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Introduction

THE DIRECTORs of the Council for American Unity have been concerned
for some time at the failure of American education to live up to the poten-
tialities it was afforded when the U.S. Supreme Court in 1954 struck down
Jim Crow education. Here the American schools were provided an oppor-
tunity to play a directive role in the society. They had the chance to wipe
out the trauma of the past, to bring to bear all their resources to achieve
the American Dream by overcoming the racism which pervaded the culture.

Here was the chance to bring all the children of all the people of the
community into a common experience and a common education of shared
interaction, the cement to hold the country together in a great democratic
consensus. In a sense, this opportunity was the fulfillment of the inter-
group educator’s ideal—that if people got to know one another they would
come to accept and perhaps like one another. We doted on the Rodgers
and Hammerstein lyric “Getting to know you—getting to know all about
yOll.”

In the first few instances this desegregation of children seemed to work.
Then, as time went on, minority parents found that the “mixing of the
bodies,” as desegregation is sometimes called, had not made much differ-
ence. As a result there has been a growing hostility on the part of both
majority and minority populations toward the schools. This has been re-
flected in the attitudes of the black children quite often, and disruption,
alienation, and overt hostility have resulted. As such behavior has mani-
fested itself, the parents of the white children have reacted by withdrawing
them from the public schools and creating segregated private schools,
and racial polarization has developed. Demands that local schools in mi-
nority neighborhoods be retumed to the black people, in order that they
may widen a power base on which to confront the white community, have
grown.

In pondering this issue, the Council felt that a service could be ren-
dered if some social scientist, working in the field of desegregation in the
public schools, took a look at what has been happening and made an in-
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6 EDUCATION FOR EINSTEIN'S WORLD

terpretation of it for the education profession. Fortunately, we have such
an individual on our own board in the person of Dr. Marie Myles Barry.
Her broad experience in education, in community organization, and in re-
search in business and industry, as well as her academic pursuits, provides
a background from which to draw observations and interpretations of cur-
rent educational philosophy and practice.

Dr. Barry is saying that desegregation is serving to bring American
educators to the realization that they cannot solve the problems of deseg-
regation without dealing with modern problems that would confront them
even were desegregation not an issue. She is telling us that the correction
of racial isolation cannot be accomplished creatively unless the totality
of American education is reassessed. It cannot be brought off with an edu-
cational philosophy based on assumptions, mythologies, and rituals made
obsolete by modern science, particularly by the work of Albert Einstein,
whose theory of relativity applies to people as it does to planets.

Hers is not the only voice calling for innovation in public education.
Four authorities have recently indicated that we have approached a water-
shed point in American culture. A new book by the dean of American
educators, Ernest O. Melby, entitled Education II—The Social Imperative,
maintains that we are entering a new era in education. Charles Silberman,
in Crisis in the Classroom, was impressed with the revolution in education
affected by new teacher training methods in the state of North Dakota.
James Coleman, in his study of the effects of desegregation, pointed out
that if the community and social class are held constant, inputs of money,
better equipment, better trained teachers, better libraries, and more “hard-
ware” made little difference in the educational achievement of children in
American schools. Ivan Illich would “deschool society,” so deadening has
been the impact of our public education in his estimation.

Education for Einstein’s World makes it clear that desegregation can
create new and positive human relationships—even on a voluntary basis—
in public schools. But it has to be done with a different sort of education
from that of the past. The book makes clear what sort of education that
should be. It is an education with a high degree of individuality, mingled
with wide social experience am:ong different cultural groups. It is an edu-
cation which moves away from fixed and static relationships to relative
and dynamic ones. It is an education which provides a continuous recycling
of experience to increasingly higher levels of growth and development.
It is an education which moves away from static concepts borrowed from
the linear science of pre-Einstein days to an education based on concepts
of relativity and operated along the lines of Alvin Toffler’s concept of
“Ad-hocracy”: by inter-disciplinary task forces, teams of teachers, and
other such innovations, constantly forming and reforming to accomplish
specific tasks and constantly contributing the accumulation of their ex-
perimentation into the main stream of academic endeavor.

During a recent desegregation study, a representative of the Italo-
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American community was astounded to learn that the schools had also
failed his neighborhood, and that his children, now three generations re-
moved from their European roots, still were far below national norms in
reading and other measures of achievement. In his dismay, he exclaimed,
“Thank God! One thing we are going to get out of this study is better
education for all children.”

If this happens, the travail will have been worth the price. It could
just be that the contributions made by the corrections of racial isolation
will be that of reforming all public education. If Dr. Barry’s thesis is
correct, this will happen.

DAN W. DopsoN




Chapter One

Forces for Change

In American Education

A NEW CHAPTER in American education began with the Civil Rights Act of
1964. Title VI of that Act mandated the end of public school segregation
by law—ije jure—and the active desegregation of such school systems,
where this applied in the southern United States, to eliminate racial isola-
tion. The penalty for non-compliance was the withdrawal of federal funds
for education from those recalcitrant districts. Title IV of the Act provided
for assistance in “coping with the problems occasioned by desegregation”
to the superintendents and boards of education in districts that complied.
Funds for these purposes were available to state education departments,
colleges and universities, and local school districts. However, it was the
Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965 which, for the first time
since monies were made available for vocational education under the Smith-
Hughes Act of 1917, provided significant federal funds tc local school dis-
tricts. These funds under ESEA were allocated primarily for compensatory
education for the so-called “culturally deprived” or “educationally disad-
vantaged” and for innovations in education that might contribute to the
solutions of the problems created by their social isolation.

It does not lie within the scope of this volume to report with authority
the full impact of these two pieces of legislation on American public school
education. But that story should long be the subject for Ph.D. theses. What
is described here, however, directly reflects the efforts that have been made
by school districts to utilize these funds to the best advantage and to em-
ploy these resources to restructure their schools, not only to cope with the
problems occasioned by desegregation, but to improve the quality of edu-
cation for all children—a cliché for which no adequate paraphrase has been
found. Managed to the greatest advantage, the desegregation processes and
basic educational innovation inevitably lead to a recognition of their com-
mon goals and to a synthesis of strategies.

While desegregation plans began to develop in the southern United
States—based primarily on ways in which both black and white children

9




10 EDUCATION FOR EINSTEIN’S WORLD

would be housed together for the first time—evidence of the general in-
adequacy of past educational patterns and practices began to accumulate.
Popular and professional literature reported the failure of American edu-
cation to teach children to read, to equip young people for the world of
work, to develop the human values necessary to our survival in the world
of Einstein. The experiences of the black child in our educational system
dramatized these weaknesses, visited not only upon that black child, but
upon ail our children.

To cope with the processes of change necessary to adjust to this modern
world is to rethink the human value systems from which these past prac-
tices derived. It is the difference between the worlds of Euclid and Newton
and that of Einstein. The learning process, translated from Euclid, posits

“intelligence” as an absolute—like the eternal dichotomy of two parallel

Jizves—a fixed quality of personality determined by the genes. Within these
Yimits little can be done to alter the child’s ability to learn if, for instance,
he is born to ignorant parents on the wrong side of the tracks. Learning
theory derived from Newton’s mechanism maintains that learning takes
place in an orderly fashion, if only the child’s environment—preferably un-
der laboratory conditions—can be controlled. Thus, the brain of a child is
a blank tablet to be written upon—for good or for ill—by parent and
teacher and the immediate environment in which he finds himself. From
such bases came assessments of personality and ability, standardized tests,
track systems for teaching, programmed instruction, and generally static
educational practices devised to develop man-as-robot.

Einstein, translated into a philosophy of education, views the factors
governing man’s qualities—his genes, his parents, his neighborhood, his
church, his country, his world—as relative forces in his development, sus-
ceptible to infinite growth, depending upon various combinations and per-
mutations of experience. These experiences, in turn, depend upon the
nature of the social structures within which he lives—upon the quality of
his neighborhood, his school system, his church, his government. “Intelli-
gence” becomes infinitely modifiable, capable of development in varying
degrees of rate and sequence, depending upon the opportunities which
modem societies must provide if, indeed, our citizens of the world of today
and tomorrow are to learn to cope and to survive.

Recognition of the differences among these life styles determines the
quality of educational planning, of testing programs and student assess-
ment, of teacher attitudes, of curriculum subject matter, of classroom
structures and student groupings, of educational life in the community, as
well as in the self-contained classroom. In effect, this adaptation to Ein-
stein’s world may serve to bridge what, in the 1920s and 1930s, was called
“cultural lag,” i.e., the hiatus between the discoveries of the physical scien-
tist in communication and transportation and the findings of the social
scientist in designs for human relationships through which to cope with
this physical world. A '
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What follows is an attempt to describe such educational processes as
comprehensive planning, student assessment, school and classroom struc-
tures, and teacher attitudes, in the light of this rationale, as such innova-
tions have been noted across the country by one observer during the years
since the enactment of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 and the Elementary
and Secondary Education Act of 1965.

Some experiences in desegregating the public schools of America over
the past six years, instigated by the Civil Rights Act, have provided a base
for hope, not only that racial isolation may be eliminated, but that the
blatant inadequacy of past educational practices for the world of today
may be remedied. But these solutions lie deep in an awareness of the roles
that the history and philosophy of education play in determining our class-
room practices. They offer no easy, simple-minded panaceas, no placebos.
They demand searching answers to what it means to educate parents and
children to Einstein’s world, especially when the worlds of Euclid and
Newton still dominate our social lives. It means an end to regimentation
and over-simplification, It means creating designs for sustained educational
planning for the whole educational establishment—the whole school dis-
trict, the whole state, the whole country. It demands the mapping of
strategies for change that will make every school building in a given school
system equally rich in opportunities for every child, as he learns to cope
with life with satisfaction. Such a concept demands, for instance, the end
of the traditional neighborhood school, the resources of which have been
determined by the socio-economic level of the surrounding residential area.

The experiences of the black child in the predominantly white middle
class school have dramatized the educational inadequacies to which all our
children have been heirs. As the black heritage has been discounted or
rejected, so, too, have the cultures of the Irish, the Jew, the Italian, the
Latino, the Pole—and the WASP born on the wrong side of the tracks.
As the black youtb. has been denied opportunity for employment—out of
ignorance of the world of work, lack of skill, and prejudice—so, too, have
his fellows in other ethnic and socio-economic groups been deprived. The
solution to our problems of racial isolation lies in the recognition of the
depth and the extent to which these conditions have been common to
us all.

The base for our current educational failures has been our inability to
adjust educational practices to the world created by the physical scientist,
our ineptitude in bridging, with the iessons of history and with modemn
tools, the chasm between the inventions of the physical scientist and the
changes in human values demanded by Marshal McLuhan’s “global vil-
lage.” In the world of “now,” where change is the only constant, where
our children must learn that mobility is the style of modern man, inter-
ethnic experience from the earliest years is essential. New modes of com-
munication must be created to fit the new media. New information, insights,
and skills are imperative for a continuing economic livelihood. New value
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systems in the arts and humanities must reinforce more profoundly than
ever before the tenet that all men—divergent though we be—are brothers.

While all practitioners of education are not conscious of such a rationale,
the most hopeful single sign, after six years of observation of education
in the United States, is that these manifestations of adjustment to change
are everywhere evident—from Newton, Massachusetts to Tacoma, Wash-
ington and from Evanston, Illinois to New Albany, Mississippi. Deans of
schools of education, college professors, superintendents of schools, prin-
cipals, and teachers have addressed themselves with enthusiasm to the
designing of new school buildings, new curricular materials, new classroom
groupings of students, and new concepts of how children learn and what
they need to be taught. What follows reflects some of the fruits of such
efforts.

In sum, the operating concepts by which these innovations are con-
ceived range thus:

1.

10.

11.

. The individual viewed as constantly changing, infinitely growing in

EDUCATION FOR EINSTEIN’S WORLD

Comprehensive planning for all school districts and all children in a
given school district vis-a-vis a school-by-school allotment of funds
and resources, which, in the past, reflected the socio-economic
character of the neighborhood.

Individualized instruction vis-a-vis track systems.

comprehension vis-a-vis the view of heredity-bound man, doomed
to live out a fate preordained by factors beyond his or society’s
control.

Varieties of instruments and techniques for student assessment
vis-3-vis the scores of standardized tests as absolutes and constants.
The need for experience in interethnic and intergroup relations
among both faculty and students vis-3-vis the preservation of pri-
mary group relationships and ethnic isolation.

Professional development for administrators and teachers, as a con-
tinuous, long-range function of inservice training vis-a-vis the as-
sumption that college education certification is, in itself, the ulti-
mate badge of professional competence.

Team teaching experiences for flexibility of student and instructor
vis-a-vis teacher isolation in the self-contained classroom.
Teaching through experiential-developmental techniques vis-3-vis
the structures and mechanisms of rote learning and highly pro-
grammed learning alone.

Student-to-student and student-to-faculty programs to provide joint
decision-making vis-a-vis the faculty-selected student patterns of
the past.

Parent and community participation in determining educational
needs, in setting educational objectives for the school district as a
whole, and in establishing criteria for the evaluation of teaching
processes vis-a-vis the mandating of these functions and decisions
by the education establishment alone.

Designs for administrative and instructional accountability based on
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the functioning of the school system as a whole vis-a-vis the frag-
mentation and over-simplification of accountability for teacher per-
formance alone.

Addressed to the superintendent, this blueprint suggests: designs for
comprehensive planning as a major strategy for change; the instruments
and techniques for student assessment and the counseling services neces-
sary for more relevant career development; innovations in curriculum to
provide more information and insights into the past, the present, and the
fulure; training programs for administrators and teachers based on the
constant need for strategies for and techniques by which to cope with
change; channels for student-to-student and student-to-faculty exchanges
and decision-making; organizations for parent and community programs
designed for continuing participation in all educational planning processes;
designs for comprehensive planning to assess the effectiveness of the teach-
ing processes through the accountability of the education establishment and
the community as a whole.




Chapter Two

Model From Mississippi

IN SEPTEMBER 1968, Superintendent J. Bryant Smith, Jr. began a program
of educational innovation in grades one through five of the schools of
New Albany, Mississippi. In September 1969, the middle and high schools
in the district were similarly reorganized. The heart of these innovations
lay in the concept of individualized instruction, with flexible student group-
ing and team teaching to complement it. That this two-phase plan also in-
volved the desegregation of New Albany’s public schools was no accident.

The day that all the black children and all their black teachers, from the
first five grades of the all-black school, joined their fellows in the previ-
ously all-white schools of New Albany marked a new chapter in the history
of education in Mississippi—if not in the nation. It was the culmination of
three years of analysis and planning instigated by the Civil Rights Act
of 1964. :

Smith’s first step toward that milestone began in the spring of 1966 in
meeting with some fifteen other Mississippi superintendents. This conclave,
held at the University of Mississippi, was sponsored by Title IV of the
Civil Rights Act, a program designed to assist superintendents and their
boards of education in coping with the problems occasioned by desegrega-
tion. The interchanges during this three-day conference led to two con-
clusions: first, that strategies for change should be planned district-wide,
instead of grade-by-grade, or school-by-school; and second, that there was
a corollary between the processes of desegregation and certain innovations
in education then being reported from school districts in other parts of the
country.

During the year that followed, Smith and three of his superintendent
colleagues applied for a grant under Title III of the Elementary and Sec-
ondary Education Act to explore the educational innovations made possi-
ble by these funds. In designing the Title III ESEA program, the super-
intendents decided, with consultants Dr. Ann Grooms and Dr. Roderick
Hilsinger of the Institute for the Development of Educational Activities, to
visit and assess for relevance to them such innovative programs. As a re-
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MODEL FROM MISSISSIPPI 15

sult, the superintendents and members of their boards of education visited
such school districts as NNova, Florida; Newton, Massachusetts; Pittsburgh,
Pennsylvania; and Evanston, Illinois.

This experience led Smith to the conclusion that it would be possible for
him to employ the innovations of individualized instruction, flexible student
grouping, and team teaching to improve education in New Albany and, at
the same time, to move toward the desegregation of his schools. He found
that, of the districts visited, Evanston, Illinois most closely paralleled the
New Albany situation—not only because of the quality of the educational
program he observed there, but because the successful desegregation of
children was also at work.

With funds from Title IV of the Civil Rights Act, he proceeded, in the
late summer of 1968, to provide three weeks of preservice training for all
the teachers instructing grades one through five. Eight black teachers pre-
viously employed in these grades at the all-black school became part of the
program with their white peers. The training was based on workshops
designed to provide and project experience in moving from the mass in-
struction of the traditional self-contained classroom, where, day after day
one teacher presided over thirty students, to the flexibility of the team
teaching necessary to individualize instruction.

Among the new patterns demanded by these changes in teacher-role
were constant planning with peers, new types of team assessment of student
progress, and the development of the wide range of new materials neces-
sary to reinforce individual student interest and skills. The teacher inservice
training program during the school year 1968-69 provided an exchange
between the administrators and the teachers of Evanston and those of New
Albany. Thus, Evanston teachers worked with New Albany teachers in
their classrooms for periods of two weeks, while New Albany teachers
went to Evanston to share teaching roles with their counterparts there.

At the end of the first year, the white children not only sustained their
previous achievement scores on standardized tests, but somewhat improved.
The average score for the black children was two grades above their pre-
vious scores. The average daily attendance for the white schools, before
desegregation, had been 97%. That in the black schools had been 68%.
At the end of the first year of desegregation, the average daily attendance
for all elementary school children was 97%. During the summer of 1969,
Title I of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act funded a program
for the “disadvantaged” in the New Albany elementary schools. A deseg-
regated student body, of which 60% were black children, was carried out
in a community in which 70% of the children are white and in which
attendance was voluntary.

These statistics again indicate that, in the desegregated school, achieve-
ment scores for whites are not only sustained but improved and that black
student scores are significantly improved. Moreover, the fact that black
students regularly attended the desegregated schools exploded a previously
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16 EDUCATION FOR EINSTEIN'S WORLD

prevalent myth that low attendance records at the black school reflected a
“different value system” in which the black parent was less concerned than
the white for the education of his child. That white parents will send their
children to a predominantly black school, when those children are getting
quality education, was proved by the attendance at the Title I ESEA
summer session.

The New Albany story could be repeated in school districts across the
country, were time and attention given to its lessons. And the first lesson
is that, like John Dewey’s “whole” child, strategies for educational change
must embrace the “whole” school district.

Thus, Smith conceived the processes of desegregation and innovation as
a district-wide change, encompassing all administrators, teachers, and chil-
dren to the ultimate end of improved education and desegregation for every
school. This is in contrast to some other superintendents who belabored
the minimum standards fc: compliance cutlined in the early guidelines for
Title VI of the Civil Rights Act. Such plans assigned one teacher across
racial lines for each school in the district and stipulated a minimum per-
centage of desegregation for black children in each district, first under
“freedom of choice,” later under percentages based on black-white com-
munity ratios and the original percentages of black students attending
previously white schools.

The New Albany experience and others comparable to it suggest that
the processes of change, for either educational innovation or desegregation
for its own sake, cannot be effectively initiated or sustained by fragmented,
school-by-school planning. The superintendent of schools and his board of
education must first acknowledge the need for change. If they are not pre-
pared to recognize that prevalent educational practices, such as those
described by Charles Silberman in Crisis in the Classroom, are responsible
for chronic illiteracy, high drop-out rates and the hostility of our youth,
little effective planning can be done.

But the analysis of the causes of these educational failures with “hard”
data is no easy task. It leads immediately to a confrontation with history,
philosophy, and the differences between the world of Euclid and that of
Einstein. In brief, education through mass-production patterns may have
worked at a time when our social and economic patterns could also be
thus compartmentalized. When the compartments no longer obtain and
education for individual ego strength is the order of the day, new structures
for developing new social, economic, end educational values are imperative.

Throughout the recent dialogues among U.S. Office of Education ad-
ministrators, certain concepts keep recurring. “Comprehensive planning” is
among the magic phrases. Others are “assessment of educational needs,”
the “setting of educational objectives,” the “establishirg of criteria for
evaluation.” Many such efforts at both the level of the state departments of
education and that of the school district have been made. An unpublished
study of the interrelationships of these functions, based on designs for state
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department of education plans for assessments of need under Title IIL
ESEA suggests that the ingredients of research consistent with the innova-
tions will, indeed, create the schools necessary for the world of tomorrow.

Among the generalizations drawn from this study are these:

First, a valid assessment of educational needs should be long-range and
on-going. It should be inductive, rather than deductive; longitudinal, rather
than cross-sectional. In many respects these dimensions of design mark
the difference between the absolutism of traditional studies and that of
the relativity of our present world. It tacitly discards the traditional premise
that what is discovered to be true of education at a given moment in time
has eternal verity. It provides for the concept of change as the only con-
stant and for the projection of future needs different from those of the
present.

Second, the design for an assessment of educational needs should include
studies of the opinions of all constituents, including the disaffected parent
and the drop-out boy.

Third, the findings of the assessment of educational needs should serve
as the base for the definition of objectives; and both the findings and the
assessment and the objectives should determine the criteria for evaluation.
(Too often, evaluation instruments have been designed without concern for
either needs or objectives.) A constant recycling of these functions of as-
sessment, of definition of objectives, and of evaluation provides insights
and strategies that will indeed meet the challenge for educational change.

On the basis of such principles, the Alabama state department of educa-
tion reported at the end of its first year of research that individualized
instruction, flexible student grouping, and team teaching were among the
more frequently expressed needs. Since these are the three concepts form-
ing the basis of the New Albany program, and among the recurring themes
in discussions of educational innovation, they deserve careful scrutiny.

Experience has shown that the order in which these three constructs
are developed is essential to the processes of effective change. To explore
the need for individualization is to confront the need to reappraise all
traditional patterns of classroom structure; true individualization cannot
be achieved in the self-contained classroom or in the track system. Indi-
vidualization—if it is not to deteriorate into complete laissez-faire for the
child—demands flexible student grouping, and both these processes de-
mand the flexibility of instruction made possible through team teaching.

Before discussing the interrelationships of these three innovations of
individualization, flexible student grouping, and team teaching, a note on
laissez-faire: there are those educators who, convinced of the inadequacies
of past procedures, maintain that, given the proper ambience and materials,
the child will learn on his own. The rationale for the present statement
rejects this over-simplification of the learning-teaching relationship, sub-
scribing to the premise that the child needs the more experienced adult to
direct, stimulate, and share his educational adventures.
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To comprehend the significance of the current trend toward individu-

alized instruction it is necessary to understand the evils of the traditional

track system. The introductory chapters of The Nongraded Elementary
School by John Goodland and ‘Robert Anderson contain a definitive de-
scription of the infinite variety of individual interests, skills, and potential
for change. By the same token, John Holt, Charles Silberman, Jonathan
Kozol, Paul Goodman, Bdgar Friedenberg, Herbert Kohl, and George
Dennison have described the wretched absurdity of these past patterns.

A classic example of the Goodland-Anderson thesis prevailed in a junior
high school in northern New York state some years ago. At the end of
the sixth grade, a test or tests were administered to all children. From the
scores on these tests, the children were assigned to four groups representing
four “levels of intelligence.” Of course everyone—child and parent, as well
as administrator and teacher—knew which group was made up of the
“dumb ones” and which the “bright ones.”

To a young teacher, just graduated from a liberal arts college, with a
minimum of teacher training, learning to translate this academic experience
into next steps in a child’s progress in junior high school English was the
first priority. The first objective in this acculturation was to conform to
existing educational methods, curriculums, and patterns, including the ex-
isting outlines for lesson plans and homogeneous grouping. At that time,
no questions were raised regarding the validity of the tests by which these
children were grouped or what standardized or other tests were the instru-
ments of .these decisions. In the absence of a guidance counselor it can

‘only be presumed, from the present vantage point, that the high school

Latin-French teacher, considered the most sophisticated of the faculty be-
cause she had spent a year at the Sorbonne, administered whatever the
tests and, from her position of authority, made the ultimate decisions re-
garding which children went into which group.

Throughout three years of junior high school there was no retesting or
regrouping of these children. In a departmentalized program, where the

‘basic subjects, such as English, mathematics, Social Studies, and science,

were taught by specialists in each field, the bright ones, like the dumb
ones, spent three years with the same group for all subjects. Standard text
books were the only materials in general use. The same “prose and poetry”
texts were used for all levels, differentiation of instruction depending upon
the teacher’s ability to water down Ivanhoe and Silas Marner in order to
reach the dumb ones.

Formal lesson plans were built by dividing and scheduling text book
assignments so that the rquired books would be “covered” by the end of
school in June. Students who failed the final examinations repeated the
same grade the following year. At the end of the ninth grade, a decision
was made by the principal (who administered the entire school, grades one
through twelve) as to whether a given child should repeat the ninth grade
in its entirety or go on to the tenth grade and high school. This watershed
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separated the dumb ones from the bright ones for the remaining three
years of public schooling and the rest of their lives. Those who entered
high school took college entrance subjects: Latin, French, mathematics,
science, history and English. That this was an iron-mining town beset by
the depression, where athletic scholarships given by The Company pro-
vided the only significant funds necessary for students to attend college,
did not deter the board of education from imposing these limitations of
economic opportunity with such a curriculum.

Even to a neophyte teacher such arrangements were disquieting. That
the junior high school dumb ones never saw their peers in the bright group
perform well raised grave questions of lost opportunity. Even in this care-
ful compartmentalization, with teacher and text the sources of all authority,
the idea that children learn from one another intruded. It was not difficult
to sense that the disciplinary problems and the apparent indifference to
learning among the dumb ones was the result of insult to their egos, frus-
tration to their hopes, and the inevitable defensiveness the labels of track-
ing had visited upon them. _

In the self-contained classroom, with from twenty (bright) to thirty-five
(dumb) children, the teacher, programmed to progress through assigned
text books, cannot individualize instruction. To observe what is now hap-
pening in classrooms like those of New Albany is to view solutions to the
educational problems created by those past patterns. If nothing more than
the change in the rules of the game of “discipline” were at work, such
innovations would be justified. With individualization and flexibility, the
sit-up-straight-and-be-quiet game is no longer feasible. The teacher-as-
master-authoritarian, looking for infractions to prove her one-up-manship,
only elicits the greatest student ingenuity to test her command; the teacher-
as-guide-to-learning creates, with mutual respect, a student sense of dig-
nity and responsibility and completely new ground rules.

The educational patterns described above were experienced thirty years
ago. Unfortunately, they are not just history. They prevail throughout the
country today in essentially the same form. ,

During one of the early phases of the preservice training program in
New Albany, the teachers were asked to discuss together the meaning of
individualized instruction, continuous student progress and nongradedness
and to assess the value of such innovation. Finally consensus was reached:
such departures from past patterns were desirable. The teachers were then
asked to consider the ways in which individualization could be structured
within the schools. These discussions led to teacher-decisions regarding
flexible grouping and how to accomplish it.

Meanwhile, superintendents in other school districts in the southern
United States, faced with the problems of desegregation, turned to the
track system as the major basis for student grouping. Since, at this point
in time in that part of the country, black students do not generally score as
high as white students on standardized tests, they may thus be segregated
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within schools. Such practices have raised legal questions in the courts, as
black parents have protested such grouping as just another aspect of
de facto segregation. From one point of view, such grouping for track sys-
tems is not only discriminatory, but a regression in educational practice
doomed to visit inferior education on all the children trapped in these
structures.

To provide flexible grouping for student growth demands new insights
and new skills not only for teachers, but for administrators and superin-
tendents as well. It demands new techniques for student assessment, a
variety of new sequential instructional materials, new concepts of testing-
for-learning, not testing-for-labeling-the-child. Flexible grouping for indivi-
dualization provides attention for each child in one-to-one instruction,
when appropriate; it involves homogeneous grouping for reinforcement and
drill; it affords a wide range of heterogeneous grouping for extensions of
experience with other children. Throughout, the child enjoys the oppor-
tunity to know and to interact with his peers of different ages, different
cultural backgrounds, different experiences to share. Techniques and in-
struments of student assessment will include teacher-made tests, sequential
instructional materials in various subject areas, and periodic standardized
testing for calibrating teacher judgments. It will be recognized that no one
teacher or team of teachers can provide all instructional and testing ma-
terials, thus the necessity for more standardized and sequehtial materials,
when appropriate.

Concepts of testing-for-learning, rather than testing-for-labeling-the-
child are to be encouraged. For too long the test has been seen as an
instrument for determining supposed constants of personality, instead of
as an instrument by which children learn. The teacher who interprets test
results as evidence to the learner of what he knows and what he needs to
know will succeed, where his colleague who interprets test results as evi-
dence of immutable factors of the child’s personality will not. The differ-
ence between these two views of testing is derived, in great part, from
the history of standardized testing, beginning with Francis Galton and
Alfred Binet. In their time, it was believed that such instruments provided
absolute information regarding the individual, from which could be pre-
dicted his future accomplishments. This emphasis overshadowed the value
of testing as a challenge to the learner, an index of his achievements, a
base for learning from his failures.

In the classroom where the graded text book was the sole material for
instruction, the child’s accomplishments in learning were limited to those
books. If, on periodic examinations, he failed to repeat for the teacher
the information contained in these sources, he had, according to the
teacher, totally failed to learn. That junior high school students might
have learned to read and to communicate more successfully, were text
books and materials other than Ivanhoe and Silas Marner utilized, was not
considered. Because for years American children had been judged by their

29@




MODEL FROM MISSISSIPPI 21

ability to comprehend these hoary novels, all children were thus doomed
to failure or assigned to success.

By contrast, current innovations in education provide the child with
materials designed to encourage his interest by beginning with experiences
and words drawn from his world. One of the artist-teachers observed at
work during the past six years, is Sammye Wynn who, teaching in the
primary grades of Knoxville, Tennessee, centered her instruction about the
world of experiences she provided her pupils. Visits to the fire house, the
police station, the airport were followed by talking about what had been
seen, then using the child’s words to describe these events, and, finally,
producing such materials as a daily “newspaper” or a “diary.” Thus vo-
cabulary, spelling, and sentence structure were learned. This experiential
approach to the integration of speaking, writing, and reading is quite a
differerit world of learning from that of the junior high school described
above. It is the difference between Arthur Jensen and Jean Piaget. But
American education cannot be left to the chance skills of a Sammye Wynn.
Educational leadership must find ways to institutionalize such solutions.

Nor do such designs for teaching and learning leave the individual
teacher to her solitary devices. The need for flexibility of instruction creates
the need for flexibility of teacher roles. Team teaching that parallels this
student flexibility provides the same difference in values between the abso-
lutism of the past and the relativity of the present.

Consistent with these values at work in these innovations, each teacher
must also be seen by the school administration “as an individual.” Team-
ing patterns that prescribe elaborate slotting for each teacher in a hier-
archy, with the “master” teacher at the apex, usually fail to provide the
human relationships necessary to the success of these educational changes.
In addition to being an unfortunate phrase reminiscent of the master-slave
day and Hitler's genetic Master Race, this hierarchial structure, by its very
nature, inhibits the professional development of those who must fit into
the places to which they are assigned. By contrast, peer grouping of teach-
ers, with the opportunity for each member of the group to express himself
in the security of equal dignity and importance, releases the enthusiasm
and creativity of teachers as comparable patterns release children. Leader-
ship of the peer group is shared through group consensus, as plans are
made for the development of techniques for student assessment, for instruc-
tional materials, for assignment of teaching tasks, and for the projection of -
teaching strategies. By the same token, consensus determines the division
of instructional leadership in subject matter, determined by each teacher’s
interests and skills. ' :

Such team teaching provides a built-in professional development pro-
gram. Teachers, like children, leamn from one another. However, team
teaching demands the most careful administrative planning to assure that
the best that develops from such professional experience is captured and
sustained. Laissez-faire administration in the development of team teaching
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is just as detrimental to such programs as laissez-faire for students.

Success in such educational processes can only be realized through the
comprehensive planning for change mentioned earlier and developed here-
after. Preservice workshops for teachers, where they are given the oppor-
tunity to think through the implications of individualized instruction, flex-
ible student grouping, and enriched instructional materials are essential.
These instructions must then be sustained by on-going inservice training
programs and careful evaluation of the daily planning necessitated by team
effort. Again in the case of New Albany, special classes in Physical Educa-
tion, art and music in the elementary school were so scheduled as to allow
a period for team planning each day. However, teams inevitably differ in
skills and accomplishment. It therefore becomes the role of the superin-
tendent and his principals to develop schedules for conferences and evalua-
tion sessions to extract the most successful procedures as a common ground
for effective practice. Groups, like individuals, learn from one another.
Teacher teams are responsible for designing, projecting, and executing four
major functions in these educational processes: student assessment, student
grouping and assignment, selection and development of sequential materi-
als, team scheduling and individual teacher assignment.

In September 1969 New Albany desegregated its middle school (grades
six, seven, eight) and its high school (grades nine, ten, eleven, twelve).
The previous summer Smith resigned as superintendent to resume his
graduate studies for his doctorate. Before his departure, plans had been
approved for a new Vocational Education center at New Albany. Here, in
the fall of 1971, it was anticipated that middle and high school students
would begin preparation for careers commensurate with their interests and
their abilities, as they continued to study the academic subjects and the
humanities with their peers in the regular middle and high school classes.

Bryant Smith’s successor came from a successful experience in develop-
ing a middle school in another Mississippi school district. His philosophy
of education was consistent with that of his predecessor. He assured the
teachers of New Albany that the innovations begun would continue.

The most pressing problem was to sustain what had been accomplished.
In part, this was due to the waning of the Hawthome effect, the high
motivation generated by the attention given to something new and special.
But, more serious, sufficient funds were not immediately available to the
middle school for the staff, the building facilities, and the consultant ser-
vices that contributed to the success of the elementary school innovations
and desegregation. This is not to say that such innovations are more ex-
pensive than ordinary good education should be. Additional faculty and
improved facilities in New Albany’s middle school are basic needs. Where-
as federal funds made possible the Physical Education, art, and music in-
structors in the elementary school, these special teachers had never been
provided in the middle school. The desegregation of the middle school
caused these grades in the formerly white school to b