question, Hayen hed a theoretical answer., It
was essentially that the sociology of American education systems did not
allow for simply imitating British precedent., In an environment of
sdministrative lines and controls, the first necessity for change was
"an organization which can live within a rigid system, and through 1ts
own streture protect the freedom of its constituency.” That was the
Teacher Center bogrd, in charge of dollar resources and reagsuringly
visible on an organization chart. The Teacher Center center would follow,
but in Minneapolis context it could not precede. In reality, after all,
decentralized staff development was beginning with administrators' ideas
and administrators! budgets. SEA was not Leicestershire.

Cynthia Parsons remained unconvinced, but besides the theory of the
matter, she had to deal with the polities. Meeting some of her objections
and getting Teacher Center approved became an important teething exercise
for S8BA's fledgling community governance group, the Southeast Council.

For this new body of perents, teachers, and community figures it was the
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first big issue. As school started in Year-2 they worked with Hayen to
enlist more teacher involvement and teacher support in his plan. They
played a critical role in re-writing and legltimizing. At the end of
September the Council, not just administrators, met with the project
officer, They persuaded her to reconsider.

In early October 1972, finally, the staff development budget was
given to an SEA Teacher Center board. Its majority was seven faculty
from the five schools, with one principal, three parents, and twe secondary.
students. From then on, this board was to make the decisions about staff
development priorities, programs, and funding. Fred Hayen would see that
those decisions.were carried out. The director would be the directed.

The directed director, however, had much to fill his days besides
direct staff work for the new board. Already by the end of December, he
reportad, "the time required ... to follow up on staff development pro-
grams is not available." His time was golng instead to "planning and
naking contacts required for future roles of the Center.”

What that reflects is that simultaneous with the birth of the board
other pecple were beginming a serious search for some new linkage ﬁetween
Mirneapolis Public Schools and the University of Minnesota. The idea of
continuing Marshall-U's joint poliey board in K-12 governance and opera-
tion of the schools had been decisively defunct for months. Southeast
Council was doing fine without University participation. In the persons
of several administrators and faculty, however, both institutions still
wanted a contractual arrangement for working together in Southeast. The
arena of common interest was pre-service and in-service teacher iraining.

A means for mutuality might well be -~ the Teacher Center.
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Thus through the fall and winter of Year-2 a high level "signifi-
cant group" exchanged, discussed, and mecdified concept papers. Among
them were associate deans, associate superinterdents, snd directors,
but not the Teacher Center board. In spring Jim Kent and a College of
Bducation associate dean drafted a new contract. It called for an
MPS/UM Teacher Center, encompassing SEA's federal funds for steff de-
velopment, more than doubling that amount by equal dollar allocaticons
from school board and regents, adding University office space and staff
time, and vastly enlarging the potential scope of work. The initisl hard-
won Teacher Center board became a subsidiary in-service committee. It
would preside only over SEA funds for SEA use. For the new and more
ambitious entity there was an eight-member new board, half appointed by
the superintendent of schools and half by the College of Fducation dean.
Community voice was limited to an assurance that Southeast Council would
nominate school people, and that each institution would name "at least
one community representative." Holding review and veto power even above
the new board was z four-man administrative committee, two second-level
deans or superintendents from school system and college.

Both school board and university regents approved the contract. In
July 1973, the start of SEA Year-3, the MPS/UM Teacher Center came into
existence. It moved on campus, into Peik Hall, as the 7th - 8th grades
of Marshall-U High moved off. After a brief fuss sbout who would really
be in charge, Hayen or Kent, Fred Hayen was chosen by the new board as
director.

It is understandable, if regrettable, that all this groundwork "for
future roles of the Center" robbed support from the present role, Year-2,

of the Teacher Center board. They did gradually develop a process and some
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priorities for receiving proposals and dispensing funds. By having its
members from the schools negotiate for the schools, the board built pro-
ject wilde perspective while at the same time honoring each component's
priorities. It could not move far, though, toward the goal of ldentifying
common training strands and weaving them into cross-component training pro-.
grams. Nor, in the midst of all else, was there much evidence of the
"ecenter as such" that Cynthia Parscns had tried to insist on.

With Hayen branching out as director for MPS/UM, the new in-service
committee wanted staff of its own. The name for the position was in-service
coordinator. The work was & kind of administrative assistant veraion of
responsibilities which Hayen had held for SEA alone at the start of the
project. To do it, in Year-3 and therecafter, the committee chose a
teacher from the high school. She stayed on top of details that previously
had tended to get lost. She provided fast response to small requests, and
helped people define or budget their proposals for large ones. She pre-
pared agendas for the committee, managed the paper flow, and kept to
deadlines. Above all she kept in touch with teachers and schools, and co-
ordinated the committee's annual project-wide needs assessment. By that
process, each spring, 80 - 85% of the in-service budget could be committed
in advance %o known priority programs of the alternatives. The rest re-
mained available for short-term response, and for strategic initiatives
by the commitiee itself.

Though it intermittently talked of wanting to, the in~service committes
could actuslly do little by way of elther strategy or initiation. In-
stitutionally, each school made its own large plans for extra meeting time,
curriculum consultants, volunteers training, and the like. Individually,

teachers and others submitted hundreds of requests for trips to conferences,
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registrations in workshops, and time to write curriculum. With so many
1little things to do, the committee found no time for conceptualizing
objectives of its own. They had logs and lists of what was happening, but
no corporate criteria for assessing its effectivensss. In any event, by
g rule of Senatorial courtesy, they were not about to intervene in each
other's school's decision making.

BEssentially, then, the Teacher Center in-service committee developed
as a fund-granting forum for balancing requests. Almost entirely, they
approved or adjusted what others proposed, without advencing to advocacy
on their own. SBEA staff development strategy remailned the sum of indivi-
dual strategies, school by school and teacher by teacher. Except that
most of the money passed pretty much en bloc to the schools, that was not
so very different from Year.]. What was different was that while a
director could help people clarify problems and brain-storm solutions, a
coordinating commitiee could not.

That is not to say that Teacher Center staff and the director himself
did not continue to influence staff development in Southeast. Cadre teachers,
now including the former Free School theatre teacher, offered training ex-
periences ranging from integrated math/communications methods, to in-
dustrial arts, to science on snowshoes, to creative movement. The In-service
coordinator kept people informed of what was available, in SEA and out. A
group of British primary teachers came through, on a University project,
and apent a working day in Southeast classrooms. One community liaison
parent put on a seminar for parents with teen~agers; another offered futures
studies for principals. Fred Hayen pushed the idea of a reorganized school

week for greater staff development time.
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Such activities now occurred and were made possible, however, as the
smaller part of a mueh larger enterprise. The new Teacher Center quickly
reserved its MPS/UM program funds for proposals that brought school and
University people together for city-wide service and impact. Easily
combined with this was a concept of Teacher Center itself as ideal agent
for systemic change. Experienced teachers and administrators could take
internships and course-credits in Southeast, and then return to other
Minneapolis settings as trained advocates of an alternatives pattern. En-
haneing this strategy there could be satellite teacher centers based on
clusters of schools not unlike SEA.

Thus the grand design emerged of a new service delivery system for
educational training, oriented to alternatives. By sophisticated matrix-
charted organization, artful combinations of hard and soft money, and
persomnel time-sharing with other units of school system or University,

Hayen added pieces to the package in bewildering array. Community liaison
parents, for example, were partially supported by Teacher Center as trainers

of volunteers. District funds and staff for all side training were trans-
ferred to the Center. A Teacher Corps grant supported one satellite center, and
separate NIE funds another. Title IIT was tapped for two new staff (an

Open School parent and a Free School teacher) to interest schools or dis-

tricts from 18 Minnesota counties in exemplary programs from across the

country.

It would be premature to predict where the grand design will ultimately
lead. For a significant number of individuzls -- not Just teachers -- Teacher
Center has plainly been a breeding ground for new ideas and new pregram ac-
tion. There are signs, though, that it has not quite caught hold as intended.

The Year-5 proposal, that Teacher Center should disseminate alternatives
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know-how nation wide, was rejected by NIE. More ominous, it took last
mirate Southeast lobbying to save any MPS support for Teacher Center at
all in Minneapolis' stringent budgeting for 1976-77. Hayen's complex
and unusual organizational concept does not sell itself easily in a time
of retrenchment. The conglomerate change-agent Center often seems remcte
from day-to-day school programs. "I want to see it survive," said one
friendly top administrator while struggling with budget cutsj "I wish

to hell I knew why."

Meanwhile, the College of Education apparently does know why. Its
vested interest in training educators, after all, is more immediately
apparent than the educators' interest in systemic change. While MPS fund-
ing for the Center has been cut in half, UM's stays steady. For its extra
share, however, the University will insist an "outreach and regionaliza-
tion of services of the Teacher Center beyond Minneapolis Public Schools™.
In short, the risk grows greater that Teacher Center will belong more to
the professors than to the teachers.

Be that as it may, it is a rare principal, teacher, or active parent
who does not answer '"staff development® when asked what resource, more
than any other, has fueled SEA's vitality. The extra money dispsnsed
through the in-service committee bought extra people, extra time, and extra
stimulus for all the alternatives to work to their limits on all the changes
they were willing to try. The extra skills, specialties, and linkages made
available under Teacher Center auspices, provided more of the same. SEA
staff did "develop", from not knowing quite where to begin in Year-1l, to
not even imagining an end after Year-5. It is a safe bet that without

exuberant attention to making that happen, it would not have.
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Student Support Services -=
Deliberate Psxghological Educetion

By comparison with other activities in SEA, these two were very quiet.
They generated no great controversy, had uneventful orgenizational histories,
and were content with limited institutional impact. Their effective work,
moresover, was with individuals or small groups, almost always in the con-
text of some other program. One was concerned to facilitate, integrate,
and improve a range of traditional services. The other set out to produce
some quite non-traditional curriculum. Starting in charge of the first,
then developing the second, was Kenneth Rustad.

There was early hope that within the relative autonomy of SEA counsel-
ing, social work, nursing, and psychological services could be clesely
interwoven on a K-12 and preject-wide basis. The aims were very general.
Overlapping concerns and skills of the separate disciplines should be
acknowledged in ways that integrated, rather than fragmented, service to
stiadents or families. Instead of being isolated from each other, support
programs in the separate schools should develop common perspectives on
thelr work with the Southeast population. There should be spscisl co-
ordinated attention to the process of students moving from alternative ele=-
mentary programs into junior high. FEverywhere, student support professionals
should be understocd as developmental, preventive resources, not just called
on for remedial trouble-shooting.

To Rustad also fell the administrative work connected with transfers
and anmal option choices within SEA, and with the large number of trans-
fers into Southeast from outside. The latter was particularly complicated

because of racial-balance requirements on both the sending and receiving

-165-



school in each transfer.

As part of the overall enrichment of resources, each elementary alter-
native started with a full-time counselor. Later there was extra social-
work time, too, and the supervised help of eight social-work interns. For
schools coping with program and populetion changes together, and new parent
snvolvement at the same time, these added people made an importent difference.
Free School, also, moved from not wanting the counselor and soclal-work
labels, and rejecting the idea of cutside psychological services, to in-
sisting in Years-li and 5 that all were vital.

Coordinating them K-12 and project-wide from the start, however, was
simply not on anyone's urgent agenda. The first demand was to build
strength and working relationships in each place. Integrating support
service, teachers, aides, volunteers, and administration in one building
was task enough. Collsboration scross school lines could happen as occaslon
required, but not for its own sake. The general inter-gchool goals were
quickly put aside, in favor of specific attention in each building to its
own student support team.

Not until the end of Year-], did the project-wide team idea emerge
again -- and then largely as a strategem to gain extra Minneapolis funding,
as the federsl came to an end. A proposal was drawn that shared social
work skills, especially, across the project. Social workers and counselors,
plus two comunity liaison parents and a community education coordinator
were to meet and parcel out common tasks as a K-12 team. Part of the
rationale was to break new ground on behalf of similar X-12 clusters being
developed in other parts of the city.

Tn its first year the team achieved mixed success, at best. Its

achievements were chiefly administrative; a shared review of &th graders
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moving into the Marshall-U options; a consistent written policy on student
transfers in SEA; and improved handling of the socisl workers' perennisl
headache, free and reduced-price lunch lists. Beyond this there was little.
A5 before, the press of particular responsibilities in separate schools was
stronger than the impetus to teamwork. Whether the team will be continued
is uncertain. If at the expense of anything in a team-member's home build-
ing, said one principal clearly, it should not bve.

For Ken Rustad, meanwhile, the chlef attraction of working in S5EA was
a chance to work on two specific interests in combination: changing the
role of the counselor, and developing personal-growth curriculum for high
school students. With only light demand for coordination of services, and
a social work supervisor to help him, he could give these interests full-
time attention. The result was the project known as deliberate psycho=
logical education.

Without that name, the early Southeast beginnings of DPE were in the
guide groups &t Marshall-University. As already related, they did not go
far in practice. To Rustad's thinking, they did not go nearly far enough
in theory, either. Before Year-l was out he had made contact with Norman
Sprinthall, who had begun some highly praised high school work in Massa-
chusetts, and was about to leave Harvard to become professor of counsel-
ing at the University of Minnesota. Sprinthall was glad to work with
Rustad on curriculum, using SEA as a laboratory and training site for their
common geals. Jim Kent, knowing something of Sprinthall from his own
Massachusetts days, allocated initial funding for Year-2, For Year-3 and
beyond, after convineing Experimental Schools that it was not just "Esalen
for staff," DPE became part of the 1973-76 contract with NIE.

What is the deliberate psychological education project? Alone in SEA,
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it is a research and experiment based effort to produce discrete affec-
tive curriculum materials at secondary level. The academic connecticn

is important in two respects. First, it has reinforced a strong theo-
retical framework which guides the curriculum try-outs. Second, it has
kept the emphasis on achieving a product for 1ster use, rather than on a
process of present change. In SEA context both these are unusal gqualities.
They account for much of the difficulty people have felt in trying to fit
DPE with the overall alternatives pattern.

DFE is also unusual in having clearly limited goals. It does not
aim to reshape or reorganize any whole system -- except possibly, by in-
direction, how counselors are trained and spend their time. It does not
promise a radically different affective environment. It simply says that
specific elective courses, for regular curriculum credit, can help meet
the general failure of high schools to promote positive personal growth.
Not as a by-product, but as what is deliberately taught, students can
learn more complex and integrated self-understanding, stronger perscnal
identity and autonomy, improved ability to communicate with others; and
more complex ethical reasoning. Such courses are not offered as therapy,
either. They should be as effectively taught by subject-matter specialists
in their regular departments, as by counselors.

Basic to the DPE model are certain well known current theories of
developmental psychology: Piaget on cognitive development; Kohlberg on
moral; and Loevinger on ego stages. Teensgers' personsl growth can be
rurtured when they take perspectives different from their own on & con-
tinuum of stages. They learn to "experience the world differently." An

effective way of "taking the perspective of others" is to practice the
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skills of others. Thus lavolvement and reflection on "significant adult
experience’ becomes central to the teaching/learning strategy.

Beginning in Year-2 Rustad and colleagues began trying out their
theory and strategy in new course-offerings at Marshall-U. Besides
Sprinthall and University assoclates, the colleagues included high school
teachers and counselors. They participated in a training seminar, helped
design the new materials, and co-taught with Sprinthall or Rustad. Their
first offerings were psychology of counseling, and moral dilemmas. The
former emphasizes empathic listening and response, and students! teach-
ing of these skills to each other. The latter works with discussion of
value conflicts in both personal relationships and public policy. Both
courses were socinl studies electives, and it was social studies teachers
who first worked on the technigues of "learning psychology by doing psy-
chology." Both courses attracted good enrbllments, mostly from among
academically above-average students.

In the following two years these courses were revised, and a total
of =ix others satisfactorily developed. Among them are titles such as
women's growth {English teacher), child development, and two-person re-
lationships (both in home economics). By enlisting the counselors and
some teachers at Marcy and Pratt-Motley, DPE mads teaching of elementary
children part of the Pgignificant adult experience" for its students. It
also began a class at another high school. By Year-5 nine teachers, 11
counselors, and a social worker had taught or co-taught at least one DPE
course. During Year-5, on the basis of accumulated experience and evalua-
tions, the DPE team prepared six curriculum guldes, plus two companion
monographs on theory, design, and evaluation. In their judgment, the pro-

duct is tested and ready to use.

-169-



In SEA and Minneapolis, however, that use is very slight. The trained
teachers are doubtless using DPE skills in other classes, but not the DFPE
curriculum itself. Counselors in general "are not running to pick it up,”
probably because it is too sharp a bresk with their sccustomed remedial
and one-to-one roles. A practical difficulty almost snywhere is the need
for two~or three-hour blocks of relaxed time for the courses to be effec-
tive. A particular problem at Marshall-U is that most of the open and
interested teachers had low seniority, and were lost to the school as en-
roliment declined.

It looks unlikely that DPE curriculum can come off the shelf without
unusually strong administrator commitment, together with teachers speci~

fically wanting to "experience the world differently” themselves.

Business Adyisor Services

Business and financisl services in SEA might have been just balancing
the books and filing the requisitions. In fact, the thrust was to make
them much more than that. The business advisor from Year-2, Rodney French,
preferred never to think of budgets apart from governance. Governance is
decision-meking about the use of resources. Financial reports are infor-
mation about the use of resources. Decision makers require information.
Only people with information can make decisions, or effectively in-
fluence them. If governance is to be put in many hands--decentralized --
then so must financial reporis be.

Prench did require books to be balanced and requisitions filed. He
also ren interference with purchasing and payroll, dealt with contract
monitors in Washington, and juggled route schedules for 16 SE4 buses. For

three years, however, the heart of his work was to teach people to think
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process.

Of particular interest here, however, are the ways in which after-
school and school-day progrums have impinged on each other in SEA con-
text. There are several. 1In one form or another all raise the question
whether overlap and integration are desirable, and if desirable, whether
they are feasible. Taken together, they make a mixed story.

One such question has been mentioned earlier: whether or not high
school students can receive credit for Community Education courses. In
Year-2 the Marshall-U faculty approved a specified list of evening
school clasges for elective credit each quarter. This practice continued
thereafter, but on a diminishing scale. At the end of Year-l and begin-
ning of Year-5 the basic question was being raised again, almost as a
new issue. With it, administrators were discussing the parallel ques-
tion, whether adults might enroll in some deytime courses. Both the
Community Bducation coordinator and the principal affirm advantage and
opportunity for students in crossing the traditional age boundaries. But
they also cite "obstucles™, and the matter remains at a discussion stage.

Simpler and more familiar is the question of facilitles. Afternoon
and evening activities use the same gpace as "regular" school during the
day. Usvally they need the same furniture, and often the same equipment
and materials. Opportunities for friction are obvious. In Southeast
they were perhaps more nmumerous than usual because of the differing
physical arrangements and in-the-building lifestyles of the alternative
elementary programs. It was essential that community education people who
wanted entree into the elementary buildings understand and value those

differences, just as elementary people must understand the values of
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Community Education. Because administrators and other staff regularly
met together, with parent involvement on both sides, there was enough
personal familiarity and trust to encourage the expansion which cccured.
Even at Free School, with the highest internal stress levels and the
least neighborhood identity, sharing facilities was quite easily accom-
plished.

In addition to administrative support, the major drive for knitting
commmnity and school-day education together came from the people known
as CRC's. The initials stand for community resource co-ordinator. They
label a significant and novel staff position whose history and uncertain
future well itllustrate the personal and organizational dynamics of SEA.
The position evolved from a coalescing of the original neighborhood-
based commnity lisisons with parent or volunteer co-ordinator positions
which had arisen in the schools almost as soon as alternatives began.

By the summer after Year-2 it seemed time for a general review and some
specific planning sbout community participation and resources throughout
Southeast. Jim Kent asked Becky Lattimore to conwvene a task force in-
cluding her own community school co-ordinators, the schools! parent/
volunteer coordinators, and his community liaisons. She did so.

From that meeting came the general descriptiony community resource
co-ordinator: a person in each building to develop volunteer contribu-
tions of all sorts, strengthen parent participation, and maintain school-
commmnity communication generaliy. There was more than the title, though.
The task force proposed an ongoing K~12 community resource team, to be
headed by_a project-wide CRC of its own. In a regular, structured way

the team would bring together three distinct but overlapping interests:

-17h-



{1) the in~school CRC's, working daily with teachers, parent, and non-
parent volunteers, parents as such, and often children; (2) the Community
Fducation afternoon and evening prograem lesders, serving some of the
game children or families, and knowledgable about Southeasit teachers and
learners from a different perspective; (3) the new MPS/UM Teacher Center,
through which the CRC's were funded, in whose space Community Education
for SEA was now officed, and whose plans locked forward to training of
volunteers and teachers tc work together. As so often in SEA, an en-
riched ferment of new roles, new rescurces, and new rewards was produc-
ing its own pressures for change.

The summer task force proposal took effect. Community liaison
positions, linking neighborhoods, scheols, and the SEA office, were
phased out. Community resource coordinators, linking school constituencies,
volunteer skills, Community Education, and the Teacher Center, were phased
in. Two of the original liaisons were now CRC's, and the third was in-
volved with Teacher Center in other ways. Two parents shared the position
at Marshall-U, working with volunteers only, not crganizing parents. Free
School hired one of its own Southeast aides, the only non-parent CRC. Job
descriptions varied somewhat from school to scheool, but commen concerns.

and esprit de corps were strong. By October the CRC's had their own co-

ordinator, chosen by a committee from all the schools and Southeast

Council. The team met bi~weekly. They pooled efforts in listing, re-
cruiting, and screening community volunteer resources. They trained and
offered training together. They wrote an SEA volunteer handbook. They
became familiar with strengths and weaknesses in each other's schaols,

with what was happening in Commanity Education, and with the Teacher Center.

They were an important mutusl support group.
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Three further facts must be noted sbout the CRC's. First, through
Years-3 and -k they grew stesdily more important to program maintenance
at the elementary schools and Free School. As federal funds for extra
staff dwindled, orgsnized and reliable volunteers became more vital.

The CRC and her colleagues on the team were each school's link t0 a re-
source it must have -- the community. It was & position which no prin-
cipal or advisory group was willing to phase out.

Second, by their very existence, thelr way of working, and the make-
up of their team +the CRC's helped blur the line between Community Edu-
cation and the defined school day. It was not only that they were
bringing the community into the schocls as educators. They also en-
couraged programmatic connections between day and after-school activities
(especially at Tuttle and Pratt), and were an essentlial commmnication
1link between Community Education and regular faculty (especially at Free
School).

Third, despite all this, the CRC's were very vulnerable. Their
funding, too, was federal, and quickly disappearing. In the structure
of Mimmeapolis schocls, they had neither professional standing nor even
the security of para-professional aides. They were neither {ish nor
fowl. Despite what almost everyone agraed was their near indispensable
function in an alternatives ecology, they were an andangered specles.

.Putting Lhese facts together in the winter of Year-l, Jim Cramer {now
Community Educﬁtion co-ordinator for Southeasgt) and Jim Kent drafted a
clearly argued position statement. Its basic concept was "to expand the
substance of Community Edueation into the regular school day." If that
could be accepted, then local Community Education funds could go to sup=-

port a CRC's organizing of community volunteers, even though much of the
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community program with children took place during school, rather than
after. The CRC could have a dual report line to Community Educatior eand
to the building principal.

It was a careful effort, but it failed. The new concept could not
be accepted by the central administration of Community Educatlon. It
flew in the face of long-standing arrangements and settled budget policy.
Community Education must happen after the teachers went home -- 1n which
case, moonlighting, a daytime CRC was certainly eligible to coordinate
it. Whatever an earlier progrem might loock like, it was not Community
Education. The discussion came to an =nd, snd "Our attempts to further
the relationship," Cramer reported, "have been thwarted."

Back to square one. By other budget strategems (including the frac~
tional use of teacher allotments), and by cutting back their time, CRC's
were saved for Year-5. The title has also gained currency and legiti-
macy outside Southeast. For 1976-77 there is a tiny allocation of one
salary to go toward 10 CRC positions in the administrative area of which
SEA is now part. Wiether that can somehow be parlayed inte larger suppori

for the work to be done, remsins to be seen.

Internal Evaluation

Of all K-12 services begun outside the schools, internal eval-
nation developed the closest and most constant relationship with pro-
grams inside them. Emphasis and degree of intensity varied, but scorer
or later every alternative -- in the elementary schools slmost every
classroom -- came directly in touch with evaluators. Internal eval-
uation was highly visible at project-wide levels also. Through regular

surveys and 2 steady flow of written reports it asked the atitention of
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every home and every staff member.

Both these aspects of internal evaluation -- school bagsed and pro-
ject-wide -- carried out some of the rather vague promises in the orig-
inal SEA proposal. How they would develop, however, only began to come
cléar toward the end of Year-l. Until then, most of the available energy
was used up in a battle over boundary lines betwWeen evaluation Level I
and evaluation Level II. Experimental Schools had said, it may be remem-
bered, that they shenld cooperate.

They tried, but for reasons both methodological and perscnal it
turned out they could not. Internal Level I was to collect and provide
immediate useful information for people making decisions within the pro-
ject. Its audience was Southeast or Minneapolis, and it was respon-
sible t0 SEA's own management. External Level IT was also to collect
useful information, but for purposes of summing up later how and whether
the project succeeded or failed. Its audience was Washington, and it
was separately contracted by FExperimental Schools. In the terms of the
trade, one team was formative, the other summative.

When they came to work together on an overall evaluation design,
they could not agree. In fall of Year-1 Level II produced a bulky
plan which Level T director Dale La Frenz invited community meetings
to eriticize, and recommended Washington reject. Washington did, but
offered nothing helpful in the way of guidelines or directives for a
second try. The most problematic bones of contention were how much
influence SEA schools would have on the design of external evaluation
instruments, especially testing; snd how freely Level II could send peo-
ple into the schools, especially participant observers. Over these

and other issues relationships deteriorated steadily. Neither team
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got much actual evaluation work done.

In April, finally, Experimental Schoolg asked SEA to submit its own
internal evaluation plan for Year-2. Some 21 discrete tasks were defined
and approved. About the same time Level II sent Washington its separate
second design. With detailed ecritique from each component, SEA vol-
untered a highly qualified recommendation that it be accepted, too.

That did not help at the relationships level, and neither did Level II's
release to the press, two months later, of a summary Year-1 evaluation

in adversary format. In fact, nothing helpsd, until agreement on a live-
and-let-live truce in summer, and eventually some extensive changes of
Level IT personnel.

Meanwhile, a pattern for internel evaluation had begun to emerge.
Schoels were asking for very different kinds of services, feeling pressed
by very different needs. At the same time, as basic measures of cholce=-
making effectiveness, SEA and Minneapolis management needed to know what
sorts of students were going where, and how well families were satisfied
with the alternatives available. Together these requirements posed two
different sets of tasks. Theré must be Intra-school services specifically
and flexibly tailored to the differing programs. There must also be
project-wide analyses of student characteristicg and movement, and of
parent opinion. To get the work done in co-ordinated manner, it was not
reglistic to rely on a two=man staff plus occasional contracted services.
There needed to be an enlarged evaluation team, some very closely iden-
tified with individual schools, others chiefly at work on wider tasks,
but all responsible to a common concept of formative evaluation.

Such a team began to develop with the hiring of pert-time eveluators

for the Upen and Free schools in winter of Year-1. When budget tripled
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in Year-2, the team expanded more, allowing service not only to every
school, but to summer projects and to components such as the Teacher
Center as well. A crucial organizational decision was to make even
"ive=-in" evaluators formally accountable to the Level 1 mansger,
rather than %o a building principal. That helped insulate evaluation
from political currents within the building, and provided important
protection against their being used as utility inflelders for ad hoe
trouble-shooting. By keeping each evaluator familiar with all the eval-
uation ouiput, also, the team structure increased the likelihood of
useful data from outside a school being brought to people's attention
within it.

The program-specific use of evaluators indeed varied widely from
school to school, and changed over time. In the Contemporary and Con-
tinuous Progress schools evaluation service was linked closely to cur-
riculum change in basic skillg areas. Tuttle used evaluation budget
for University help in systematizing an eclectic reading program. This
led to the Tuttle pupil progress chart, and then to assistance from
Level I staff in simplifying and summarizing the data which it recorded.
In Year-lL Tuttle and Level I devised a brief affeciive survey to give
staff a picture of how students felt about school and themselves.

At both Tuttle and Pratt-Motley -- and briefly at Masrshall-U
-- there was heavy investment in Comprehensive Achlevement Monitoring
(CAM) for math. Throughout the project the Continuous Progress teach-
ers were assessing and re-evaluating their IMS math curriculum. TLevel I
helped with special testing to measure studenis' refention of math skills,
and with gathering parent feedback. Helping interpret CAM reports for

parents at Tuttle was an ongoing project, which doubtless explains in
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part that school's desire, at the end of Year~5, to continue CAM despite
the expense.

Lz Frenz and others initially hoped that CAM would provide a way for
criterion referenced measurement to become "the foundation of evaluation
activity in Southeast schools.” That was not to be, partly because
few people felt kindly sbout CAM's ultra-detailled computerized criteris,
partly becsuse such criteris proved all but impossible to develop in
such areas as social studies and physical education, and partly becsause.
CAM was urmanagesble without extra funding for aides. Finding all thet
out was part of Level I's in-school work.

With Continuous Progress Level I evaluators moved in "softer" areas,
too. Data from the Torrence crestive thinking test gave staff one kind
of informstion they wanted. Classroom observstions of where and at whose
instigation children used math, writing, and reading skills offered
another. Interviews with both students and staff about the Pyramid
reading materials were important to the ongoing revision of that

I
curriculun.

Pratt-Motley and Tuttle never had full-time evaluation service.
For almost two years, both Marcy and Free School did. 1In both places
evaluators were clearly chosen as people indigenous to the éulture of
the school itself, and committed to its purposes. For Marcy it wasg one
of the organizing parents; for Free School it was first a friend of the
staff, and later a parent. Their work was strongly oriented to ob-
serving, describing, and clarifying with their in-school peers what was
geing on as the school developed. It rested heavily on the evaluators'
abilities to suggest or find out the questions people wanted to answer,

and then to come up quickly with data to help them do it.
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At the Open School that entailed a great deal of close clasg-
room observatlons related to particular concerns of individual teachers.
On a broader scale it led to observing and interviewing children as a
prime source of data for assessing Marcy's fidelity to its own goals.
Students' perceptions of how they could spend their time, of who and what
were available to help them learn, and of what the staff expected all
became grist for the mill of program decision-making by Marcy council
and staff.

Bspecially influential in the Open Schocol was a theoretical stance
advanced by the evaluator and endorsed by the Marcy council. It argued
that the primary accountability of a school is for the learning environ-
ment, which it centrols, rather than for what students learn, which it
does not. Environmental decisions are about the use of time and space,
the materials and activities to be made available, and the nature of adult-
to-child interaction. Evaluation concentrates heavily on developing a
fully-dimensioned portrayal of the school environment in this sense, and
especially of how children are responding to it. Scheol declsion-mekers
can assess such information in light of the school's geals, and be held
acecountable for adjusting the environment, not the children.

Free School worked in more ad hoc ways. Its evaluators were fre-
quently involved in procedural suggestions for responding to immediate
problems. Desgigning questionnaires and interviews for a personnel
committee was one instance. Tracing the movement and influence of highly
disruptive students was another. When the school changed buildings
there was much attention to traffic patterns and usge of space by stu-
dents and staff. Free School evaluwators, as at Marcy, labored long to

help with record-keeping and reporting procedures. They had much less
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success than at Marcy in winning the time of staff or governing board

for reflecting on data in relation to policy. Still, there was much data.

At the close of each year it was summarized and made available, with rec-
ommendations, in an internal evaluation year-end report.

The chief internal evaluation service at Marshall-University was to
new projects such as AWARE and the guide=-groups, early, and then to the
middle school and senior-high open alternatiwes, late. Near the end of
Year-5 a great deal of data was reported from a student opinion survey,
and from analysis of the choice-making process among both students and
parents. These are quite detalled studies. The problem in the high
school, as anywhere else, will be finding a forum which was time tO use them.

Close to half the Level I budget has gone to gathering and dissem=-
inating preoject-wide information. Two major and repeated types of anal-
ysis were parent opinion surveys and studies of student mobility. Parent
surveys were annual and asked for response from every family. They
basically had 4o do with how satisfied families were with various aspects
of their children's schools and of the project as a whole. In addition
there was room each year for e¢ach school to find out parent sentiment
on current school issues or questions whieh would have to be decided
in the future. With results summarized in the SEA newspaper, parent sur~
veys were probably the most widely and carefully loocked at of any SEA
evaluation data. They could be formative in their influence on staff and
advisory group decision-making. As a whole, they are also summative.
They answer the question whether people approved the project.

Mobility studies, at the end of the project, can also be consid-
ered summative. They show a stable percentage of Southeast elementary

children choosing some other alternative than their nearest school, and
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a drematically increasing percentage of elementary transfers into South-
east. By showing how some student and family characteristics vary sig-
nificantly from school to school, while others do not, these studlee pro-
vided a basis for searching questions about the alternatives. Sometimes
such questions did get asked. But sometimes they got shunted aside, too:
on two occasions the SEA Management Team blocked publication or further
pursuit of data analyses tending to show soclo-economic stratification
among the elementary alternatives.

A few level I project-wide efforts have been responsive to requesis
for formative information by administrators or non-scheel groups. The
Teacher Center, for example, asked for logging and analysis of staff work
patterns, and of how the Center was perceived in the schools. Three
staff surveys have provided some measure of teachers! and aides' sat-
isfactions, or otherwise, with working in SEA. The Year-5 student sup-
port services team used observations on its functioning gathered by a
Level I evaluator.

One question which SEA addressed in variocus ways through inter-
nal evaluation, but did not solve, was how to measure and report on
student achievement. In every school there were attempts to design an
apparatus for performance-based records. In Year-3 Level I reported
that SEA elementary principals considered standardized test scores of
little or negative wvalue in making decisions about general program oOr
individual students. Each school considered its own record-keeping sys-
tem far more useful. There was fairly widespread hope, both inside the project
and out, that something might emerge from SEA to replace and overthrow
the city-wide norm-referenced measures.

But in fact nothing did. The reason is that each school's
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system was peculiar to the school itself, at some particular and im-
permanent stage of its development. Marcy's language arts and math grids,
for example, were radically changed at least twice, and in Year-5 had been
largely supplanted by teachers' private records. That may well be the
most authentic and practical way of obtaining records that help teachers
teach and children learn. But it could not satisfy the demands of out-
siders for quantified achievement results, comparable from school to
school and year to year.

The formative ewvaluation which SEA staff and parents will probably
miss most is the ﬁlose-to-home information which helped them see what
they were doing as they moved into major program change. In some pro=-
grams the internal evaluator position was 1tself an infiuential sup=~
portive innovation. Bverywhere it served a very different function
from the research and evaluation studies which most districts conduct.
Both intra-school and project-wide, Level I aimed to strengthen cur-
rent decision-making by providing a reliable base of shared information.

A particular emphasis of the Level I manager since Year-3, Thel Kocher,
has been to document such information in disseminable form, even after
the fact of its local use. There is therefore a formidable library

of internal evaluation reports for any who now want to research a mode

of evaluation which is itself very different from the usual research.
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CAAPTER VII
THE WINTER OF EVERYONE'S DISCONTENT:

Plans and Planning for 1973-76

A priced feature of Experimental Schools was its commitment to five-
year "forwarding funding." The project would hnave long encugh to give
comprehensive change a fair try. Its managers did not have to re-justify
its existence every year, and then live in uncertainty until an appro-
priations committee or a project officer said (probably at the last
minute) they could continue work. The 1971 Minneapolis proposal, in fact,
included a full five-year budget in considerable detail.

That budget was to be approved, however, in two siages. A%t the
start only Years~l and ~2 were firm andg finite. The second-stage figures,
Years 3-5, were only an approximate projection. Before any final de-
cision, there must be concrete plamning, building on experience to date.
Bef'ore the end of Year-2, Minneapolis and SEA would have tc describe
what they intended for 1973-76.

It took from November to May to do the job. During that time SEA
and Experimental Schools communicated more and collaborated less than in
any period before or since. A would-be partnership in reform became in-
stead a relationship which one side could publicly say "appeared to
border on enmity," and the other publicly deplore for its "debilitating
effects." There is no intent now to reitrace the detalls of this deteri-

oration. It may be helpful to look with hindsight, though, at three general
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aspects of what happened.

First, the major advantage of a forwarding funding concept, was
never exploited. The five-year commitment, with mid-course review,
inherently offered a negotiation framework, in which the issues were
properly about planning, and precisely not about funding. There was
no more need for grantor/grantee courtship games. In theory, that phase
of the relationship was over. There was no question whether Minneapolis
would go ahead with SEA, and there was equally no question whether
Washington would fund it. In the approved original proposal, before
everyone's eyes, there was even & starting-point projection of what the
funding might look like -- slightly under $3 million. Presumably the
refunding task was negotiated planning of how best to allocate resources
in more or less that amount. SEA would take the planning lead, to be
sure, since SEA was responsible for execution. But Bxperimental Schools
should influentially join in, since Experimental Schools was more than
a minor partner. Where they disagreed, about substance or about budget,
they could negotiate their differences. Presumably.

Yet what heppened was little like this at all. Despite forward funding,
both Washington and Minneapolis immedistely reverted 4o old behavior. The
work they did neither looked nor felt like negotiation of an asgreement
on how to carry forward the Job they had already begun. It was much more
like maneuvering for a new proposal, adding to and replacing the first.
The forward-funded starting-point budget was quickly forgotten. Instead
of planning, the mood on both sides was grantsmanship. Experimental
Schoels let it be known there was money, but was very coy about saying
how much. SEA fell into the come~hither trap, and expansively set out to

shoot the moon.
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The result, in the last of four successively more massive drafts,
was a 700-page proposal with an $8.6 million price~tag. That wae in April,
by which time tempers were already strained. In the next month they be-
came more 56. Experimental Schools staff expressed great shock, and
wondered how SEA could have ever imagined such & level of subsidy. Geo
back home, they told the Minneapolis delegation, and cut out $5 million.
SEA registered even greater indignation, and wondered what gort of people
these were who kept changing the rules in the middle of the gane.

Recriminations a=plenty followed, but so did the task-~oriented work
of coming back to earth. On May 11 a final negotiation produced a con-
tract at last. Its bottom-line figure was slightly over $3 million.

The second point worth attention is what happens to planning as
such in a setting of grantor/grantee behavior. For most of a school
year SEA's planning process was enormously profligate of time and energy.
Pipedreams and falsely raised hopes -- since Experimental Schools would
not discuss them piecemesl, and since there supposedly was no ceiling
on what could be asked -- had to be fully explained in narrative and
~osted out in detail for a three year gpan. Much of this labor was al-
most totally in wvain.

It was bad enough that it drew staff and parents away from primary
concerns into a chase for the end of the rainbow. It was worse that it
left them burned out and let down when they finished. But it was worst
of all when it taught people that planning was the same as making a plan.
For that was what the inmumerable total of meetings first produced ~- a
700-page book which few have ever consulted since.

Perhaps it was perversely fortunate that this product was so over-

blown, and except for the budget pages never rewritten. People could
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ignore it safely, push it from memory as fast as possible, and swear never
to do anything like that again. For reality-based work in that final
month, and for the rest of 1973~76, all they needed to preserve was the
one truly valuable aspect of this whole experience.

That was, third, the habit in all SEA schools and components of look-
ing three, four, even five Yyears ahead. The production of a 1973-76 plan,
for all its costs and inadequacies, did at least require that. Every
committee and task force had to consider how they wanted their component
of a K-12 system to look after Experimental Schools went away. Even
imaginary resources of people and money had to be allocated with an eye
4o their future impact. People got accustomed to thinking about schools in
a stretched-out time frame which for most of them was new.

There is evidence that among many this kind of planning outlook -~
as distinguished from mere proposal writing -- took root. In the winter-
spring of 1976, there were active parent led groups in Southeast quite
matter-of -factly at work extending present concerms about governance,
buildings, enrollment, and the alternatives themselves into a 3-5 year
future.

And perhaps the strongest evidence is negative -- like Sherlock
Holmes' dog that didn't bark in the night. In June 1976, at the close-
out of five years and $7 million, no one thought to organize a big SEA
end-of-the-project picnic or party. In a real sense, there was no end-
of -the-project. That may be bécause instead of putting everything in a

plan, the SEA participants had grown used to planning.
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CHAPTER VIII
MANY A MICKLE MAKING A MUCKLE:

The Five Schools =- 1973-76

We turn now to a compressed look at the most distinctive develop-
ments in the schools during the remaining three years of federal involve-
ment. The first two years had brought extremely rapid influx of resources
and ideas. By the start of Year-3 all five schools had more than enough
opportunities and issues to fill their agendas for l§?3-76- There were
still important new phases, breakthroughs, and dead-ends, but no major
surprises in what the schools could undertake. Successfqlly ér otherwise,
they all dealt with matters which had ;lready surfaced.

The context for dealing with them, however, was changed and chang-
ing. Above all, factors internal and external to SEA made the gschools
more interdependent. They werg not now just five institutions embarked
on innovation and self-improvement. They were a cluster, with structure,
identity, survival needs, domestic relations, and foreign policies of

!
its own. Bach school's environment for development was intimately a part
of each other's. Before looking at them individually, it is important to
illustrate how this was so.

Two major factors have already been discussed: the integrative
impetus of SEA's own K-12 services, and the toiling together for all com-
ponents on 1973-76 proposals to Washington. Both increased each school's

familiarity with the others, and multiplied occasions for people to work
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together. In particular, Experimental Schools insisted and SEA agreed,
that all versions of the 1973-76 plan display a K-12 perspective. That
in itself set an expectation that no schcol would act in isoclation.

When a 1973-76 contract with NIE was finally signed, Moreover, its
financiél dimensions sharply emphasized the dropping off of federal sup-
port. Especially after Year-3, the schools faced a common challenge of
maintaining alternative programs on reduced budgets. In this challenge
there was inherent pressure to find ways of sharing staff and services,
rather than going it alcne.

A major sharing decision, required in Year-3, concerned facllities.
While most Southeast buildings theoretically had more classrooms than
their enrollments needed, Free School and the SEA office were using tem-
porary federal funds for rented space. Identifying and winnowing out
acceptable alternative arrangements was a winter-long task for staff and
advisory'groups in all five schools. Each had to know its own priorities,
and become sensitively lknowledgable about the cthers'. Not only what the
decision was, but also how it was made, was vitally important. Bveryone
had %o feel part of it.

To that end Southeast Council became the forum where school re-
presentatives presented position papers, weighed conflicting priorities,
compared options, and eventually forged a common recommendation. It was
accepted, and it had program impact throughout the project. In spring of
Year-3 the SEA office moved into Tuttle. As classes ended, Free School
moved into Motley, and the Motley part of Prati-Motley was shoe-horned
into Pratt. To relieve the population pressure there, and to increase

the program pressure for alternatives at Marshall-l, children 6th grade
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age could enrcoll in continucus progress or open middle school strands
{6th-8th) at the high school the next fall. It was an extensive re-
organization.

There was another re-organizstion issue, too, presented to South-
east from the outside. In spring of 1973 -- virtually at the climax
of the SEA-NIE planning imbroglic ~~ John Davis announced the result
of Minneapolis' own planning process for districte-wide administrative
decentralization. Effective that summer all Minneapolis was divided
into three parts: East, West, and North sub-areas, each with its own
assistant superintendent and K-12 central office. To start with,
Southeast could retain its separate status as a mini-area to itself.
But after a year, beginning in SEA Year-l, it would be merged with
some one of the éthers, as yelt unspecified.

To many in Southeast the three-part plan was a galling decision.
There was fear that to be merged must mean to be submerged, with loss
of the aslternatives pattern. There were unreal hopes that SEA might
keep its autonomy indefinitely; and more reasonable arguments for
postponing merger until the end of federasl funding. Others saw greater
feasibility of expanding alternatives in a single area than in the whole
district at once, and wanted SEA to get in on the ground floor of what-
ever area was most hospitable. In any event, ‘every school's interest
was at stake, and again Southeast Council became the forum for building
community agreement from the views of sitaff and parent groups.

The strong sentiment was for postponement. Higher administration
was apprised through a Southeast Council position paper, by Jim Kent

in the superintendent's cabinet, and more informally teo. DBy this

=152~



acting together Southeast schools won a year's delay. In Year-~h, then,
they had to continue acting together, as Council stated safeguards SEA
wanted, sounded out the areas, and held hearings to determine which one
Southeast preferred. Davis accepted their recommendation. Effective
Year-5, SEA became administratively part of the West area. At that
point, of course, it became the schools' end their continuing Council's
agenda to participate in s new set of administrative and governance
structures.

The strong interdependence of formerly separate schools is equally
illustrated by the manner of adminlstrative changes in the schools during
this period. Near the end of Year-Z, a new principal came to Marcy.
Fratt-Motley changed administrators in the summer before Year-3. Twelve
moriths later both Tuttle and Marshall-University did the same. At the
close of Year-li Free School had its second change of principals. That
was when Jim Kent resigned, too, meaning that for cone year SEA must
choose a new director.

S0 many changes 1n leadership might seem to jeopardigze continuity
in a project whose persistience over time was essential to success.
Actually they probably strengthened SEA unity, and they certainly did
not bring any about-face in the alternative programs. The reascn is
that the new principals were chosen (recommended, technically) by
interviewing committees of the schools themselves, with project-at-large
members from Southeast Council. None was sent in by higher authority to
carry out any outsiders' purposes. None was chosen -- probably none
even applied -- who did not explicitly intend to honor the values and

continue the new tradition of changes already begun. Each came not te
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just a single school, therefore, but to that school as a component of
SEA. All came, moreover, intc Scutheast's own administrative peer
group, the Management Team of SEA principals and K-12 services directors.

By the middle of Year-5 Southeast Council was working again on new
manifestations of some familiar concerns: five-year program planning,
and the question of facilities. In both areas, plan-making this time
avoided the Brobdignagian excess and soaring grantsmanship of three
years before. It was much more an attempt to reaffirm for the whole
system that the Southeast Alternatives were not just five schools, but
a cohesive cluster -- and intended to continue that way.

Meanwhile, in this context of growing interdependence, what were
the distinctive developments which characterized each school during

1973-76? Here is a selective overview.

Tuttle Contemporaery School

We left Tuttle at the end of Year-2 with an expanding Community Edu-
cation program, a PTA reaching out for more involvemeni in education
discussions, and a newly technical emphasis in pasic skills curriculum.
Much favor was given also to specially staffed activities such as cera-
mics and woodworking.

Curriculum refinement continued, and extended to re-thinking the
social studies approach as well. The complex and costly apparatus for
math and reading, however, proved impossible to sustain as federal funds
for aides and University assistance disappeared. By the 2nd of Year-5
Tuttle teachers were shifting to new basic-texts series in both these
areas. As time went by the Contemporary School faced inevitable re-

trenchment in other ways, too. Local budgets could not support a counselor,
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for instance, nor the early level of help people enjoyed in the none
academic activity centers.

The Tuttle program which continued to grow, took root, and spread its
effects most widely was Community Education. It had twe striking features:
it was designed tc mesh with and enhance the school-day program; and it
was a chief vehicle for Tuttle's 1lncreasing parent participaticn.

The integration of after-school Community Education and children's $:00=
3:00 learning was intentional. It was strongly begun in Year-~3 by col-
laboration among the Community School co-ordinator, the parent community
resource co-ordinator, and teachers. The collaboration meant that stu-
dents were personally and specifically encouraged to expand on their
clagsroom interests in after-school activities -- as in reading clubs,
sewing, or sports. The pottery room and woodshop could be kept open
beyond regular-school closing. Some teachers volunteered in Community
School, and evening adult classes began t0 serve as a source of wvolunteer
help for day-schocl. The PTA board was Community School's advisory group.
included the coordinator, Bruce Graff, as one of its members.

By fall of Year-L Community Education was running until 93100 three
nights a week as well as to 5:30 p.m. daily for children. All told, over
1,000 people were registered in the program. In addition, 1t included
Latch-Key for after-school daycare; and a Tuttle sponsored senior citi-
zens program with the local park. 7Yet it faced a likelihood of de-
funding the next year. Federal funds would be finished, and Minneapolis
Community Education would not support more than a fraction of Graff's
time. Tuttle's new principal, Eloise Nelson, == herself a Southeast
resident -- was not prepared to be put off easily. "We are ready to take

our case to the board of education," she wrote in December.
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As it happened, there was enough crganized and persistent pressure
from Tuttle's PTA board. When they got no satisfaction from public
meetings with the Minneapolis director of Community Education, the FPTA
formed a task force, designed a strategy, and invited him to a closed
session. Bventually a combinstion of funds from Minneapolis, Tuttle,
Teacher Center, and the PTA itself saved the program for Year-5. The
task foree did not let up. In Year-S it planned and lobbied for 1976-
77. This time they were more successful still. The Community Educa-
tion component of the Contemporary School will be locally funded, full-
time.

Even when not labeled as governance or decision-making, the commit-
ment to community participation pays off. Without its aggressive PTA
board, it is very doubtful Tuttle would still have the Community School
which federsl money helped start. Without the Community School it
would not have after-school professiocnals to teach children pottery,
painting and creative movement. What cannot be phased-in one way, the

Contemporary School has found, often can be another.

Marcy Open School

After two sometimes stressful and turbulent years, Marcy entered
1973-76 feeling and acting like a strong school. The assurance and
energy of its parent leadership were maiched now by the experience and
seif-confidence of staff. The two groups had developed working relation-
ships which made them peers in respect of their common scheool, yet ade-
quately distinguished their roles within 1it. Their elected advisory coun-
eil -- for all that its meetings were long and discussions repetitious --

had solid accomplishments to point to. Tts integration/human relations

-1596-



committee, for instance, had reached and interested enough new families

over the summer to raise minority enrollment from 3% to 12%.

The world was coning to learn from open education in other ways, too.
Before Year-3 two Marcy teachers, a University professor (with children
at Marcy), the Teacher Center, and the Minneapclis East area alternatives
cowordinator (Marcy's former principal)} worked out details of a double
training program for new open teachers. One part brought experienced
Minneapolis teachers to lnternships in Marcy classrooms for a full Univer-
gity quarter. The other trained 12 education undergraduates two half=days
per week 1n those same classrooms for a whole year. To help these interns
and neophytes (as well as to use with volunteers) Marcy staff made a cata-
logue of competencies needed by open teachers. That in itself, recalls
Glen Enos was a morale-boosting experience. "It showed the staff how much
they knew."

In such a state, the Open School felt ready to take on one of SEA's
most ambitious brainstorms: the reorganized school week. How they tried
that idea, how it worked and did not weork, how it was revised and adapted
to Marcy people's needs, and what residue it has left behind provide val-
uable perspective on this school's development in 1973-76.

The proposal for a re-organized school week -- also known as the fifth-
day plan, and eventually as community day -- first came from Fred Hayen
and the Teacher Center. In bare outline it was simple: run scheool as usual
for four regular Instructional days each week; on a fifth day provide op-
tional, atypical activities for students, and for staff a required mix of
training, planning, and professional development. In essentials the argu-
ments for the idea were clear also: extensive educational change, as in SEA,

requires more time for disciplined staff development than can realistically
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be added on or squeezed in to the teachers' existing work-weekj in South-
east, community resources and arrangements are available to offer students
rich educational opportunity apart from their regualar teachers; there

is documented experience to show that a combination of increased staff
development and decreased student time in school can yield increased
learning.

It was a bold idea, and Teacher Uenter had money to help any school
that wanted to try it out. Marcy council responded. They liked both
halves: protected time for teachers' planning, work.and more involvement
of children "in the real-life activities of the metropolitan area." They
appointed a staff/parent planning committee, stipended for three summer
weeks by the Teacher Center.

With lots of leg work, checking out, and discussion, this group had
a second-draft proposal ready in September. From them came the name,
community day. The school would still be responsible for its students on
community day, but for most of the morning would conduct their education
away from the building. A community day developer would design outside
activities to connect with building-based curriculum and the children's
own ¢lagsroom planning. Co-ordinating people and places, supervising
volunteers, and handling the imposing logistics would require close co-
operation betwesn the community day developer and the community resources
co-ordinator. The program would begin with pilet trials during winter and
spring of Year-3. If accepted, it would be extended through Year-k. In
Year-5 it should be possible to combine community day developer and CRC
as a single staff position.

Jim Kent, the district, and the State Department of Education had

all been kept informed, and all approved. 5o did the Teacher Center

-198-



s

in-service committee, which voted funding for the pilot phase and a part-

time evaluator. Most important, Marcy staff, council, and parents approved.

For so major an enterprise, council insisted on all-scheol meetings and
written ballots by which every family could register its opinions., Only
when a clear majority of parents had approved, did council formally give
a go-ahead.

The candidate chosen for community day developer was a social worker
aend a Marcy parent, Matti Marrow. Immediately she began teamwork with
Judy Farmer, the CRC. In February, community dafs began. Marrow worked
with teachers and children on choosing what the children wanted to do,
and with the community people or places to help them o do it. They
ranged from pet stores to film-makers to train stations to restaurant
cooks. Farmer helped with volunteers, resource lists, student's in-
dividual follow-up projects,and all of the above. By the end of May, in
varying rotations and combinations, all 10 classrooms had had at least
two community days, and most more. On one memorable morning seven class-
rooms went out at once. At Fa.m. over 50 volunteer drivers were waiting
ocutside, wondering where to park. By the time teachers sorted kids into
cars, staff development meant taking a rest before they all came back.

That was the main problem with community day: it was fine for cur-
riculum enrichment, but where, really, was the time for teachers' pro-
fessional growth? Efforts were made in Year-li to revive the original
purpose, as well as to strengthen the adwvantages for children. But in
Marcy's experience and evaluation, one program could not be made to serve
both goals. Toward the end of Year-l all agreed that expectations of its
relieving teachers for in-service should simply be dropped. "Forgetting

staff development," the classroom people were asked, "if community day can
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be funded for kids only, do you still want 1t?" The answer was Yes.

What they wanted had by that time become & much more flexible and
individualized program -- for both students and teachers -=- than at the
gtart. From experience in the pilot phase Marrow felt that ¢hildren
learned as much in the process of finding resources and planning te use
them as they did from the content of a community day itselfs She also
pecognized that any student's interest in an out-of-school resource might
precede, follow from, or never irnivolve a full-blown community day. Finally,
she knew that teachers varied wldely in how they conceived of the community
in the curriculum.

Malling all this over, Marrow and Farmer together had designed a new
Marcy interest center, Other People/Other Places, to be the bearer of
commnity day in Year-li. GP/OP was a phone, phone books, resource flles,

a bulletin board, and the Marrow-Farmer team. By appointment, individuals
or groups could get adult help in finding out for themselves what they want-
ed to find out for themselves. If teachers wanted a community day, { or a
community week in one case) they got it by having their students use OP/0P
to implement classroom plarning. If interests converged from several
classrooms, OP/OP knew about it and could try to co-ordinate a common trip.
If only one student wanted to meet & baloonist, 0P/OP could give hinte about
that, too. But in all cases, with variations for age, children themselves
must do the research, make the phone-calls, write the notes, and arrange

the transportation.

"If it can be funded," was the question to staff. Marcy learned, in
Year-S, it could not. Two Title-III applications, two foundation propos-
als, and sppeals to local businesses all failed to produce salary for the

community day developer. Community day as such had to be dropped. OP/OP
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came to rest entirely with the CRC and two parent volunteers, each working
a day a week. Reguests for help continued plentiful, though not as numer-
ous as when full-time staff kept the program visible to teachers and in
classrooms. Presumably, with co-ordination and tralning of volunteers
such s Maroy can coumt on, out-of-school use of community resources

could continue a long time. But volunteers depend on & CRC, and for
1976=77 her salary ltself 1s a question-mark.

This seems a long way from the grand scheme of a re-organized school
week. DBut perhaps that is what grand schemes in educatlon sre meant for
-=- t0 be reshaped by parents and teachers to fit the needs snd capaclties
of their own school community as they see them at this time. Clearly
that is what Marcy did. From Year-1 through Year-% that is generally

what Marcy did best. Two other developments in 1973-76 will illustrate

the same point.

One is that there were further changes in classroom age-groupings
Generally, the age-range in any room was reduced to three years. In Year-5
there was even an optional separate section for about half the five-year-colds.
Such changes took place now in self-confident response to the school's self-
evaluation of children's learning., Some deplored the trend, to be zure. But
the days of worried conflict over conformity to externmal standards of open
school orthodoxy, were apparently ended.

Finally, at the end of Year-3 Marcy made a knowing and significant
change in its council. "Advisory" had already been quietly dropped. Now
the principal became one voting member of the equally balanced staff/parent
group. The change formalized actual practice: instead of asking advice on

school policy, the principal and 1l others declded policy together.
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Pratt Continuous Progress School

These three years were scarcely uneventful for the Continuous Pro-
gress elementary school. In Year«3 there came a new principal. In
Year-li both halves of the previous Pratt-Motley joined together in Pratt.
In Year-5 the school revised both curriculum and governance. Some &5-
pects of all these events were difficult and controversial. However,
none significantly shifted the original commitment to children mastering
basic skills at their own pace, making real choices, among other acti-
vities, and feeling good about themselves in the process. When there
was disagreement, it often reflected the difference in emphasis already
remarked, between Pratt primary and Motley intermediate.

The new principal was already familiar to and familiar with South-
east Alternatives. She was Betty Jo Zander, an organizer and writer of
the original proposal. Now she was returning to Southeast after two
years as administrative assistant in the superintendent's office. She
was quickly back in the middle of the issues.

With Pratt-Motley budget ne longer allowing (or encouraging) a
principal and an assistant to divide administrative responsibility between
primary and intermediate buildings, Zander saw practical possibility that
a single administrator might "pull the twu programs together". B5he also
stressed the theoretical necessity of making ungraded progress truly
continuous and coheslve from age five to 12. In a variety of ways the
new principal gave her strong support to that end. Whole-school teach-
ing teams in math and social studies were one example. Mid-year pro-
gression of some children from Pratt to Motley was another.

By far the most emphasized instrument for unity, however, was joint
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sta{f development and planning. In addition to the weekly Tuesday after=
noon released time provided by Minneapolis, Pratt-Motley got funding from
the Teacher Center in-service committee to pay temcherg for an extra two
hours after school every Thursday, year-long. Tuesdays were used for
progran meintenance and human relations sessions. Thursdays went to
gdvance planning and curriculum improvement on a gchool-wide bagis.

Unity of program took on increased urgency, of courge, with the
winter~time decision in Yeer-3 to combine all continuous progress in one
building the next fall. It also became more possible. In joint planning,
staff agreed to drop the primary/intermediate division eltogether. In-
stead, Pratt Continuous Progress was organized as two ungreded K-6 teanms,
on separate floors, each with about 200 students. Assignments to the six
or seven homercoms of each team were on the basis of 1l reading levels --
which usually gave each teacher responsibility for four reading levels
and a three year age-span. This basic pattern has continued through
Year-5. It is flexible, and it was certainly more satisfying to most
than the previous age-split between buildings.

Besides student-age and geography there had alsc been the differing
emphasis of affective and cognitive concerns between Pratt and Motley.
Primary teachers wanted to be "open and flexible in dealing with the
whole child.” Intermediate wanted to honor "the over-riding importance
of basic skills instruction.” The combined team organization required
a Lot of attention to integrating or composing these different mind-
sets. Having regular clasgrcom observations by an internal evaluator
offared a major assist. It helped avoid ideological dispute and keep
the focus on what skills children were actually practicing, in what set-

tings, snd with whomn.
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The differing stances of teachers, nevertheless, were parelleled by
the varying expectations of parents. Those who strongly wanted coniinuous
progress to be more like Motley than Prett were not pleased with Zander's
evident satisfaction that the merged program "is clearly more like Pratt
than Motley." Among staff and parents there was fuel here for the fires
of factionalism. Sometimes in Years-3 and -h they burned rather brightly.

For similar reasons i1t tock time and patience -- until the end of
Year-5 -« to settle on a format for governance. With the buildings merged,
there was much less logistical agenda for the former Pratt-Motley Coor-
dinating Council, but at least as much need for shared decision-making
about curriculum, budget, and personnel. The question, as always, waes
who should appropriately ghare what with whom. The Coordinating Council
beceme a Pratt Advisory Council, parents and staff elected at large to
advise the principal, support volunteers, and keep communication open.
Thet left undefined the jurisdictional relationship between new Advisory
Committee and old PTA Board. YWith some awkwardness," Pratt was trying
to "have & foot in both camps." It did not work. The result was sharp
disagreement and power struggle over educational philosophy and parent
involvement. More helpfully, there was slso work on careful listening
to each others points of view. After well over a year of work, PAC and
PTA were merged. One elected body would now serve as both advisory
council snd PTA board.

Meanwhile, 1973-76 saw more or less constant revision and refinement
of the Continuous Progress curriculum. There was considerable simplifi-
cation as at Tuttle of the finely detailed skill-level sequences in math
and reading. There were attempts to use year-long social studies themes

throughout the school. With help from DPE, all teachers took training
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in group and individual counselling skillsg, and used homercom time for
daily "eircle groups.” The optional interest group activities remsined
basic to overall program, but with variocus changes in their time and
extent. As aide budgets and federal funds dropped, interest groups
depended increasingly on the work of Prait's community resource co-
ordinator. In Year-5 she was alsoc co-ordinator for Pratt's after-school
Community Educaticn activities. For students in the neighborhood, what
could not be found during the day, might be available after the last

bell.
f'ree School

A brief catalegue of major 1973-76 events in the Free School is not
difficult. Identifying in it any distinctive themes of program develop-
nent or continuing curriculum emphasis is not easy.

The school began Year-3 with good morale. There were enthusiastic
new staff, some important improvements in physical facilities, and an
influx of volunteers through the community resource coordinator. But
program clarity and consistent expectations of students were still lack-
ing. The number of students actually or happily engaged in purposeful
learning was disappointingly low. Communication and confidence among the
staff fell off rapidly.

In mid-winter erupted a series of intra~staff conflicts and staff/
parent struggles over governance which very nearly tore the school apart
forever. This year's digputes grew more bitter and destructive than be-
fore.  They found their foeus in a personalized wrangle over staffing
batterns and salary levels, and in an attempt of the princlpal to over-

ride governing board's recommendation for re-hiring the counselor. With
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lines drwan and charges of bad faith in the air, there was a demoralizing
train of crises. Suffice it to say that for long pericds neither prin-
cipal nor governing board nor staff as a group succeded in raising edu-
cational program:ébove organizational strife.

There were good moments during the year, too. Most notable among
them was a Tive week western trip of 16 secondary students. The heart
of the trip was two weeks working at United Farm Workers headquarters
in La Paz, California. That included walking on picket lines, discus-
sions with growers, floor-scrubbing for a medicsl center, and seminars
with the union leadership. For most it was a rewarding but difficult
introduction to hard work and discipline on behalf of people other than
themselves. For the whole school there was experience of a more re-
warding kind of controversy. There was a spate of complaints to congress
and press about alleged mis-use of public funds for "radical sausss.
That gave Free School and the Minneapolis system a chance to make points
about what actually constitutes good learning. But for the school as a
whole, this was not enough. Despite an upswing in May when ordering
new materials and moving to Motley, the school ended the year drained.
Not surprisingly, in additiocn to those dismissed or whose federal positions
were de-funded, several teachers chose not to redfurn.

In one important respect, then, Year-lL began like all the years be-
fore: a staff largely new to each other designing program in a space they
were not familiar with. Secondary enrollment was high (65) and heavily
female. Primary enrollment was low (33), and during the year dropped
further. Middle enrollment was as projected (51), with the highest
attendance rates and most difficult behaviors in the school. For all

three groups staff had trouble throughout the year in coordinating
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program or offering gctivities which attiracted lasting student interest.
Apart from hallway cliques and on field trips it was rare to find more
than half a dozen students at work together. As before, governing board
intended to review curriculum and program priorities in each age-group,
but never got around to it.

Nevertheless, compared with the year before, Year-L was relatively
quiet. The chief project of the school as a whole was a stong effort
to win accreditation under North Central Associstions' new criteria for
alternative and optional programs. Included in that effort was re-study
of all previous statements of Free School purpose, and agreement after
community meetings on a fairly concise new cne. Preparation for the
visit by a team of accreditation examiners provoked new self-evaluation
within the school. 1In fact, governing board was disappointed by the
superficiality of North Central's ecritique. The examiners team recom-
mended accreditation, but it was denied higher up, on grounds that the
principal did not have a Minnesota administrator certificate.

So he did not, and could not, because he had never been a cer-
tified teacher. For the same reason, Minneapolis was directed by the
State Department of Education not to renew his contract. At both state
and district levels, the elementary principals' association brought
strong pressure for strict construction of credential reguirements.
Despite appeals and delaying actions, the Free School principal got his
notice.

Free School's third administrator, recommended by a Free School/
Southeast Council selection committee, was Maurice Britts. He came from
the Minneapolis MHorth Area office as a former counselor, an experienced

administrator and the first black to head z Southeast school. For the
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several Year~5 vacancies {again} at Free School he helped recruit teachers

whom he already knew. Then, year-long, he sought in & series of staff

retreats to have people share their personal goals, and build from these

a set of collective agreements for the school as a whole. There was noth-

ing startling about the statements that emerged, but there was cooperation

and agreement in arriving at them. Perhaps that was accomplishment enough.
With a continuing influx of transfers from outside Southeast, sec-

ondary enrollment (ages 1h-17) in Year-~5 rose to over half the 179 total.

A high proportion of new students came for the purpose of graduating

under Free School's individualized and flexible requirements. In

1976 30 of them -~ three times more than the year before -- did Just that.
With relatively more studious older students, fewer young ones, and

stronger administrative control, Year-5 was Free School's quietest yet.

This time, when governing board again applied for accreditatior, North

Central approved.
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Marshall - University High School

In spring of Year-2, when it came time to be heartless about the
great big 1973-76 plan that Washington said was ludicrous, the quickest
stroke. of the budget axe fell on a million-dollar section labelled Cedar-
Riverside Program. Without going into detail, that part of the proposal
is worth a brief backward glance. Most elements of it had to do with
secondary alternatives.

Cedar-Riverside was a large new-town-in-town development beginning
to open up just across the river from Soutaeast. It aimed to attract the
kind of modern urbanite family who might in turn be attracted to an al-
ternative school system. By special arrangement, it was becoming part of
the SEA attendance area.

Available next to the new high-rise apartments was a modern, low,
open-space warehouse. Imaginatlvely remodelled inside, it might become
home base for a synerglstic mix of innovative programs. Faculty who had
started on new senior-high interdisciplinary electives at Marshall=y --
the wilderness quarter, off campus learning, the art/msic/literature
combination -- were readily interested. So were foreign-language tea-
chers. Lven more enthusiastic were those already funded for the high
school TV studio. The warehouse would be ideal for a K-12 theatre pro-
gram, too, picking up Free School's community theatre specialist and
others skilled in creative movement. Along with all this was room for a
small open middle school, ages 9~1L, advancing the Marey model through
junior high. Une block away was more space available, for a younger
"Marcy extension," ages 5-§.

This was big thinking. Beth its promise and its peril was that it

effectively disconnected the impetus for secondary change from the
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secondary school itself. Some senicr high teachers involved in the
brainstorming were those who most wanted institutional innovation, but
nost doubted its possibility in the Mershall-U climate. Cedar-Riverside
raised their hopes for an independent start. When the warehouse bub-
ble burst, there seemed not to be much energy left for pushing the same
agendas back at M-U.

Perhaps no one was ever very sanguine about the warehouse proposal.
In any event, under pressure from Experimental Sehools and Jim Kent,
the Marshall-University part of the same 1973-76 plan also laid cut
three junior-high strands, for articulation with the elementary al-
ternatives. That was what Washington funded, and that is where organ-
jzational restructure =-- as distinguished from added-on alternatives --
began to take place.

There had been some faint and faltering beginnings in parent dis-
cussions and the 7th -8th IDEA program that same year. Fxcept for
that, though, planning of a junior-high alternatives concept began
from scratch. It began late, too, under pressure of the funding bat-
tle with Washington and the summertime physical move from Peik llall.
The approved proposal gave a sketchy outline of graded, ungraded, and
open options. 4 7th-8th grade teacher was appointed as plannef, to
publicize these un-planned options, start scheduling students into them.
and design an orientation for incoming 7th-graders. Most of the ac-
tual planning and staff development was reserved for summer.

Equally available year-long alternatives thus began at Marshall-=U
for the first time in Year-3. Junior-high students had to make a cholce
among three programs. To SEA people (but pernaps not to transfer students

from some two dozen other schools) it was clear enough what was intended.
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In some sense the 7th-Bth graded program would be Contemporary, the un-
graded Continuous Progress, and the open Open. Despite the aim of artic-
ulation, though, the teachers designing these options had had to do so
without built-in consultation or co-planning with their elementary
counterparts. Nor did they start out with ready-made administrative
leadership. Ronald Clubb, new assistant principal for junior high,
could not arrive until summer planning was nearly done. He came to
Southeast on routine bureaucratic assignment, not because he was plcked
for alternatives, not because he preferred Marshall-U, and not because
of any previous interest in the programs needing to be developed.

Even so, there was now a concrete and visible commitment to giving
Southeast families the same range of choice in junior high as they had
when their children were younger. The graded program was already famil-
tar: English, math, social studies, and science, with some elective
leeway in non-core curriculum. Ungraded stressed the same academic
core, but monitored progress by individual mastery of specified
skills or concepts. Whenever students completed the preseribed se-
quence in a given area, they could do enrichment work or move on to
senior high courses in the same department. Both graded and ungraded
continued the practice of core-teacher teams meeting almost daily with
a8 counselor assigned to their program.

The open program was smallest -- 39 students with two teachers in
one large room -- and had the clearest program identity. Students could
remain in the open room from three to five hours daily, choosing cur-
riculum units in the core-subject areas. Outside the room they were
offered some specially designed electives.

Midway in Year-3 came the SEA re-organization decision, combining
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Motley with Pratt and opening Marshall-U to students 6th-grade age in
both the ungraded and open strands. That introduced new requirements for
program planning; new emphasis on junior-high alternatives as such; and &
direct intermixture of elementary and secondary pecple. It considerably
changed the junior-high dynamic -- to a middle school dynamic.

Most of the 6th graders were to come from Motlsy. As part of the
reorganization, two teachers and the Motley curriculum co-~ordinator
agreed to come with them. In planning sessions throughout the spring
Marshall-U's ungraded staff met with the continuous progress people, in-
cluding an elementary counselor. Building on the experience of both
groups, they worked cut a new organization of teams and times. Starting
in Year-lj, six teachers shared the four core-subjects in a three-hour
block each day. Before long, also, IMS math materials were being intro-
duced, and some short mini-courses offered 1n addition to the schocl-
wide electives.

Indirectly, the Tth-8th graded program was affected, too. By
Year-5 the teacher team for each grade were circulating among all stu-
dents every day during a three-hour block for core curriculum.

Finding common ground at Marshall-University for secondary and ele-
mentary understandings of continuous progress education has proved rela-
tively easy. There 1s, after all a pre-existing fundamental compatabllity.
On the one hand is an emphasis on cognitive accomplishment plus enjoyment
of elective activities. On the other 1s a comprehensive academic high
school's emphasis on seriocus learning in a wide varlety of fields by
a wide diversity of students. The assumed educational values are
highly congruent. There are large areas in which what 1s satisfying

to continuous progress people will aglso be a matter of pride for the rest
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of the school.

Given that, plus goodwill on both sides, i1t is not surprising that
even so anthropologically upsetting a phenomenon as 6th-grade chiidren
and elementary teachers making themselves at home in a high school has
turned out quite tolerable. It seems reasonable alsc that in some re-
spects (as organization of time) Marshall-U's graded and ungraded programs
~~ like Tuttle and Prati{ -- grow more elike than different. Moreover,
the basic congruency of values very likely explains why there is little
if any demand for organizationally extending the ungraded strand through
the last four years. Beyond junior high there are fewer and fewer grade-
level courses anyway. At those ages and skill levels, apparently, in-
stitutionalized program identity is not what continuous progress requires;
individualized fteaching and materials in particular disciplines are.

For open education, however, entry intc the Marshall-University cul-
ture has been much more difficult. In practice this has often meant that
Marcy people have felt rebuffed and given the run-around, while Marshall-U
people have felt badgered and looked down upon. Sometimes an underlying
sense of division shows up in absurdities of expression which make it
worse -~ as when the high school principal writes of open-program parents
in his own school az "groups from Marey' or the elementary principal de-
fines his goal for Marshall-U as simply Yan extension of the program
al Marcy." No doubt the one imprudence provokes the other. But the
difficulties came neither from imprudence nor from lack of goodwill.

They stem from some hard-to-accommodate differences of perspective. At
least three, which reinforce each other should be noted.

One difference is simply in the things which make people proud of

their school. 1In a traditionally good comprehensive high school they



tend to be matters of student performance and faculty expertise. A
high-value word is "professional." 1In a tradltionally good open school
they tend to be matters of nuturing environment and across-tihe-board
sharing. A high value word is "family." The different values need not
conflict, but they have very different tones. It is not immediately
obvious how a good open program can enhance the seif-esteen of a
Marshall-U High, or vice versa. And there are some aspectis of each
which are sure to be uncomfortable for the other.

A second difference -~ perhaps the nost important -- 1s 1n per-
pectives on educational change. Before and during SEA, Marshall-U people
have seen many innovations, some lasting, sonme not. It iIs not neces-
sarily invidious for the uncommitted to think of a new open program as
analogous to a new curriculum package or even a new instructional de-
partment. Open school people, however, cannot stand to be thought of
that way. They are committed to a total and distinctive gestalt of
educational outlook. For them it is incomprehensible, for example,
that an open program chould be restricted in enrollment, should not
have its own budget, should not have strong parent/staff governance.

Tt must be considered, in short, a Full school-within-the-school. But
to people who think of innovations on the scale of a new math, such
¢laims sound overweening. Thus neither group find in the other the be-
havior they hope for. Disappointment like this has been common at
Marshall-~T.

Finally, there is importaat difference of organizational per-
spective and experience. Open education has largely risen into Mar-
shall-U from elementary beginnings. The open elementary school 1o a

small unitary institution where power is quite evenly diffused through
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the system, yet always sensitively linked to an administrative center.

Decisions, no matter where made, tend to signal their impact everywhere,
rapidly. In the departmentalized high school power is unevenly Zispersed,
and the institution is poly-centric, not unitary. The impact of many de-
cisions may be narrowly contained. That makes for very different patterns
and styles of communication and influence. When an open program, most of
whose parents and students, and some of whose staff, are accustomed to

the one milieu, takes up lodging in the other, some frustration and baf-
flement on both sides are inevitable. They have not been eliminated st
Marshall-U, and it would be astonishing if they had.

Yet even with all this and more, there is a growing open program al-
ternative at Marshall-University. As soon as the decision to sdmit sixth
graders was made, teachers administrators, and surport staff from the high
school and Marcy began to meet -- and some Marcy parents, too. For the
enlarged middle open program they agreed that one teacher would transfer
to the high school from Marcy. After difficult discussion they agreed
on some philosophy and requested remodelling of additional space. 1In
Year-ii the middle open school had 66 students sharing three teachers and
two rooms. When one of the secondary teachers left during the year, she
was replaced by a newly certified man who had been an aide at Marcy.
Year-5 enrocllment rose to 80, but teaching staff was reduced to 2.5.

In Year-h, also, Marshall-U had a new principal, Michael Joseph.

His chief impression of need from both Bill Phillips and Jim Kent was
to revive and revise the concept of alternatives at senior high level.
On arriving in the school it seemed clear that the focus of alterna-
tives interest for older students was on open programs. 3o in December

he appointed a planning committee of five teachers, plus Ron Clubb.
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The committee reported in March, and immediately thereaf'ter teachers
who were to staff the new alternative began more defailed planning. The
format adopted for senior high open was to provide students with half of
each day based in a senior-high open classroom, elther morning or after~l
noon, and the other half for elective courses elsewhere in Marshaell-U.

In Year-5, when senior-high open began, 60 students enrolled. English,
art, and soclal studies are the core disciplines of the open room, with
an art teacher co-ordinating the program as a whole. There 1s no re-
quirement that students stay only in the room however. Projects are de=-
fined by contract with a teacher, and carried out wherever is best.

With enrcllment projected for over 80 in 1976+~77 there was a brief
but erucial controversy in spring of Year-5. The question was whether
all who chose this alternativé could enter, or whether scme must be scre-
ened out. Even at this late date there were teachers and administrators
who would define alternatives as abnormal programs for students not in
the "regular" high school. On that misunderstanding, it was then possible
to argue that admission to the open schocl need not be by student or fam-
ily choice only, but by school-defined criteria such as being "moti-
vated and responsible" or "not in need of imposed structure."

The argument this time was settled in favor of stated SEA and Min-
neapolis policy. Students attend the alternatives of their choice. In
1976-77 there will be three senjor-high open classrooms.

It remains to say a word about Marshall-University governance in
1973-76. There is very little to say. The principal's advisory council
so cautiously constituted and defined by Bill Phillips functioned briefly
but never powerfully for the rest of Year-3. It lapsed without audi-

ble protest in Year-U, and has been replaced by a smaller group of the
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same name which meets when the principal wants. Faculty and students,
says Joseph, he can always see in the building; parents he prefers to
poli by phone or mail. "Anytime I feel there should be input, I'11

call them.™
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CHAPTER IX

PROJECT-WIDE GOVERNANCE AND THE PROMISE OF PHASE-IN

Legitimized community sharing in SEA governance began modestly
and late. Once begun, it advanced to prominence and power, then ran
into a time of troubles. Still, as federal funding finally phased out,
governance was the main means in sight for making sure SEA's contributlon
to change continued to phase in. Some key episodes have already been
sketehed. It is time now to put them in order, add some others, and
finish out the story.

in winter of Year-1 Jim Kent addressed the questlon of what to put
in place of the Marshall-University policy board idea. For community over-
yiew and K-12 responsibility -- ag well as "to light a fire under the high
school" -- some new group was necessary. Carefully, he proposed a South-
east Community Education Council, soon known simply as Southeast Couneil.

The Council's primary stated function was tame: to advise the di-
rector. In that capacity, however, it was to share in recruiting and in-
terviewing for administrator vacancies in the Southeast schools, and to
recommend allocation of boith local and federal funds. Those were still
sonewhat novel ideas, and because the new Councll would replace an in-
terim steering committee appointed by the superintendent, its consti-
tution required approval downtown. That obtained, in May, the Southeast
Council came into being. Besides parents and staff from the five schools,
it included representatives from the chief Southeast planning group, the

Park Board, and the Marshall-U policy board. Sitting as chalrperson was
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Ben Rank, a Tuttle parent and = top administrator in a suburban scheool
district. He would make it clear, hoped Kent, that "we wanted more than
a PTA.V

Council's first action was to help interview for a new SEA busi-
ness advisor. Its first show of strength was in rewriting the Teacher
Center proposal and prevailing on Experimental Schools to approve it.
From there 1t moved on to community involvement at Marshall-U, and
from that into 1973-76 planning.

The Marshall-U question was whether there would be any means for
parents and staff to work together on shaping a high school of alterna-
tives. Behind that was the question whether Marshall-U -- with half the
SEA students -- would convincingly "join the project.M Southeast Coune
cil wished it would, of course. Spearheaded (even then) by Marcy rep-
res-ntatives, who were joined by other elementary parents with children
entering junior high, the Council "mandated” that Marshall-University
design and create a high school community advisory council.

From mandate to meetings is a long road, stretching beyond the per-
iod of this report. The best that could come of Southeast Council's rather
brazen intervention was that "a structure for broadly based participation
in governance" became one of Marshall-U's stated goals in the 1973-76
plan, next spring. Three springs after that, it is worth noting, South-

east Council meetings. still ineluded plaintive discussions of whether the

principal's advisory committee meetings at the high school could be more

frequent and more publicized.
Meanwhile, for the rest of Year-2, Council was fully occupled with

the multiple versions and diversions of the overall SEA 1973-76 plan.

There were five public hearings for school advisory groups to respond to
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the first draft alone. After draft two they listened again, and made over

L7 substantive changes. Among them, of course, were items concerning Jjun-

ior high options and the governance structure at Marshall-U. Then they

had to keep at it through all the subsequent rejections and revisions

antil s contract was agreed in May. By that time it wes no doub% true that
Southeast Council was "more knowledgable than any other group about SEA."

In the midst of these concerns the Council took carefully planned
part in another. That was the design of a parent/staff interviewing com-
mittee to recommend a new principal at Marcy. Because this was the first
attempt at community participation in naming the administrater of & rec-
ognized school (Free School could be dismissed as a special case}, all
saw the need for clear-cut procedure. It would set important precedent
for both school and project-wide governance.

The plan worked out was for the parent chairperson of Marcy's ad-
visory council to name two parents and three staff, and for Southeast
Council to name twe of its own non-Marcy members. Those seven would in-
terview properly credentialed applicants, and make a recommendation to
the SEA director.

Kent got the plan through cabinet, and asked the city-wide prin-
cipals! organization to look it over. People were willing to try. Fol-
lowing visits and interviews, all the applicants themselves evaluated
the process. It worked. Thereafter all the new SEA principals were
chosen by roughly the same method.

Pretty clearly, though only an advisory body, Southeast Council
had started to operate in central, sensitive areas of school governance.
School programs, school budgets, and school personnel had become their

regular agenda. It was a beginning.
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For Experimental Schools project officer Cynthia Parsons, however,

a beginning was not enough. The summer before, as Parsons was coming on
the job, Robert Binswanger had been concerned "that the SEA govermance
issue keeps being postponed by the Minneapolis staff." As Parsons saw
it, the epux of the matter was a lack of explicit commitment by Minne-
apolis top administration to "our notion that SEA is providing a compre-
hensive test of decentralization in a large urban school system." Jim
Kent's good intentions were not enough. Neither was an advisory council,
no matter how capably functioning. What was needed was some policy from
the top.

S0 Parsons addressed herself to the top. First by letter in Octeber
1972, and then repeatedly through Kent and in person, she tried to get
from John Devis a statement on decentralized governance in SEA, and on
his intentions for the district Beyond Southeast. Evidently the super-
intendent did not appreciate these instructions. Only on the final day
of final refunding negotiations in Washington, May 11, 1973, did he phone
something in. It was scarcely definitive: Despite legal constraints, he
dictated, "there is developing & capability to transfer authority and
power, and more than that, to be comfortable with the new arrangements.”

The peoint is, no matter how hard Experimental Schools might push --
even waving its check-book -- it could not make a strong superintendent
say one word more than he wanted, sooner than he wanted, on the subject
of decentralized power. The further point is that it is well Southeast
Council did not wait for full empowerment from on high before trying to
travel as far as it could on an advisory ticket. In fact, there was still
a lot of ground it could cover.

Two weeks after his Delphic message to Washington, Davis announced
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the Minneapolis three-area administrative decentralization plan. Thet
posed the first question for Southeast Council in Year=-3: whether to ac-
cept the timetable for SEA merger with one of the new areas next year,

or to advise Jim Kent to argue for something different. Chalred now by a
Pratt-Motley parent, Richard Purple, they not only advised him, but in-
vited pogition papers from the schools, composed one of their own, and
sent it with him to cabinet. In the name of the Southeast community, they
argued for a year's delay. The position paper as presented by Kent proved
persuasive ~- or perhaps what persuaded was the fact by itself that the
well organized community had a pogition.

Year-3 also brought an administrators' mechanism for shared de-
cision-making, the SEA Management Team. This was Jim Kent, the principals,
and the chief managers of K-12 services meeting regularly together as a
group directorate. Kent had final authority, but pledged himself not to
veto any consensus except for reasons stated during the meeting 1itself.
Though most of its agenda were administrative, there was high l1ikelihood
that Management Team would move alsc inte just those broad policy areas
where Southeast Council was developing a role of its own. Some people in
each group were distinctly edgy about the other. Before long it was agreed
that Council could send two "observers" to Management Team meetings. 4And a
year later the Team elected an administrator representative to sit without
vote on Council. For two years that meant three long-suffering people
heard a lot of issues discussed twice; but they alsc kept communication
lines open.

There was a working division of labor between the two groups. South-
east Council, for instance, did by far the greater amount of work on the

SFA reorganization described in the previcus chapter. It distributed and
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studied Tevel I's student mobility data, and solicited from the schools
their reasoned preferences for location. Management Team, however, prob-
ably had the greater share in discussing and detailing budget allocations.
Even though Council had review and approval of the budget (1.e. advised
Kent on it), the administrators were inevitably more famlliar with how it
affected their organizations' self interest.

A1l fall in Year-l Southeast Council worked on reaching a firmly
grounded recommendation regarding SEA's merger with snother arsa. The
attempt was to know which area offered the most promise of continued com-
mitment to alternatives, decentralized school governance groups, and the
K-12 outlook of Council itself. A public meeting was held for all three
of the ares superintendents to be questioned on these matters by groups
of Southeast parents staff and students. After thi:t, Councll represen-
tatives met with Davis, to discuss with him what Southeast preferred, and
why. It was the kind of honest session, said the Councll chairperson
afterwards, which "left you feeling like democracy can wor " Council
had recommended West ares, and West area is what Davis approved.

In that same fall Jim Kent suggested in Management Team the idea
of their functioning in Year-5 as a project-wide leadership without
director. He was not just hinting that he might leave. The serious
invitation was to consider phasing out the directorship a year early.
While there were still funds for strong office assistance, Management
Team might make one of its own members chairperson, and really manage as
a team. It would be ™"in keeping with the decentralized consensus ape
proach," and Southeast Council could become to the Team as a whole what
it already was to the director.

There were cries of disbelief at the thought of all that work, buu
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for a brief while the idea, and variations on it, got some consideration.
Curiously, it seems never to have been raiged or discussed st all in Scuthe
east Council., People heard of the proposal, of course, but cnly with the
"automatic feeling that no one could do it."

In spring of Year-li Kent announced his resignstion, effective at the
end of June. He was leaving to become superintendent of a district in
Massachusetts. A Council committee interviewed candidates for his one-
year successor, and recommended (to the Wast dres superintendent, now)
David Roffers. Roffers was former prineiapl of North High in Minneapolis,
Just finishing a sabbatical when Kent would be leaving.

As they were considering candidates and strategizing for a future
in West area, Council and Manggement Team came to an important decision
for Year-5, namely, that the two groups should become one. The basic
raticnale was that the growing amount of overlapping work made separate
meetings wasteful. There were alternative proposals, too, but support
for full merger was strongest.

The most difficult problem of design was to keep the membership
to a reasonable number. All five building principals retained their
seats. Interestingly, the three strands at Marshall-U were now rec-
ognized as separate constituencies -- like their elementary counterparts
-- and each give representation for parents, students, or staff. Functions
of the new Uouncil wers to be much the same as the old, but spelled ocut a
bit more clearly. This time Council was empowered to cverride a director's
vete {(by two-thirds majority), but the director could appeal to his West
area superior.

The spring 1975 SEA parent survey reported 72% wanting Southeast

Council to contimue alter joining West area. 1In its new form 1t would.
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By mid~-June it had all the necessary approvals. It was to convene for
the first time in August.

Considerable preparing for merger with West area had gone on in win-
ter and spring. Budgets were prepared and co-ordinated; Teacher Center
planned for common staff development; Marvin Trammel, area superintendent,
had met several times wlth Kent and others to prepare for transition.

A major reason for Southeast Council's recommendation to Davis was
Trammel's strong support for an alternatives pattern, and his en-
courgement of cluster groupings somewhat like SE& 4in the West area
already. By the end of Year-L the vast majority of SEA's financial
phase~in questions had already been decided. Many prospects for
smooth re-integration with the system looked good.

It took most of a year before good prospects outshone present prob-
lems, though. Three or four converging circumstances made fall and winter
of Year-5 the hardest yet for SEA governance.

One was the extent to which the whole district, especielly West
area, seemed forced to mark time. Late in Year-l both John Davis and
his top deputy resigned. A successor was not chosen until December, and
did not move to Minneapolis until May. On top of that, Trammel himself,
in whom 3EA had vested such hope, resigned in January. West area had
only an acting administrator until late June. It was impossible to an-
swer a crucial guestion; will new leadership continue an alternatives policy?

Another circumstance was the certainty of large-scale budget retrench-
ment throughout the system in 1576-77. The first for-discussion suggestions
of ways to achieve it, in winter, slashed heavily at staff development
and resource positions esstential for strengthening alternatives. The

school board did not seem alarmed.
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Third, entry into the working groups of West area was difficult, and
sometimes unsettling. Inevitably envies and resentments of SEA's long-
favored position had not faded away overnight. A good many principals and
teachers clearly disliked the governance expectations, in particular, of
Southeast activists. Organizational structures and organizational be-
haviors were very different from what SEA people had spent four years learn-

ing to like. Some in West area looked on Southeast Council as coming in

to take them over.

Pourth, the new Council itself was not functloning well. The mix-
ture of five principals and a new director with many new faculty and par-
ent members set back the dynamiecs of the group considerably. Discus~
sion did not flow, feelings were not shared, issues were avolded. For a
long time such decisions as were made were the work of an executive con-
mittee only. As Roffers reported in December, the merger of Management
Team and Southeast Council "shows some strain and lack of achievement."

411 these Tactors made for a lowwenergy winter, with poor partic-
ipation levels from all the schools in the self-governance of their own
cluster. Only with spring did Southeast Council seem to draw itself
together and begin to lead again.

A major stimulus, without doubt, was the threat posed by pre-
liminary district budgets. Several Southeast people played active and
welcome roles in the large group of parents, bteachers, and principals
which West area organized to explore different ways of budget-cutting.
The city-wide alternatives task force, again with strong SEA participation,
made detailed recommendations based on the district’'s own policy com-
mitment to alternatives. In actions like these, people's frained famll=-

jarity with schoel system finances and group decision-making paid off
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practically. It confirmed respect for SEA, rather than suspiclon, in West
area groups. Judy Farmer, CRC at Marcy, was chosen to speak for the area
in making their budget presentation to the school board.

For its own part, Scutheast Council went before the school board to
talk about better ways of budgeting. SEA's experience with priority
setting and decision~making in open discussion at the building level, they
argued, should be exploited system-wide. It works not just for proposing
larger budgets, but precisely for reducing them. After 2ll, having Jjust
successfully planned their way back to 100% local funding, whe has more
experience in creative budget cutting than the SEA cluster?

With talk like this, spirits lifted. It helped, of course, that
the final district budget came out much better than first seemed likely,
for alternatives in general and the West area in pairticular. It also
helped that the new Minneapelis superintendent, Raymond Arveson, was
becoming a known quantity, and was willing to name continuance of altern-
atives among his top three priorities.

Perhaps most important, though, was simply the increasing discovery
of ways and occasions for SEA people to act in other contexts without
special pleading for SEA interests, but still with special application of
SEA governance skills. For the most part these are a host of small and
constructively political abilities. Many are highly informal, but genulne
skills nonetheless. Others are semi-technical, but interpersonally cru-
cial nonetheless. They include anticipating deadlinor. publicizing meet-
ings before and after, knowing the bureaucratic report-lines, Ilnviting
involvement and showing how to start work, expressing and accepting strong

feeling, sharing credit, naning people to carry out declsions, using critical

~227-



evaluation, knowing how to read a budget printout, willingess to work
for other people's goals.

These are the kinds of abilitlies which the ups and downs of gov-
ernance in SEA have both demanded of people and taught them. Most im-
portant, the demands and the teaching have applied equally to parents and
professionals. In Southeast Council such parents and professionals focus
the potential for ongoing develcpment of SEA itself, and for influence
and change beyond.

Practically speaking, real phase-in of the SEA dynamic with the
rest of the system depends jointly on how SEA maintains 1ts own life
and how that melds with the other structures and leadership of West
area. It is thus encouraging to report at the end of Year-5 that there
are grounds for optimism in both these dimensions.

Within SEA, Southeast Council ended the year with s presentation of
community interest and ideas for a city-wide school facilities planning
committees and with a start on cluster-wide program planning strategies
for the next five years. Because of Council's fall-winter doldrums, both
documents fell far short of what had been intended, and were based on much
narrower participation than usual in Southeast. Nevertheless, both also
surfaced open-ended questions for action, and left people in moticn, not
stalled.

In the SEA/West area relationship people and patterns began to
emerge for governance to deal with practical alternatives issues. The
new area superintendent, Richard Green, began work in June with expres-
sions of support not only for what exists in Southeast, but also for
future strengthening of the alternatives cluster concept as such. Aleo

in June the large West area parent advisory group elected Southeast -
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Council's chairperson, Marcy parent Timi Stevens, to chair their activities
as well. She had not been shy about explaining what she stoed for. The
West area parents were voting for a veteran in shared decision-making for
educational choice.

That is phase-in at a level where it counts. The hard open-
ended questions remain: options for secondary students, community re-
source co-ordinators, staff development and evaluation for new programs,
building-or cluster-based allocation of resources, and many others. The
will of SEA in Southeast Council to keep such questions alive and answer-

able still seems strong. If that will continues strong, so will the process

of comprehensive change.
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